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Translation and semiotics

Translation semiotics is on its way to becoming a discipline on its
own. The present special issue does not aim to merge different ways
of thinking about translation but instead to widen the field of thought
and to highlight those keywords that would help us to understand
translation activity better and to perceive the boundaries of translation
semiotics.

The identity of translation semiotics as a discipline that has
evolved in the contacts between translation studies and semiotics (of
culture) can first be understood via mutual influences. Translation stu-
dies has already long ago turned to semiotics, and semiotics in its turn
has made use of the concept of translation. It is natural that in the
beginning, such processes bring about simplified treatments and terms
become metaphorical. At the same time such metaphors enrich aca-
demic and critical thinking and have a significant role in the develop-
ment of science.

Besides mutual contacts between two disciplines sometimes also
the transdisciplinary aspect is important. The history of humanities
and social sciences has always been accompanied by the fusion of
historical sources: the same ideas have contributed to very different
approaches. On the other hand new approaches look to history for
support, or even receive their initial impulses for development from
historical re-reading of certain authors or sources. Changes in the
interdisciplinary field are accompanied by new historical relations, or
in other words, overwriting of disciplinary histories.

A pioneer of translation semiotics and semiotranslation is Dinda
Gorlee whose translation semiotics is based foremost on the deep
familiarity with Charles Sanders Peirce’s legacy but is also enriched
with later authors in translation studies and semiotics (Roman Jakob-
son, Jin Levy, Juri Lotman and others). While Peirce is already a
“conceptualized” source for translation semiotics, the translation-
focused re-reading of Jakobson has just only begun, and in the present
issue almost all authors cover different aspects of his re-reading. Elin
Siitiste creates an overview of the encyclopedic aspect of Jakobson’s
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academic reception, focusing on the translation-related observations
regarding his legacy. Peeter Torop draws attention to the distinction
between communication and autocommunication in Jakobson s works
and relates this distinction to Lotman’s semiotics of culture. This rela-
tion also refers to an important aspect of the social appreciation of
translation activity.

Since Peirce was an important author for Jakobson both implicitly
and explicitly, their relation is of special interest for translation semio-
tics, and Bruno Osimo continues Gorlee’s work in comparing these
two authors. Edna Andrews and Elena Maksimova offer an extended
model of the communication act, based on the fundamental principles
given in Jakobson, Sebeok and Lotman, in order to specify important
moments of the translation process. Silvi Salupere focuses on the
concept of translation in the works of Lotman and thus introduces a
metaphorical use of the concept of translation in translation semiotics.
A fundamental principle of Lotman’s semiotics of culture is regarding
culture as an educating system. Translation as a certain type of texts of
culture takes part in this process of educating bearers of culture, and as
an example of this process, George Riickert analyses the educational
aspects of translation activity in the period of Romanticism.

Looking at the contributions to this special issue against a wider
background, it is not very trivial that Jakobson’s terms — inter- and
intralinguistic and intersemiotic translation — are used to characterize
the different sides of a single translation process. The understanding
of the psychological and semiotic mechanism of the translation
process will depend on the understanding of the hierarchical relations
between these three aspects. Besides treating these three ways of
translating separately, the analysis of their relatedness and the
projection of this entire term complex onto Jakobson’s whole legacy
has therefore become perhaps even more important. Thus a reason has
arisen to revise Jakobson’s terminology.

Jakobson’s communication model that is well known also in trans-
lation studies acquires a somewhat new meaning when we remind
ourselves that for the creator of this model communication meant not
only interpersonal, but also intrapersonal communication. Also in Lot-
man’s semiotics of culture the differentiation between communication
and autocommunication is relevant: in this view, culture is conti-
nuously analyzing, describing, educating, developing itself and for
that purpose, creating autocommunicative or self-models for it If
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These models are directed at generalizing the current situation in
culture, explaining the necessity of change in culture, and developing
theoretical possibilities — as today’s theoretical model can already
tomorrow be functional and practical. The entering of translations into
culture and translation culture as an integral part of culture works
according to the same principle. There are translations that support the
existing situation and thus so to say belong to the culture’s own reper-
toire, and then there are translations whose aim is to innovate culture.
And of course there are also entirely “alien” translations that demonst-
rate the culture’s capacity for translation and may acquire real contact
with this culture only decades later. Translation activity is thus not
only the mediation of natural languages and texts, but involves also
creation of description languages and, with the help of this meta-
lingual activity, organization of the relations between the own and the
alien in culture.

The aim of this special issue is, on the one hand, to conceptualize
disciplinary translation semiotics by expanding its boundaries, and on
the other hand to bring to our attention such new relations in the
history of science that may give new impulses to our contemporary
science. By expanding the boundaries and revising history we can
move towards disciplinary synthesis and begin talking more syste-
matically of the disciplinary identity of translation semiotics.

Translation studies is a discipline studying translation and trans-
lating, and can define its identity facing the intersection between trans-
lation and translating. This intersection is the process of translation. If
the object of translation studies is this process of translation, it can be
analyzed and described. From the ontological viewpoint, the metho-
dology of translation studies is based on the fact that no translation is
fundamentally a unique text but one of many possibilities to render the
original text. Original’s singularity is thus in contrast with transla-
tion’s plurality. From the epistemological viewpoint, this plurality
requires a conceptual explanation or justification, which can be pro-
vided only by a theoretical model of translation process (see Torop
2007).

Besides translation’s plurality, that is, the fundamental variability
of translation texts, an important influence in the development of
translation studies has been the movement towards “semioticalness” in
the approach to language, the recognition of the semiotic nature of
language. From the viewpoint of history of science, this means turning
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to history in search o f innovation, as it is Jakobson’s understanding of
translation as being o ¢ interlinguistic, intralinguistic and intersemiotic
kinds that makes possible the widening of the notion of language in
translation studies and the broadening of the methodological perspec-
tive of this discipline. Methodological interpretation of Jakobson’s
translation types brings also semiotic thought into translation studies
and draws understanding of translation closer to understanding of
communication in general.

Let us recall that for Jakobson the linguistic and semiotic aspects
of communication are interrelated. An integrated science of commu-
nication in Jakobson’s opinion contains three disciplinary levels: “1)
Study in communication of verbal messages = linguistics; 2) study in
communication of any messages = semiotics (communication of
verbal messages implied); 3) study in communication = social anthro-
pology jointly with economics (communication of messages implied)”
(Jakobson 1967; 666). Jakobson in another article distinguishes only
two sciences from a semantic point of view — a science of verbal
signs or linguistics and a science of all possible signs or semiotics
(Jakobson 1974: 99). The interest of contemporary translation studies
in the semiotic and cultural problems involved in translation is a good
example of how the filtration of some disciplines in others starts to
influence disciplinary identities.

The movement of translation semiotics towards disciplinarity is
related, on the one hand, to understanding the relevance of translation
in classical semiotics, and it is characteristic that translation has
entered the research interests of scholars studying Ch. S. Peirce.
Translation and mediation processes are the general basis for under-
standing semiosis and thus the notion of translation is acquiring in-
creasingly greater concreteness in semiotic methodology. On the other
hand, semiotics and especially semiotics of culture realize the need for
discerning and typology of translation processes. Translation semio-
tics itself can be regarded as a discipline that deals with mediation
processes between various sign systems, and, on the macro level, with
culture as a translation mechanism. Against this background we can
see the relevance of discerning various translation processes' semiotic
aspects of ordinary interlinguistic translation (for example, problems
of the semiotic coherence of the text), metatextual translation in- and
intertextual translation, and extratextual translation. This means that
Jakobson’s tripartition is not sufficient for discerning the cultural
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variety of translation processes, although it has provided its con-
ceptual basis. The ontology of translation semiotics rests on the re-
cognition that culture works in many respects as a translation mecha-
nism and that mediation in culture involves both communication and
autocommunication. This means that translation semiotics is an im-
portant instrument in interpreting communication processes as cultural
autocommunication. Culture translates itself to itself in order to cons-
titute and keep its identity. The epistemology of translation semiotics
is based on the distinction of sign systems’ hierarchies, translatability
and translation capacity, and the comparison with intertextual, trans-
medial and intersemiotic processes in culture. As such, translation
semiotics responds to the interests of both translation studies and
semiotics of culture, while at the same time shaping its own discipli-
nary identity.
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Semiospheric transitions:
A key to modelling translation

Edna Andrews, Elena Maksimova

Department of Slavic and Eurasian Studies, Duke University
Durham, 27708 North Carolina, USA
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Abstract. Lotman’s contribution to semiotic theory, anthroposemiotics, the
study of artistic texts and defining the relationship between language and culture
represent some of the most powerful work produced within the Tartu Moscow
School of Semiotics. The importance of translation is one of the central
principles that unites all of Lotman’s work. In the following paper, we will
consider Lotman’s definition of translatability in the context of (1) the definition
of semiospheric internal and external boundaries and the importance of crossing
these boundaries, (2) the role of no fewer than two languages as a minimal unit
of semiotic meaning-generation, (3) culture text-level generation of collective
memory, and (4) the ever-present tension in the communication act. In our
concluding section, we will offer an extended model of the communication act,
based on the fundamental principles given in Jakobson, Sebeok and Lotman, in
order to specify important moments of the translation process.

CvTyaumsa, Korga MUHMManbHOW CMbICIONOPOXK-
Jarwuei efuHNLEN SBASeTCA He OAVH A3bIK, a ABa,
co3gaeT Lenyt uenb nocneacTauii. Mpe>kae Beero,
cama npupofa WHTEeNNeKTyanbHOro akTa MoXKeT
6bITb ONMUcaHa B TepMUHAX NepeBoAa, onpeaeneHune
3HaueHUs — MnepeBOf C OAHOrO fi3blka Ha Apyroi,
npuyeM BHeA3bIKOBAS pPeanbHOCTb MbICAMTCA Tak
>Ke, KaK HEKOTOpbIii A3bIK.

J. Lotman (1992a: 16)’

1 Asituation in which the minimal meaning-generating unit is not one language,
but two, creates a whole chain of consequences. First of all, even the nature of the
intellectual act could be described in terms of the translation, a definition of
meaning as a translation from one language to another, whereas extra-lingual
reality may be regarded as yet another type of language.
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Lotman’s contribution to semiotic theory spans over four decades and
has fundamentally changed the direction of structuralist approaches to
the field of anthroposemiotics. In particular, it is Lotman s later works
on the semiosphere and communication act models that are central to
his contribution to a theory of translation. The focus of the following
discussion will be to present the key concepts from Lotmanian theory
that are pertinent to defining the translation-based properties of diffe-
rent types of communication and the generation of new meanings
within the semiosphere.

Semiosphere and its boundaries

The Lotmanian focus on the analysis and construction of semiotic
space required the development of a structural framework within
which the process of the exchange of information, as well as degrees
of information exchanged, could be explicated not only at the indi-
vidual sign level, but at the system-based, network level. Such a
space, which is a prerequisite for the semiotic act itself, was named
the semiosphere (Lotman 1990: 123-124; 1992b: 12-13). The funda-
mental concepts associated with Lotman’s semiosphere are:

(1) heterogeneity of the space, where the languages of the semio-
sphere are represented as a continuum that includes extremes of
mutual untranslatability and complete mutual translatability (Lot-
man 1990: 125; 1992a: 14-16; 1992b: 11-24);

(2) asymmetry at multiple levels, including the internal structures,
centre versus periphery and metalinguistic structures (Lotman
1990: 124-127; 1992a: 25-30; 1992b: 16-19);

(3) binary distinctions of internal and external spaces where these
binary oppositions are pluralities (1990: 124; 1992b: 13-17);

(4) boundedness as the primary mechanism of semiosis where the
boundaries themselves are most often defined as multiplicities of
internal and external bilingual filters and membranes that facili-
tate permeability and fluidity and accelerate semiotic processes
(Lotman 1990: 131-140; 1992b: 3-16);

(5) development of metalanguage is an inevitable resolution of a high
level of organization of the semiosphere and facilitates self
description and the achievement of a higher level of organization
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especially in the core, central areas, which directly affects the rate

of dynamic development and processing of new information (Lot-

man 1990: 128; 1992b: 16-17). Semiospheric space is in constant

flux, but the rates of change are defined relative to the various

internal subspaces of the semiosphere itself.
There is often a question about whether or not the spaces beyond the
boundaries of a specific semiosphere are “non-semiotic”. In fact, the
semiotic paradigm would argue that while the perspective from within
a particular semiospheric space may often cast the spaces beyond the
boundary as chaotic and unorganized, all spaces that may potentially
engage with and be perceived by the semiosphere are by definition
semiotic. Following Uexkill, non-semiotic spaces, if they were to
exist, would necessarily be closed systems, which are static and
always unknowable. While Lotman himself does use the term “non-
semiotic” (HecemmoTu4yeckoe), we would suggest that Lotman is more
focused on what he calls “foreign (or “other”) semiotic” spaces (MHO-
cemmoTunyeckoe) and its relationship with semiotic space (Lotman
1992b: 14). In fact, Lotman himself rejects similar terms in later
works (cf. MHOKynbINypHOCT® is substituted for HekynbTypHOCTb) in
his work, “Theses Towards A Semiotics of Russian Culture” (Lotman
2002: 235-236).

One of the defining aspects of Lotman’s semiosphere that is central
to the current discussion on translation is the important role that bilin-
gual filters, as components of the internal and external boundaries of
the semiosphere, play in allowing a particular semiospheric space to
come into contact with distinct and separate multiplicities of “foreign”
semiotic spaces (Lotman 1992b: 13). It is the summation of bilingual
translation filters that allows for the generation of new information, as
well as the recycling of information from the past within the poten-
tially infinite boundaries of internal semiotic space. And it is precisely
the crossing over of internal and external semiospheric boundaries of
multiple texts, which often appear to be untranslatable at first blush,
that brings the most powerful realizations of new meanings within the
semiosphere itself.
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Signification and communication in action

The inevitability of translation at all levels of semiotic space is one of
the central operating properties of Lotman’s theory. In fact, the
importance of translation for the generation of meanings and as a
fundamental part of perception itself are tenets common to both
Lotman’s anthroposemiotic theory and Uexkill’s biosemiotic theory
of the Umwelt (Uexkill 1982). When we recall Lotman’s definition of
the semiosphere

the semiotic space necessary for the existence and functioning of languages,
not the sum total of different languages; in a sense the semiosphere has a prior
existence and is in constant interaction with languages...a generator of
information. (Lotman 1990: 123, 127)

it is imperative to remember that the minimal meaning-generating unit
is at least two languages (Lotman 1992a: 16). By rejecting the possi-
bility of semiotic space based on a single language, Lotman calls for a
communication act that structurally reflects this minimum require-
ment. Lotman selects Jakobson’s communication act model of six
factors and six functions (Jakobson 1987 [I960]: 66-71) as the
starting point in building the mechanism for communication within
the semiosphere (see Figure 1). Jakobson’s model is a dynamic repre-
sentation of the minimum number of factors and functions that

COM EXT
(REFERENTIAL FUNCTION)
ADRESSER MESSAGE ADRESSEE
(EMOTIVE F-N) (POETIC F-N) (CONATI\E F-N)
CONTACT

(PHATTC F-N)

(METALINGUAL F-N)

R. Jakobsau

Figure 1. Jakobson’s communication act model of six factors and six
(adapted from Jakobson 1987: 66-71). luncuons
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are present in each and every speech act; each of these factors and
functions are in a hierarchical relationship defined by constant internal
renegotiation of dominance within each individual act.

For Lotman, all communication, as well as any and all cultural
acts, are semiotic and as such, require some form of translation in
order for meaning to be potentially generated. By using Jakobson’s
model as a basis for describing the communication act with the
modification of (at least) doubling the factors and functions, Lotman
demonstrates the inherent diversity of the minimal meaning-
generating units of the semiosphere.2

One of the consequences of Lotman’s doubling of the fundamental
features of the communication act is the central role played by
translation from the simplest level of the communication act to the
most complex level of semiospheric metatexts (Lotman 1992a: 16).
There can be no communication act of any sort as a singular event;
rather, all individual communication acts are dialogic in essence and
require translation both as an internal mechanism of signification, as
well as an external mechanism of signification and communication.
However, while such an approach guarantees translation mechanisms,
it does not guarantee the achievement of a coherent, meaningful result:

[...] non-comprehension (conversation in languages which are not fully
identical) reveals itself to be just as valuable a meaning-making mechanism as
comprehension.3(Lotman 1992a: 16)

Defining collective memory

Semiotic approaches to the study of culture are often preoccupied with
the construction and maintenance of the non-hereditary collective
memory that is central to the definition and identity of cultural spaces
and their languages. It is interesting to note that one may now find
similar trends in the cognitive sciences and the study of human
memory. Steven Rose, for example, consistently points out the

2 Sebeok (1991: 29) also contributes a modification to the Jakobsonian commu-
nication act model where the factor of context is doubled and is given both within
the communication act and surrounding the entire event.

3 [...] HenoHnMaHuWe (pPa3roBOp Ha HEMOMHOCTbIO WAEHTUYHbLIX A3blKax) Mpea-
CTaB/sSeTCSA CTOMb XK€ LIEHHbIM CMbIC/IOBBIM MEXaHW3MOM, YTO U MOHUMAHWE.
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importance of the interaction between collective and individual
memory systems: “Individual our memories may be, but they are
structured, their very brain mechanisms affected, by the collective,
social nature of the way we as humans live” (Rose 1992: 60).

Collective memory is a mechanism for self-preservation and
cultural propagation. Lotman’s perspectives on the importance of oral
and written culture texts as the basis for collective memory make an
important contribution to our understanding of the role of language in
this equation. Specifically, Lotman points out how written texts and
the process of writing shift the burden of memory from the individual
to an external symbolic system that is collectively maintained, while
oral texts places a greater burden on individual memory systems
(Lotman 1990: 246-247). In essence, language becomes the symbolic
condenser between the varying levels of semiosis, as well as different
segments of the time axis (Lotman 1990: 110). By combining the
forces of collective memory and collective intellect, Lotman is able to
construct a model of culture in which knowledge is maintained and
transferred through time, and the actualization of codified information,
as well as new information, are guaranteed (Lotman 1992b: 200,
Andrews 2003: 157).

Tension and the communication act

Lotman’s contribution of the importance of tension and explosion as
important mechanisms of dynamic change within the semiosphere also
play a central role in defining the individual level of speech acts and
communication. Specifically, Lotman points to (1) the tension given
in the asymmetric roles of the participants of the communication act
and (2) the intersection, not identity, of the codes and memories
implemented in communication acts (Lotman 1992a: 12-14). Lotman
clearly explains the problem of two contradictory tensions that is
produced in any given communication act:

[...] whilst a specific intersection between these spaces is admitted at the same
time an intersection between two contradictory tendencies appears- the
struggle to facilitate understanding, which will always attempt to extend the
area of the intersection, and the struggle to amplify the value of the commu-
nication, which is linked to the tendency of maximally amnlifvinp the diffe-
rence between A and B. Thus, in normal lingual communication it If necessa”
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to introduce the concept of tension, some form of resistance, which the spaces
A and B use to oppose one another. (Lotman 1992a: 14)4

Lotman goes on to argue that the “translation of the untranslatable
turns out to be the carrier of highly valuable information” («nepesog
HEMepeBOAMMOr0 OKa3blBaeTCH HOCUTENEM WH(OPMALUM  BbICOKON
LueHHocTu») (Lotman 1992a: 15). One could argue that Lotman creates
a relative category of untranslatability, where in the end, everything is
potentially translatable; however, extracting information and new
meanings from these less accessible textual spaces increases the value
of the content of the utterance. Furthermore, Lotman continues to
remind us that the semiotic process does not guarantee a veridical
outcome. Misunderstanding and breakdown in communication are as
important as successful transmissions (Lotman 1992b: 18, Andrews
2003: 47748).5As mentioned above, “misunderstanding [...] is as
valuable a meaning-generating mechanism as understanding” (Lotman
1992a: 16).

Translation, translatability and
the communication act model

Roman Jakobson’s famous work entitled “On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation” (Jakobson 1971 [1959]: 260-266) is often cited in works
dealing with translation theory. Jakobson’s triad of primary translation
modes includes intralingual, interlingual and intersemiotic. The
central points of his work include a focus on code-based categories,
both grammatical and lexical, and the impossibility of generating true
equivalences in the translation process (Jakobson 1971: 261-265).

4 [..] ponyckaeTca onpeAeneHHoe MepecevyeHne 3TUX MPOCTPaHCTB W OfHO-
BPEMEHHO MepeceyveHune ABYX MPOTUBOOGOPCTBYHOLMNX TEHAEHLUWIA: CTPpEMeHNe K
06/1eryeHno MOHMMaHUA, KoTopoe OyAeT MNOCTOSIHHO MblTaTbCA PacupuTh
06n1acTb NepecevyeHuns, U CTPEMIEHNE K YBENMYEHWIO LEHHOCTU COO06LLEHNs, YTO
CBA13aHO C TEHAEHLUMeli MaKCMMabHO YBENUUUTL pasnuune mMexay A n B. Takum
06pa3om, B HOpMa/jbHOE $3bIKOBOE 06LEHNE HEOOGXOAMMO BBECTM MNOHATUE
HanpskeHWsi, HEKOero CUI0BOr0 COMPOTWB/EHUSA, KOTOpoe mpocTpaHcTBa A n B
0Ka3blBaloT APYT ApYrY.

5 Lotman’s autocommunication (aBTokomMmyHukaumus) also plays a significant
role in the generation of new meaning. For a thorough discussion of this pheno-
menon, see Andrews (2003: 28-33).



266 Edna Andrews, Elena Maksimova

Lotman’s doubling of the minimal kernel of the communication act
also impacts the distinction between intralingual and interlingual
translation, where intralingual moves toward (or even merges with)
interlingual since there is no longer the option for only one language
to exist; rather, the semiosphere requires at least two language. We
may understand these languages on a variety of different levels: (1)
the languages of the internal spaces of the semiosphere and the
surrounding languages and spaces in which the semiosphere is
embedded; (2) the fundamental distinction of 1-1 and I-s/he models of
communication. As we mentioned in the previous section, Lotman
often mentions spaces of untranslatability within subsections of the
semiosphere:

Semiotic space appears before us as the multi-layered intersection of various
texts, which are woven together in a specific layer characterized by complex
internal relationships and variable degrees of translatability and spaces of
untranslatability.6 (Lotman 1992a: 42)

Once again, it is necessarily the case that the internally distinct and
bounded areas within the semiosphere are always potentially
translatable. However, Lotman is reminding us that in the diachronic
view of cultural spaces and texts, there may indeed be pockets of
information that are no longer accessible to the contemporary cultural
space due to a breakdown in knowledge of the codes of those internal
spaces.

In order to contextualize the above discussion into a practical
realization that can facilitate the translation process itself, especially
with regard to the different types of cultural, semiotic and semio-
spheric transpositions that obligatorily occur within any cultural
space, the authors propose a model that fully develops the notion of a
minimum of two sets of factors and functions. By envisioning more
than one addresser, addressee, context, contact, code and message
(AACCCM), the notion of producing a target text (TT) with its own
unique set of factors (that are necessarily different from the factors
given by a source text (ST)) allows us to focus on the realistic
outcomes ot the translation process by reiterating the fact that each

CeMMOTUYECKOE NPOCTPAHCTBO NpPeAcTaeT nepej Hamu Kak MHOFOC/oiiHoe
nepecc leime pasnMuHbIX TEKCTOB, BMECTE CKNaAblBAlOWMXCA B OMpPeAeneHHbIi
NnacT, CO CAOXHbIMA BHYTPEHHUMMW COOTHOLLEHWSMU, PasHO CTeMeHbio nepe-
BOAMMOCTW W MPOCTPAHCTBaMU HenepeBogMMOCTH.
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type of source text is generated from a specific set of factors
(AACCCM), which must be recreated as a new set of features,
including a different internal hierarchy, in any derived target text.

The fundamental goals of this hybrid communication act model
include (1) minimizing the differences between the ST and TT, (2)
reinforcing the importance of the dynamic, not static, entities that
generate any text or communication act, and (3) demonstrating that
communication acts are always present as textual ensembles.

The outline below is an example of how shifting internal
hierarchies (where one or more factors may be dominant) between ST
and TT may yield different types of translation:

1 Source Text |ST| (consisting of addresser, addressee, context,
contact, code, message [AACCCMT) with an emphasis on doubling of
the CODE results in a Target Text |[TT] dominated by a maximal
source-culture bias, often resulting in literal translation. (In other
words, the focus of the translation process is to preserve the original
code (Ci) of the ST as much as possible in the new (and different)
code ofthe TT (Cz2). The bias is to keep C:z (the dominant factor of the
TT) as close to C\ as possible.)

2. ST (AACCCM) with an emphasis on doubling of the CODE and
MESSAGE results in a TT characteristic offaithful translation. (Here,
code and message are dominant factors in generating the TT.)

3. ST (AACCCM) with an emphasis on doubling of the CODE,
MESSAGE and ADDRESSER results in a TT characteristic of
balanced translation.

4. ST (AACCCM) with an emphasis on doubling of the CODE,
MESSAGE, ADDRESSER and ADDRESSEE results in a TT characte-
ristic of idiomizing translations.

5. ST (AACCCM) with a doubling of all six factors yields a TT
dominated by maximal target-culture bias, often resulting in free
translation.

Thus, the hierarchy of the factors of the communication act and the
doubling effect directly impact the type of translation that will result.
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Such a model of translation, which is an extension of the Jakobson/
Lotman models, makes a strong argument with regard to the impor-
tance of cultural information within a text and how it is nonsensical to
attempt to speak of a text that is devoid of cultural information.

Lotman’s contribution to the study of the interaction of language
and culture and the structural mechanisms that define this interaction
have significantly changed the field of semiotics not only in terms of
the discipline itself, but in its ability to provide principles of analysis
that are relevant across those disciplines that are engaged in eluci-
dating the dynamic and complex interactions between language and
culture.
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MepemelleHne B cemuochepe:
K/l0Y K MOJeNIMPOBaHMIO npouecca nepesoja

HayuHble Tpyabl KO. M. JloTMaHa 3aTparvBatoT MHOXECTBO BaXKHEMLLIMX
Tem B 061aCTU Teopun CEMUOTUKM, B U3YUYEHUM W aHan3e Xy[OoXecT-
BEHHOr0 TEKCTA W B OMpPeLefieHNN COOTHOLLEHWUS $3blKa W KYNbTYpbl.
LleHTpanibHYIO ponb B NOTMAHOBCKMX paboTax uMrpaeT KOoHUenuus nepe-
BOfa, KaK 06beANHAOLMI NPUHLMM ero TEOpUKU ceMmocdepbl. B gaHHOM
aHa/im3e paccMaTpuBaloTCA OrnpefdeneHUs nepeeofa W NepeBoaUMOCTV B
KOHTEKCTE CEMMOTMYECKOW OTFPaHMYeHHOCTN (0COBEHHO y4ymMTbiBas cre-
UNKUK)' «CEMUOTUYECKOWA TPaHULbI»); MHOFOSA3bIYHOCTb CEMUOTMUYECKOTO
NPOCTPaHCTBa W, B TOM YKC/e, MPOCTPAHCTBA, B KOTOPOE NOrpyXeHa cama
cemuoctepa; pofib KOMMEKTUBHOW MaMATM U MUHUMa/bHble COCTaB/sHO-
LMe KOMMYHWUKATMBHOIO akTa. B 3akntoueHue npegnaraeTcs Mogenunpo-
BaHWe pasHblX TUMOB MepeBOfda, OCHOBAHHOE Ha 6a30BbIX MNPUHLMMAX
KOMMYHUWKaTVBHOIO aKTa, ONMcaHHOro B paboTtax HKob6coHa, Cebeoka u
JloTmaHa.

Semiosfaarilised tlekanded: voti tdlke modelleerimiseks

Juri Lotmani teadust6dd hélmavad paljusid semiootika teooria, kunsti-
teksti uurimise ja analtusi ning keele ja kultuuri vahekorra méératlemi-
sega seotud teemasid. Semiosfééri teooriat (hendaval tBlke kontsept-
sioonil on Lotmani téddes keskne roll. Artiklis vaadeldakse tdlke ja
tlgitavuse mdisteid semiootilise piiritletuse kontekstis (eelkBige “se-
miootilise piiri” spetsiifikast lahtuvalt), samuti semiootilise ruumi mitme-
keelsust, kollektiivmé&lu rolli ja kommunikatsiooniakti minimaalseid
osiseid. Pakutakse vélja mudel erinevate tdlketlipide eristamiseks, mis
pdhineb kommunikatsiooniakti neil alusprintsiipidel, mida on kirjeldanud
oma t66des Roman Jakobson, Thomas Sebeok ja Juri Lotman.
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Abstract. The article describes and analyses connections established between
Roman Jakobson’s scholarly legacy and the topic of translation in a selection
of academic reference works. The aim in doing so is twofold: first, to look
beyond the conventionalised image of Jakobson as an influential scholar for
several disciplines, such as translation studies, linguistics and semiotics, and
to provide an overview of the actual reception of his ideas on the level of
general academic knowledge as presented by scholarly reference works in
these fields. Another aim is to find out whether and how Jakobson’s ideas on
translation are seen to relate to his other ideas concerning language and com-
munication. It appears that — while there also exist some differences field-
wise as well as among individual reference works — the general reception of
Jakobson is based predominantly on just two of his articles (out of his overall
legacy of several hundred works) and to a large extent ignores the inner logic
of Jakobson’s thought as it manifests in his different works (i.e. there are few
connections made between his ideas expressed in his different works).

Introduction

Roman Jakobson seems to have had a somewhat uncanny ability to
predict some future developments of the sciences he was involved or
interested in. At the Symposium on Structure of Language and its
Mathematical Aspects in the year 1960 Jakobson made the following
statement: “Besides encoding and decoding, also the procedure of
recoding, code switching, briefly, the various facets of translation, is
becoming one of the focal concerns both of linguistics and of
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communication theory” (Jakobson 1971 [1961]: 576). This statement
proved to be prophetic, to the point that about a decade after Jakob-
son’s pronouncement there emerged a special field for studying the
“various facets of translation” — modern translation studies.

Jakobson has acquired the status of a highly influential scholar for
many disciplines, including linguistics, semiotics, as well as transla-
tion studies; there have been written volumes discussing and ela-
borating Jakobson’s works. However, on the first glance it seems that
surprisingly little has been written on how Jakobson’s general views
on language and communication relate to his ideas on translation —
which could be relevant for a better understanding of Jakobson’s
contribution to all the fields concerned.

The aim of the present article is to test this impression and to
describe and analyse connections established between Jakobson and
the topic of translation, focusing on a selection of works that by their
definition strive for a balanced, wide and full coverage of a subject —
articles in academic reference worksl Since the primary interest
behind this article is to find out whether and how Jakobson’s ideas on
translation are seen to relate to his other ideas concerning language
and communication, the focus here is on articles dealing with Jakob-
son and translation in encyclopedias representing three disciplines:
linguistics, semiotics, and translation studies; my aim has been to
consult three encyclopedias from each field.

Overview of the material

As to the choice of encyclopedias, two principles have been followed:
to consult such reference works that (1) are considered representative
of the field and (2) are comparable with respect to the time of their
publication. Thus, in regard to publication time, all three fields are
represented by encyclopedias from 1990s to 2000s. As to the principle
of representativeness, the field of translation studies currently offers
only two general and comprehensive encyclopedic reference works —
Baker (1998) and Kittel et al. (2004). Due to this, the aim of con-

1 These are mostly encyclopedias, although among actual titles there are also
two “international handbooks” and one “encyclopedic dictionary”. For the sake of
brevity, in the following I will refer to all of them as “encyclopedias”
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suiting three encyclopedias from the field cannot be met in translation
studies. In semiotics, general reference works are not very numerous
either; of these Sebeok (1994 [1986]), Bouissac (1998), and Posner et
al. (1997-2004) have been chosen here on the grounds that these
works are well established in the field and although being composed
under the supervision of one or more editors, the articles have been
written by an extensive group of contributors (for instance, Winfried
Noth’s excellent Handbook o f Semiotics (1995) has been left aside on
the grounds that it represents essentially one man’s view of the
discipline). Of the three fields, linguistics is the most established and
this is accordingly reflected also in the large number of reference
works ranging from student-oriented one-volume works to scholarly
multivolume publications. Of this variety, three works of several volu-
mes have been chosen for the present article: Bright (1992), Asher
(1994), and Brown (2006).

With regard to encyclopedias of linguistics and semiotics, the
procedure was to locate articles written on Roman Jakobson and
articles written on the topic of translation, and the next step was to
ascertain which of these articles relate Jakobson and the topic of
translation, i.e., which articles on Jakobson contain mentions of the
topic of translation, and which articles on translation contain referen-
ces to Jakobson. The data are displayed in the tables below.

Table 1 presents the data for linguistics encyclopedias.

Table 1. Number of articles on Roman Jakobson (R.J.) and on the topic of
translation (TR; in white cells on the left side), articles relating Jakobson and the
topic of translation (in grey cells on the right side), and articles not relating
Jakobson and the topic of translation (in the right end column of the table) in
linguistics encyclopedias.

On On OnRJ. OnTR Relating  Not relating

LINGUISTICS = o5 1R TO®! 061 TR incl. RJ. RJ. & TR RJ. & TR
Bright 1992 11 2 0 0 0 2
Asher 1994 1 un 1w 0 4 4 8
Brown 2006 2 17 19 0 I 1 18
Total 4 29 33 0 5 5 28
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As is shown in the Table 1, in Bright’s (1992) encyclopedia of
linguistics there is 1 article on Jakobson (abbreviated as R.J. in the
table) and 1 article on the topic of translation (abbreviated as “TR” in
the table), but neither does the article on Jakobson contain any
mention of the topic of translation (referred to as “art-s on R.J. incl.
TR” in the table) nor does the article on translation contain any
mention of Jakobson (referred to as “art-s on TR incl. R.J.” in the
table). In Asher’s (1994) encyclopedia there is 1 article on Jakobson
and 11 articles on translation; among the latter, there are 4 that also
mention Jakobson and thus relate the two subjects. In Brown’s (2006)
encyclopedia there are 2 articles on Jakobson (more precisely, one is
on Jakobson’s theory of sign) and 17 articles on the topic of transla-
tion. Among the latter there is one that mentions also Jakobson. To
sum up: in all three linguistics encyclopedias, of the 4 articles fo-
cusing on Jakobson none contain any references to the topic of transla-
tion, and among the 29 articles focusing on the topic of translation
there are all together 5 that contain references to Jakobson. Among the
three linguistics encyclopedias there is one (Bright’s) that does not
connect Jakobson and the topic of translation at all.2 In other words, of
the total 33 articles that could, in principle, connect Jakobson and the
topic of translation, the majority — 28 articles — do not do that. Only
a small segment, 5 articles (about one-seventh or 15% of all the
articles) connect the two subjects. Later below, a closer look will be
taken at these 5 articles that make a connection between Jakobson and
the topic of translation.

Table 2 shows the data for semiotics encyclopedias.

In Sebeok’s (1994 [1986]) encyclopedic dictionary, there is 1
article on Jakobson (that also mentions the topic of translation) and 1
article on the topic of translation (that also mentions Jakobson).
Bouissac’s (1998) encyclopedia contains 2 articles on Jakobson (more
precisely, one is focused on Jakobson’s model of communication) and
none on the topic of translation. Neither of the 2 articles on Jakobson
mentions the topic of translation. The handbook by Posner et al.
(1997-2004) contains 1 article on Jakobson (that also contains a
mention of the topic of translation) and 1 article on the topic of
translation (making reference also to Jakobson). Thus, among the

2 Of course, this conclusion applies only within the limits of articles observed
here.
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three semiotics encyclopedias there is one (Bouissac’s) that does not
make any connection between Jakobson and the topic of translation;
furthermore, this encyclopedia does not contain any entry on the topic
of translation at all. On the contrary, the other two semiotics encyclo-
pedias (Sebeok’s and Posner’s) contain articles on translation as well
as on Jakobson, with both articles on translation referring also to
Jakobson, and both articles on Jakobson referring also to the topic of
translation. All together, of the 6 articles that could, in principle,
connect Jakobson with the topic of translation, two-thirds (or 66%)
take this opportunity. Later below, a closer look will be taken at the 4
articles in semiotics encyclopedias that make a connection between
Jakobson and the topic of translation.

Table 2. Number of articles on Roman Jakobson (R.J.) and on the topic of
translation (TR; in white cells on the left side), articles relating Jakobson and the
topic of translation (in grey cells on the right side), and articles not relating
Jakobson and the topic of translation (in the right end column of the table) in
semiotics encyclopedias.

Relating Not
SEMIOTICS On RJ. On TR Total OnRJ. OnTR RJ. & relating

incl. TR incl. R.J. TR RJ & TR

Sebeok 1994 1 1 2 1 I 2 0
Bouissac 1998 2 0 2 0 0 0 2
Posner et al. 1 1 2 1 1 2 0
1997-2004

Total 4 2 6 2 2 4 2

Table 3 presents the data for translation studies encyclopedias.

While in encyclopedias of linguistics and semiotics Jakobson and
translation form just two topics among a great variety of subjects, in
the case of translation studies encyclopedias the situation is somewhat
different as all articles deal by definition with the topic of translation.
Thus it can be said that all 112 articles in Baker’s (1998) encyclopedia
and all 106 articles in the handbook by Kittel et al. (2004) deal with
the topic of translation. There are no articles dedicated specifically to
Jakobson in neither reference work; however, 11 articles in Baker’s
encyclopedia and 24 articles in the handbook by Kittel et al. contain
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references to Jakobson. In other words, of the total of 218 articles in
the two translation studies encyclopedias all together 35 or about one-
sixth (16%) connect Jakobson with the topic of translation. Later
below more attention will be paid to these 35 articles in translation
studies encyclopedias that connect Jakobson with the topic of transla-

tion.

Table 3. Number of articles on Roman Jakobson (R.J.) and on the topic of
translation (TR; in white cells on the left side), articles relating Jakobson and the
topic of translation (in grey cells on the right side), and articles not relating
Jakobson and the topic of translation (in the right end column of the table) in
translation studies encyclopedias.

TRANSLATION OnRJ. onTR Relating — Not

STUDIES On R.J. On TR Total incl. TR incl. R, RJ. &  relating
TR RJ. & TR
Baker 1998 0 112 112 0 u n 101
Kittel et al. 2004 0 106 106 0 24 24 82
Total 0 218 218 0 35 35 183

To sum up what has been said so far: of the three sets of encyclo-
pedias, semiotics encyclopedias, although containing the least number
of articles on the topic of translation (2 articles), has the largest per-
centage (66%) of articles that connect Jakobson and the topic of
translation.

Neither linguistics nor translation studies encyclopedias contain
such articles on Jakobson that would also refer to the topic of transla-
tion. However, both sets of encyclopedias have articles on translation,
including a small section of such (15-16%) that also mention Jakob-
son. Table 4 brings together the general data in all three sets of
encyclopedias.
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Table 4. The overall number of articles on Jakobson and on the topic of transla-
tion (left-hand column), articles connecting Jakobson with the topic of translation
(middle column), and articles not connecting the two subjects (right-hand column)
in linguistics, semiotics, and translation studies encyclopedias.

Total No of Total No of Total No of

art-s on R.J. art-s relating art-s not relating

and/oron TR RJ. & TR RJ. & TR
Linguistics 33 5 28
Semiotics 6 4 2
Translation 218 35 183
Studies

Total 257 44 213

Thus, it can be said that in the three sets of encyclopedias, of all the
articles on Jakobson that could in principle refer also to the topic of
translation and of all the articles on translation that could in principle
refer also to Jakobson (all in all 257 articles), the great majority (213
articles, that is 83%) do not connect the two topics and only a fairly
small segment (44 articles, that is 17%) does that. In the following
discussion, only the last portion, that is, only the articles where some
kind of connection is made between Jakobson and the topic of transla-
tion will be examined more closely. This also means that out of the
initial three reference works in linguistics and semiotics, now only
two encyclopedias are left from either field. Linguistics is represented
by the total of 5 encyclopedia articles, semiotics by 4, and translation
studies by 35 articles in which some relation between Jakobson and
the topic of translation has been established.

1. Connections between Jakobson and
the topic of translation in linguistics encyclopedias

In this section, a closer look will be taken at the details and nature of
connections established between Jakobson and the topic of translation
in linguistics encyclopedias. Summary of this data is presented in
Table 5.



Table 5. Number of articles and references to Jakobson in linguistics encyclopedias. “OLA” - On Linguistic Aspects of Translation
(Jakobson 1966 [1959]); “LaP” = Linguistics and Poetics (Jakobson 1971 [1960]).

No of articles No of references

Art-s Art-s with Total no of Ref-s to
Art-s Art-s . , General
LINGUISTICS  referring  referring referring to  general art_-s Ifef-s t'? R"‘ef—s to R.J.’s ref-s to Total ref-s
« ” «; .p» R.J.sother ref-sto referringto “OLA LaP other to RJ.
to “OLA” to “LaP R.J.
works R.J. R.J. works
Asher 1994 4 1 0 0 4 6 2 0 0 8
B 2
rown 2006 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 2
7 3 0 0 10

Total: 5 2 0 p
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The left side of the table shows how many articles in the linguistics
encyclopedias connect Jakobson and the topic of translation, and the
right side of the table shows how many times such a connection is
made/1This means that, for example, in one encyclopedia article there
may occur more than one reference and to more than one work of
Jakobson (which also explains why the numbers on the left side of the
table need not add up).

The 5 articles that make a connection between Jakobson and transla-
tion are all from among those that focus on the topic of translation, not on
Jakobson; 4 of them are from Asher’s (1994) encyclopedia, | from
Brown’s (2006) encyclopedia. In these 5 articles, Jakobson’s name comes
up in total 10 times; all these 10 references and allusions4 are made in
relation to Jakobson’s two articles: On Linguistic Aspects of Translation
(Jakobson 1966 [1959]; abbreviated as “OLA” in Table 5; all together 7
references) and Linguistics and Poetics (Jakobson 1971 [1960]; abbre-
viated as “LaP” in Table 5; all together 3 references). There are no other
references to Jakobson or to any of his other works. As can be seen in
Table 5, the majority of connections (8 out of 10) established between
Jakobson and the topic of translation are made in the 4 articles of Asher’s
encyclopedia (1994), and most of these connections are related to
references to Jakobson’s article On Linguistic Aspects of Translation (6
references out of the total 10).

1.1. References to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation in articles
on translation in linguistics encyclopedias

In the articles on translation in linguistics encyclopedias, Jakobson’s
work On Linguistic Aspects of Translation is referred or alluded to in
the following cases:

It needs to be spelled out that the connections between Jakobson and the topic

of translation both in the articles examining some topic related to translation and
in the articles dedicated to Jakobson’s contribution are made mainly via references
or allusions to Jakobson’s works.
4 Here and in the following | will make a distinction between referring (resp.
reference) and alluding (resp. allusion): “allusion” indicates instances where the
author of an article mentions and/or describes another author’s idea(s) without
giving explicit information of the source (even if the source author’s name is
mentioned). “Reference” implies that the specific source (the work in which the
idea referred to can be found) is also included. In the table, for the sake of brevity
only the word “references” is used, although this includes allusions as well.
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(a) Recording Jakobson’s observation with regard to the nature of
interlingual relations and differences among languages (Jakobson
1966 [1959]: 236): “As Jakobson (1959: 236) has cogently pointed
out ‘languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not
in what they may convey,” and this characteristic is of cardinal
importance in translation”. — 1reference (Catford 1994: 4743).5

(b) While describing Walter Benjamin’s ideas on translation, alluding
to Jakobson’s idea that poetry is by definition untranslatable
(Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 238). One example: “[...] ‘poetic prin-
ciple’ which prompted Jakobson to say that only creative trans-
position, not translation was possible where ‘poetic art’ is con-
cerned” (Hyde 1994: 4729). — 2 allusions (Hyde 1994: 4728,
4729).

(c) When discussing the topic of equivalence, alluding to Jakobson’s
treatment of the saying “Traduttore, traditore” (Jakobson 1966
[1959]: 238): “But as translatability is effected by attempts at
equivalence, one can only judge its limits through Roman Jakob-
son’s exegesis of the tag, Traduttore, traditore: what are the values
the translator is forced to betray in a given text.” — 1 allusion
(Kelly 1994:4681).

(d) Referring to Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of transla-
tion (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 233):

Translation is thus characterized as ‘interlingual translation’ or ‘translation
proper.” This can be clearly distinguished from ‘intralingual translation’ or
‘rewording’ (“interpretation of verbal signs by means of other signs in the
same language’) and from "intersemiotic translation’ or ‘transmutation’ that is,
‘interpretation of verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign systems’
(Jakobson 1959: 233). (Wilss 1994: 4751)

— lreference (Wilss 1994: 4751).

(e) Referring to Jakobson’s concept of “equivalence in difference”
(Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 233-234). One example:

Where possible, actual quotes from articles showing the connection between
Jakobson and the topic of translation will be included. However, due to the limits
of space, in the case of longer discussions my resumes will be provided instead.
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Creativity is presumably a combination of original transfer strategies in one or
more translation-relevant textual domains, coupled with a seasoned feeling for
contextually determined ‘dynamic equivalence’ in Nida’s (1964) sense or
‘equivalence in difference’ in Jakobson’s (1959) sense. (Wilss 1994: 4750)

— 2 references (Wilss 1994: 4750; Malmkjaer 2006: 414-415).

To sum up, the topics in Jakobson’s article On linguistic aspects of
translation referred to in the articles of linguistics encyclopedias

include

M)

(2)

©)

(4)

Jakobson’s view on the question of translatability, especially
with regard to the dominance of the ‘poetic principle’ (3
allusions);

One of Jakobson’s central topics throughout his oeuvre —
invariance in variance, here in the form of ‘equivalence in
difference’ (2 references);

Jakobson’s often-quoted observation that the differences
among languages with respect to what they must express are
greater than differences with regard to what they may express
(1 reference); and

Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of translation (1
reference).

1.2. References to Linguistics and Poetics in articles
on translation in linguistics encyclopedias

In linguistics encyclopedias, 3 connections out of the total 10 between
Jakobson and the topic of translation are established via references to
Jakobson’s article Linguistics and Poetics, which is referred or alluded
to in the following instances:

(@) In connection with discussing literary translation, alluding to
Jakobson’s concept o f ‘poetic principle’ (Jakobson 1971 [I1960]: 358).
One example:

His [= Sapir’s — E. 5]] interesting confusion is very germane to literary
translation, since it may be described as a structuralist reading of ‘parole’ as if
it were ‘langue.” By means of a process rather like Jakobson’s ‘poetic
function’ [...] the principle of equivalence has been shifted from the axis of
selection to the axis of combination [...]. (Hyde 1994: 4729)
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— 2 allusions (both at Hyde 1994: 4729).

(b) Mentioning Jakobson’s model of communication (Jakobson 1971
[1960]: 353) when discussing the dimensions of communication that the
translator needs to be aware of: “His [= Nida’s — E. S.] list of compo-
nents of the communicative act is strongly reminiscent of Jakobson’s
enumeration of the factors involved in verbal communication
(Jakobson, 1960: 66) [...]”.— 1reference (Malmkjasr 2006: 412).

Although there are only three mentions of one of Jakobson’s most
famous works Linguistics and Poetics in the articles of linguistics
encyclopedias, they evoke the two ideas that have been central in
drawing so much attention to this article:

(1) Jakobson’s concept of poetic function (2 allusions), and

(2) his model of communication (1 reference).

1.3. Summary: connections between Jakobson and the topic
of translation in linguistics encyclopedias

The connections between Jakobson and the topic of translation in
linguistics encyclopedias can be summed up as follows:

(a) In linguistics encyclopedias, there are all together 5 articles that
contain in total 10 references/allusions to Jakobson. In these 5
articles, Jakobson himself is nowhere the figure of focus; his ideas
are paid attention to in the context of discussing some other issue.

(b) The 5 articles in linguistics encyclopedias refer/allude to two of
Jakobson’s works: On Linguistic Aspects of Translation (1966
[1959]) and Linguistics and Poetics (1971 [1960]).

(c) Jakobson’s contributions that have been judged relevant to refer/
allude to in relation to translation include

(1)the poetic function and its influence on translatability (5
references/allusions);

(2) the issue of ‘equivalence in difference’ in communication (2
references);

(3)the observation with regard to the differences among lan-
guages: what they must express and what they may express (1
reference);

(4)Jakobson's communication model (1 reference); and
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(5) the distinction between three kinds of translation (1 reference).
Half of the references/allusions (5 out of 10) deal with the issues of
(the translatability of) texts in which poetic function is dominant. In
sum, it can be said that although only two works (albeit of central
importance) of Jakobson’s extensive oeuvre have been used, the
references/allusions in the 5 articles do not focus on just one or two
ideas but instead give a rather broad overview of Jakobson’s contri-
bution.

2. Connections between Jakobson and the topic of
translation in semiotics encyclopedias

In this section, a closer look will be taken at the details and nature of
connections established between Jakobson and the topic of translation
in semiotics encyclopedias. Summary of this data is presented below
in Table 6.

Among the 4 articles (data on the articles is presented on the left
side of Table 6) that make a connection between Jakobson and the
topic of translation, 2 focus on Jakobson (Waugh, Rudy 1998; Eco
1994) and the other 2 focus on the topic of translation (Lambert,
Robyns 2004; Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994). In the articles focusing on
the topic of translation, there are all together 9 references to Jakobson
(data on the references is presented on the right side of Table 6). In the
articles focusing on Jakobson but bringing up also the topic of
translation, there are all together 8 references to his works in the con-
texts of discussing translation-related issues (in other words, articles
focusing on Jakobson deal with a variety of topics besides translation
but references to Jakobson’s works in these contexts are not taken into
account here). While there is in total only 1 reference to Jakobson’s
article Linguistics and Poetics, all 4 articles make at least 2 references
each to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation, and 3 articles out of 4
refer also to some other Jakobson’s works. There are no such general
or unspecified references to Jakobson’s ideas whose source would be
difficult to identify. All in all in these 4 articles connections between
Jakobson and the topic of translation are made 17 times, of which
more than half (9 out of 17) are related to his article On Linguistic
Aspects of Translation.
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2.1. References to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation in articles
on Jakobson and translation in semiotics encyclopedias

In the encyclopedia articles focusing on Jakobson, On Linguistic

Aspects of Translation is referred to in the following cases:

(a) Pointing out Jakobson’s inspiration in Charles S. Peirce’s notion
that the essence of a sign is its interpretation, that is, translation by
some further sign, which in other words means that translation is
regarded as an essential aspect of semiotic activity, since signatum
of a sign is that which is interpretable, translatable and can be
regarded as Peircean interpretant (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 232-
233). One example: “[...] Jakobson demonstrates that to interpret a
semiotic item means to ‘translate’ it into another item [...] and that
this translation is always creatively enriching the first item (1959),
this continuous creativity being the main result of Peirce’s
‘unlimited semiosis’.” (Eco 1994: 407). — 3 references (one at
Eco 1994: 407, two at Waugh, Rudy 1998: 2262).

(b) In the context of explaining Jakobson’s general views on the nature
of sign, referring to his distinction between three kinds of transla-
tion (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 233):

He [...] insisted that a widened definition of translation — as the inter-
pretation of one sign by another — was an essential aspect of semiotic
activity: intralingual translation (paraphrasing), interlingual (translation
proper), and intersemiotic (transmutation from one semiotic system to
another) [...]. (Waugh, Rudy 1998: 2262)

— 1reference (Waugh, Rudy 1998: 2262).

In the encyclopedia articles focusing on translation as their topic, On
Linguistic Aspects of Translation is referred/alluded to in the fol-
lowing cases:

(a) Discussing (in most cases with some criticism) Jakobson’s distinc-
tion between three kinds of translation (Jakobson 1966 [1959]:
233). One example: “When considering seriously Roman Jakob-
son’s distinctions between various concepts of translation, we need
to add several further distinctions [...]” (Lambert, Robyns 2004:
3600). — 2 allusions (both at Lambert, Robyns 2004: 3600), 2
references (Lambert, Robyns 2004: 3604; Schogt, Toury, Niklas
1994: 1113).
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(b) Pointing to Jakobson’s (report of Boas’) observation that the
degree of translatability is lower when translating into a system
that makes a certain obligatory differentiation from a system that
does not make it than vice versa (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 235—
236). — 1lreference (Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994: 1115).

Those articles in semiotics encyclopedias that focus on Jakobson refer

to his article On Linguistic Aspects of Translation foremost in

connection with discussing

(1) Jakobson’s views on sign and meaning (3 times); but also

(2) Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of translation (1
reference).

On the other hand, the articles that focus on translation refer/allude

most to

(1) Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of translation (all
together 4 times), but also to

(2) Jakobson’s discussion of the issue of translatability between
languages with significant differences in their grammatical struc-
tures (1 reference).

2.2. References to Linguistics and Poetics in articles
on Jakobson and translation in semiotics encyclopedias

In the 4 articles in semiotics encyclopedias that connect Jakobson and
the topic of translation, Linguistics and Poetics is briefly referred to
only once (in an article focusing on the topic of translation), with
regard to the concept of communicative-linguistic functions (Jakobson
1971 [1960]: 353). The reference is made in the context of discussing
various types of translation processes and the impact that different
text-types may have on translation process: “The only thing that may
be said to remain invariant is the basic communicative-linguistic
functions (e.g. Jakobson 1960), and even this does not go without its
problems” — 1reference (Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994: 1118).
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2.3. Other references to Jakobson in semiotics encyclopedias

Besides references/allusions to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation
and Linguistics and Poetics, 3 articles out of 4 (one article focusing on
the topic of translation, two focusing on Jakobson) in semiotics
encyclopedias refer also to some other work of Jakobson’s (all
together 7 works). The references are made in the following contexts:
(a) Discussing Jakobson’s general understanding of linguistic meaning
(referring to Co je poesie? originally published in 19346),
especially as based on Peirce’s notion of sign, including the view
of meaning of a sign as Peirce’s interpretant (referring to Jakobson,
Fant, Halle 1988 [1952], Preliminaries to Speech Analysis), as that
what is interpretable or translatable into a further sign (referring to
Jakobson 1985 [1977], A Few Remarks on Peirce, Pathfinder in
the Science ofLanguage, p. 251), and Jakobson’s view of Peircean
approach as “the only sound basis for a strictly linguistic
semantics” (referring to Jakobson 1985 [1976], Metalanguage as a
Linguistic Problem, p. 118). — 4 references to Jakobson’s various
works (two at Waugh, Rudy 1998: 2262; two at Eco 1994: 407).

(b) Commenting on Jakobson’s observations on the varying degrees of
explicitness of information in different languages (referring to
Jakobson 1971 [1939], Signe zerol) with regard to translation:
“Jakobson (1966b) points out that it is more difficult to start from
the undifferentiated language, because it does not give the
necessary clues to make the compulsory choice in the target
language.” — 1reference (Schogt; Toury; Niklas 1994: 1109).

(c) Pointing out Jakobson’s notion of communication which encom-
passes semiotics, so that “communication of any messages” equals
semiotics (with the corollary dependence of the term translating on
the definition of communication — referring to Jakobson 1971
[1969], Linguistics in Relation to Other Sciences, p. 666):

If “communication” is regarded on its face value, that is, as requiring intention
on the part of the addresser, then a communication approach reduces the
reference of the term translating in its general sense. If, however, commu-
nication encompasses semiotics, so that “communication of messages” equals
it (e.g., Jakobson 197lj: 666), then the communication terms are (more or

What is poetry? (Jakobson 1981 11934]).
7 The zero sign.
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less) tantamount to the semiotic ones, thus interchangeable and translatable
into them. (Schogt Toury, Niklas 1994: 1115)

— 1reference (Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994: 1115).

(d) Making use of Jakobson’s distinction between the ‘acoustic aspect’
(that is heard and has therefore intersubjective, social significance)
and ‘articulation’ (i.e. the production, the ‘motor phenomenon’ that
is merely a physiological prerequisite of the acoustic phenomenon)
of sound (reference to Jakobson 1978, Six Lectures on Sound and
Meaning, p. 5-6). Toury uses these terms metaphorically to
describe his view of translations as foremost facts of the receptor
system, which gives them their functional identity and in a way
conditions their coming into being. — 1 reference (Schogt, Toury,
Niklas 1994: 1121).

To sum up, those 2 articles in semiotics encyclopedias that focus on
Jakobson refer to his works (other than On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation and Linguistics and Poetics) in connection with the nature
of sign and meaning — and by extension thus also translation (all 4
references).

In the one article focusing on translation, references to other works
of Jakobson are made in the contexts of (1) discussing translation
difficulties as related to differences among languages (1 reference);
(2) using communication terms in describing the process of translating
(1 reference); (3) describing — and promoting — a shift in the way
translations have been studied (1 reference).

All together, articles in semiotics encyclopedias refer to 9 of
Jakobson’s works (including On Linguistic Aspects of Translation,
Linguistics and Poetics as well as other works) in connection with the
topic of translation.

2.4. Summary: connections between Jakobson and
the topic of translation in semiotics encyclopedias

The connections between Jakobson and the topic of translation in

semiotics encyclopedias can be summed up as follows:

(@) In semiotics encyclopedias there are all together 4 articles that
make a connection between Jakobson and the topic of translation
in total 17 times.
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(b) The 4 articles in semiotics encyclopedias refer/allude to in total 9
works by Jakobson: On Linguistic Aspects of Translation (Jakob-
son 1966 [1959]), Linguistics and Poetics (Jakobson 1971 [1960]),
Coje poesie? (Jakobson 1981 [1934]), Signe zero (Jakobson 1971
[1939]), Preliminaries to Speech Analysis (Jakobson, Fant, Halle
1988 [1952]), Linguistics in Relation to Other Sciences (Jakobson
1969), Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem (Jakobson 1985
[1976]), A Few Remarks on Peirce, Pathfinder in the Science of
Language (Jakobson 1985 [1977]), Six Lectures on Sound and
Meaning (Jakobson 1978).
(c) Those articles that focus on Jakobson, not on the topic of transla-
tion, all speak of Jakobson’s notions of sign and meaning as being
intimately related to translation (the view inspired by Peirce),
making up more than a third of all references (7 out of 17). The
topic of sign and meaning was important for Jakobson and
appeared in several of his works; in semiotics encyclopedias there
are references to 5 articles with regard to this topic.
(d) Articles that focus on translation connect Jakobson with the topic of
translation foremost via Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of
translation (all together 4 times), while there is only 1 reference to this
distinction in an article on Jakobson. This supports the impression that
in Jakobson’s overall legacy this distinction does not come forth as
one of his top significant contributions while in the context of
discussions on translation, this tripartition is one of Jakobson’s central
additions to the field. At the same time, in the 2 articles on translation
(Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994 and Lambert, Robyns 2004) this
distinction is discussed at greater length than in most other
encyclopedia articles and is also subjected to criticism.
(e) In addition to the above, in articles focusing on translation,
Jakobson and the topic of translation are connected by making use
of Jakobson’s terms and ideas when
(1) Discussing the issue of translatability in the case of languages
with different grammatical structures (2 references);

(2) Approaching translation process in general communication
terms (1 reference);

(3) Regarding translations as forming a semiotic system of their
own (1 reference);

(4) Mentioning Jakobson’s functions of communication (1
reference).
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All in all it can be said that in those articles (in semiotics encyclo-
pedias) whose focus is Jakobson himself, the topic of translation is
touched upon mostly in relation to Jakobson’s notion of sign and
meaning; in other words, translation is seen as a semiotic mechanism.
The only reference to the distinction between three kinds of translation
in an article on Jakobson is also related to his overall widened defini-
tion of translation as an essential aspect of semiotic activity. In articles
where translation is the central topic, Jakobson is most referred to in
connection w'ith his distinction between three ways of interpreting a
verbal sign, but also with regard to some of his ideas on language and
the interrelations between languages, not emphasizing specifically the
semiotic basis of his thinking.

3. Connections between Jakobson and the topic
of translation in translation studies encyclopedias

In this section, a closer look will be taken at the details and nature of
connections established between Jakobson and the topic of translation
in translation studies encyclopedias. Summary’ of this data is presented
below in Table 7.

In the two translation studies encyclopedias, there are no articles
dedicated specifically to Jakobson; references to him are made in the
context of discussing other topics. In the two encyclopedias, there are
in total 35 articles (data on the articles is on the left side of Table 7) in
which all together 58 references/allusions are made to Jakobson (data
on the references and allusions is presented on the right side of the
table). 11 articles (with the total of 22 references) are from Baker’s
encyclopedia (1998), 24 articles (with the total of 36 references) are
from the handbook by Kittel et al. (2004). Two-thirds of all the
articles (23 out of the total 35) refer to Jakobson’s On Linguistic
Aspects of Translation, making up half of all the references (29 out of
58). A quarter of all the references (14 out of 58) in the total of 11
articles are to Linguistics and Poetics, the greater share of these (11)
being provided by Kittel et al. (2004). There are 3 articles in which all
together 5 references are made also to Jakobson’s other works, and
there are 8 articles in which all together 10 general or unspecified
references to Jakobson are made.
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3.1. References to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation
in translation studies encyclopedias

The article On Linguistic Aspects of Translation is referred/alluded to

in the following cases:

(a) Discussing or mentioning Jakobson’s distinction between three
kinds of translation (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 233), implying a
widened definition of translation as such. For example:

1 know of no research that looks specifically at the phenomena of intralingual
or intersemiotic translation. We do have classifications like Jakobson’s, which
alert us to the possibility of such things as intersemiotic and intralingual
translation, but we do not make any genuine use of such classifications in our
research. (Baker 1998: xvii)

— 2 allusions (Baker 1998: xvii; Robinson 1998: 183) and 10 refe-
rences (Eco, Nergaard 1998: 219-220; Pym, Turk 1998: 275; Gorlee
2004: 55; Henschelmann 2004: 390; Hermans 2004b: 196; Lenschen
2004: 430; Mueller-Vollmer 2004: 151; Schaffner 2004: 107;
Schreiber 2004: 273; Van Gorp 2004: 63).

(b) Referring to the notion of “equivalence in difference” formulated
by Jakobson (1966 [1959]: 233-234). One example:

Roman Jakobson (1959) is largely in favour of translatability because he sees
translation as operating within languages as well as between them (and between
different semiotic systems): ‘equivalence in difference’ is thus described as the
basic problem ‘of every language’ [...]. (Pym; Turk 1998: 275)

— 3 references (Pym, Turk 1998: 275; Henschelmann 2004: 390;
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk 2004: 304).

(c) Pointing to Jakobson’s view that language in its general mode (that
is, on its ‘cognitive level’) allows (and even requires) translation
(Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 234). One example:

Es wird also zwischen Ubersetzbarkeit im denotativen und im konnotativen
Bereich unterschieden. Dort, wo Sprache in denotativer Funktion auftritt, wird
die Méglichkeit der Ubersetzbarkeit uneingeschrankt bejaht. [...] (Auch fiir
Jakobson 1959, 234 gilt: ‘All cognitive experience and its classification is
conveyable in any existing language.’). (Koller 2004: 189)

Distinction is thus made between translatability with respect to the denotative
and with respect to the connotative range. In cases where language in
denotative function arises, the possibility of translatability is affirmed without
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reservation. [...] (This also applies to Jakobson 1959, 234: ‘All cognitive
experience and its classification is conveyable in any existing language.’) 8

— 2 references (Brotherston 1998: 211; Koller 2004: 189).
(d) Recording Jakobson’s views on interlingual relations and transla-
tability (Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 236). One example:

It [= Jakobson’s dynamic translatability — E. 51 also hinges on a dynamic
view of natural languages as evolving entities: for Jakobson, ‘languages differ
essentially in what they must convey and not in what they can convey’ (ibid.:
264). (Pym; Turk 1998:275)

— 4 references (Schreiber 2004: 270; Gemar 2004: 741; two at Pym;
Turk 1998:275).

(e) Referring to Jakobson’s view of poetry (or the sphere of the
dominance of the poetic function, as in the case of pun) as being “by
definition untranslatable” and requiring therefore “creative transpo-
sition” (Jakobson [1959]: 238). One example:

As a form of complex and self-conscious discourse, both exploiting and
exposing the verbal medium it uses to the hilt, wordplay has often been seen
as a paradigm of poetic language: “The pun [...] reigns over poetic art, and
whether its rule is absolute or limited, poetry by definition is untranslatable”
(Jakobson 1959, 238). (Delabastita 2004b: 602)

— 4 references (Delabastita 2004a: 872; Delabastita 2004b: 602; two
at Connolly 1998: 171).

(f) Referring to the article in general (not explicating any exact
segment or idea in the article because of which it is being mentioned).
Two examples:

During this early period, the overall orientation was also largely pedagogical,
with few — if any — descriptive studies and little or no attempt at developing
theoretical models (Jakobson 1959 is a notable exception). (Baker 2004: 288);

Originally, scholarly interest in translation was actually more of a sideline
cherished by disciplines that had been firmly established in the academe long
before translation studies made their first academic appearance in the middle
of the twentieth century. Among them philosophers [...], and more recently
linguists (Brower 1959/1966; Jakobson 1959/1966 [...] concerned themselves
with aspects of translation. (Neubert 2004: 229).

— 4 references (Gentzler 1998: 168; Baker 2004: 288; Chesterman
2004: 94; Neubert 2004: 229).

H llere and in the following, translations from German are mine — E. S.
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To sum up, the topics in Jakobson’s article On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation referred to in the articles of translation studies encyclo-
pedias include

(1) Jakobson’s distinction among three kinds of translation (12
references out of the total 29);

(2) Jakobson’s views on the issue of translatability (translatability as
a normal condition of communication within and between
languages, which at the same time does not need to be “total”
translatability — hence also Jakobson’s notion of “equivalence in
difference” (9 references);

(3) Jakobson’s views on poetry/poetic function, which appears as an
exception to the general translatability postulate (4 references);

(4) General references to the article On Linguistic Aspects of Trans-
lation (4 references).

These general references try to give an overall idea of the article, to

set it in context, and to relate Jakobson’s contribution in it to other

disciplines and other approaches to translation prevalent at the time of
the article’s publication.

3.2. References to Linguistics and Poetics
in translation studies encyclopedias

The article Linguistics and Poetics is referred to in the following cases:

(a) Mentioning Jakobson’s model of communication or some aspect of
it (some or all six) factors of communication or functions of
language (Jakobson 1971 [1960]: 353, 357). One example: “The
author’s communicative intention is closely related to text func-
tions — e.g. referential, expressive, conative, phatic and poetic
(Jakobson 1966).” (Svejcer 2004a: 240). — 1 allusion (Hermans
2004a: 124) and 3 references (Mason 1998: 32; Svejcer 2004a:
240: Svejcer 2004b: 382).

(b) Discussing Jakobson’s view of poetry and specifically poetic
function or the concept of “poeticalness” (Jakobson 1971 [I1960]:
356ff). For example:

The pun “projects the principle of equivalence [...] from the axis of selection
into the axis of combination”, thereby “promoting the palpability of signs”
and “deepening the fundamental dichotomy of signs and objects” (Jakobson
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1967, 302-3), fully satisfying Jakobson’s famous description of the poetic
function. (Delabastita 2004b: 601-602)

— 8 references (Albrecht 2004: 247-248; Delabastita 2004a: 872;
Delabastita 2004b: 601-602, 602; Nikula 2004: 663; three references
at Gorlee 2004: 56).

(c) Referring to the article in its entirety as an example of Jakobson’s
and his colleagues’ effort at “isolating and cataloguing, in a variety
of languages, the specific formal features that distinguish literary
expressions from normal ones” (Gentzler 1998: 168) and as an
example of “how a structurally-oriented close textual analysis can
also account for stylistic choices” (Eco; Nergaard 1998: 219). — 2
references (Gentzler 1998: 168; Eco; Nergaard 1998: 219).

The references made in translation encyclopedias to Jakobson’s article
Linguistics and Poetics can be regarded as forming two large sets:

(1) Centring around Jakobson’s notions of *“poeticalness” or
“poetic function”, whether explicitly (as in quoting Jakob-
son’s definition of “poetic function”) or mentioning issues
related to it (such as literary expressions, stylistic choices) (10
references out of 14);

(2) Referring to Jakobson’s communication model, in most cases
foregrounding his distinction between different language
functions (4 references).

3.3. Other references to Jakobson in
translation studies encyclopedias

In addition to On Linguistic Aspects of Translation and Linguistics
and Poetics, all together 5 references (out of the total 58) in 3 articles
(out of 35) are made to Jakobson’s other works:

(a) Referring to Jakobson’s article Co je poesie? (Jakobson 1981
[1934]) as an example of Jakobson being a representative of
Russian Formalism and Czech structuralism, whose one aim was
the distinguishing of literary expressions from ‘ordinary’ ones. —
| reference (Gentzler 1998: 168).

(b) Emphasising Jakobson’s work in poetics and his early contribution
to theory of poetry translation:
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Demands by members of the Prague School around 1929 for elaborating the
principles of a synchronic description of poetic language [...] were already
being addressed in a number of important publications by Roman Jakobson
(1896-1982), including “O cheshskom stikhe”9 and “Zaklady ceskeho
verSe”10[...]. In parallel with the development of a structural theory of poetic
language, attempts were also made to develop a theory of the translation of
poetry. [...] Among other significant studies in this area, mention should be
made of Jakobson’s essay “0 prekladu verSu” 11 (Kufnerovd 1998: 380)

— 3 references (all at Kufnerova 1998: 380).
(c) Mentioning Jakobson’s work co-written with Morris Halle, Funda-
mentals ofLanguage (Jakobson, Halle 1956):

It has been generally agreed, though, that the tropes at the centre of the figural
space are metaphor, metonymy and synecdoche. They are related and
connected, although the relations and connections are not completely clear.
Jakobson and Halle (1956) claim that synecdoche is reducible to metonymy.
(Pisarska 2004: 522)

— 1reference (Pisarska 2004: 522).

All these 5 references to Jakobson’s works other than On Linguistic

Aspects of Translation and Linguistics and Poetics relate to his work

on poetics, verse and poetic language, among them one reference to

his early work on verse translation.

Besides references to one or another particular work of Jakobson,
there are also as many as 10 references (in all together 8 articles) to
Jakobson or his ideas in general, that is, none of his works is
mentioned specifically:

(a) Emphasising Jakobson’s work in poetics. One example: “Their [=
Augusto and Haroldo de Campos’ — E. S.] view of translation
privileges form over content and favours the introduction of new
forms into the target language. For these views, they draw on
Walter Benjamin, Roman Jakobson and Ezra Pound.” (Barbosa;
Wyler 1998: 332). — 2 references (Gentzler 1998: 168; Barbosa;
Wyler 1998: 332).

4 O cheshskom stikhe = “O yewCcKOM CTUXe — MNPENMYLLECTBEHHO B COMOCTaB-
neHnn c pycckum” (On Czech verse, mainly in comparison with Russian —
Jakobson 1979 [19231).

10 Z&klady ceskeho verSe (Prague: Odeon, 1926) or Foundations of Czech verse
is a revised version of Jakobson 1979 [1923].

1 On the translation of verse (Jakobson 1979 [1930]).
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(b) Sketching briefly the significance of Jakobson’s contribution to
translation studies against its context: “Traditionally, translation
scholars (pre-Jakobson) attempted to imagine and define what
literary translations should be” — 1 reference (Gentzler 1998:
167)12

(c) Showing Jakobson’s (among others) significance for some theories
in translation studies: “In the early 1970s, Itamar Even-Zohar, a
scholar from Tel Aviv, developed the polysystem model on the
basis of his work on Hebrew literature. Its roots, however, lie in
the writings of the late Russian Formalists Jurij Tynjanov, Roman
Jakobson and Boris Ejkhenbaum.” — 1 reference (Shuttleworth
1998: 176).

(d) Presenting Jakobson as an important thinker on language and an
influential figure in the history of semiotics and linguistics. Two
examples:

A sign possesses the characteristic ability not only to represent meaningfully
something else, [...] but also to be decoded, understood and interpreted as
such. This is merely another way of stating the Scholastic aliquid stat pro
aliquo (something stands for something else) formula [...], which has been
used as a definition of the semiotic sign from Augustine to Roman Jakobson.
(Gorlee 2004: 54)

It [= the question of the possibility of transfer — E. 5.1 has been posed by
every serious translator and thinker on language from Dante to Luther, from
Erasmus and Dryden to Proust [...], from Horace to Walter Benjamin and
Roman Jakobson. (Steiner 2004: 3)

4 references (Gorlee 2004: 54; Steiner 2004: 3; Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk 2004: 304; Mueller-Vollmer 2004: 142).
(e) Pointing to and explaining the structuralist approach to translation.
One example:

Translation “may be broken down into a doing interpretive of the ab quo text
and a doing productive of the ad quem text” (Greimas/Courtes [1979] 1982,
352). Saussure’s binary oppositions [...], Louis Hjelmslev’s dichotomies [...],
Jakobson’s binarism (code/message, selection/combination, metaphor/meto-
nymy) and Yury Lotman's distinctions (...] are reconstructed into a literal sense,
which becomes a structure, which is never equivalent. (Gorlee 2004: 57)

2 Although no specific reference is given here, it can be assumed that the
allusion is to Jakobson’s article On Linguistic Aspects of Translation as this is
usually considered to contain his main contribution to translation studies.
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— 2 references (Gorlee 2004: 57; Weitemeier 2004: 889).

The 10 references that point to Jakobson in general and not specifi-
cally to any one of his works show the extent to which the knowledge
of Jakobson, his works and main ideas is presupposed by the authors
of these articles. Some of the total 10 references point to Jakobson’s
lifelong preoccupation with questions of poetics and indicate his
innovative approach to describing literary translations, some empha-
sise Jakobson’s importance as a thinker on language and related
issues, whereas others are a bit more specific and refer to some of
Jakobson's more well-known ideas (e.g. “equivalence in difference”)
or his general views (e.g. dualism, binarism).

3.4. Summary: connections between Jakobson and the topic of
translation in translation studies encyclopedias

The connections between Jakobson and the topic of translation in

translation studies encyclopedias can be summed up as follows:

(@) In translation studies encyclopedias there are all together 35
articles that make a connection between Jakobson and the topic of
translation in total 58 times.

(b)The 35 articles in translation studies encyclopedias refer/allude to
in total 7 works of Jakobson: O cheshskom stikhe (Jakobson 1979
[1923]), Z&klady ceskeho verSe (originally published in 1926), O
pfekladu verSu (Jakobson 1979 [1930]), Coje poesie? (Jakobson
1981 [1934]), Fundamentals of Language (Jakobson, Halle 1956),
On Linguistic Aspects of Translation (Jakobson 1959), Linguistics
and Poetics (Jakobson 1960).

(c) In these 35 articles, the 58 connections made between Jakobson
and the topic of translation take the form of referring or alluding to
Jakobson in the contexts of discussing various translation-related
topics. Half of all the references (29 out of 58) are to the article On
Linguistic Aspects of Translation, nearly one quarter of all the
references (14 out of 58) are to the article Linguistics and Poetics,
and the rest 15 references are either to other works or to Jakobson
in general.

(d) About one-fifth of all connections between the topic of translation
and Jakobson (12 references out of 58) in translation studies
encyclopedias is established through references to Jakobson’s
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distinction between three kinds of translation — intralingual, inter-
lingual and intersemiotic — set forth in his article On Linguistic
Aspects of Translation. Although mentioned more times than any
other idea or concept of Jakobson, this tripartition is rarely
discussed at any length and is instead referred to rather briefly, in
some cases not even spelling out all three possibilities but men-
tioning only one or two.

(e) Other connections between Jakobson and the topic of translation
are developed through two main topics:

(1) Jakobson’s views on literary creation, poetics (the sphere of
the dominance of the poetic function; all together 19 referen-
ces); and

(2) His principal views on language (including his concept of lin-
guistic sign, model of communication, and concept of “equi-
valence in difference”; all together 13 references).

Both of these large topics are manifested in various ways, and referen-
ces to these are made in order to illuminate some issues either relating
to the questions of general translatability of natural languages or more
generally various semiotic systems, or relating to the questions of
translatability in texts with the predominant poetic function.

There are 4 references to the article On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation which do not specify why exactly the article is being
mentioned, but which nevertheless also connect Jakobson with the
topic of translation. In addition, a rather large part of all the references
(10 out of the total 58) to Jakobson is formed by such references that
do not mention any of his works or even ideas in particular, but
presume the reader’s familiarity with the person and his contribution.
Most of these unspecified references present Jakobson as a major
figure in the history of linguistics or point to his contributions in the
study of poetics.

Conclusions

In the encyclopedias of linguistics, semiotics, and translation studies,
connections between Jakobson and the topic of translation — both in
the articles examining some topic related to translation and in the
articles dedicated to Jakobson and his contribution — are established
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via references or allusions to Jakobson, his ideas and works. Because
of this, the task of this article formulated as the description and
analysis of the connections between these two subjects becomes in
most cases rephrased as the reception of Jakobson’s ideas with regard
to the topic of translation. In the three sets of encyclopedias, there
appear some similarities but also differences with respect to which
aspects and works of Jakobson’s overall legacy are considered
relevant for the topic of translation.

Main topics and viewpoints

In general, there appear to be three main topics that form the basis for
creating connection between Jakobson and the issue of translation in
the encyclopedia articles considered here:

(1) Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of translation,

(2) his views on language in general, and

(3) his views on language use with the predominant poetic function.
However, in different encyclopedias there appear some differences
with regard to the specific topics chosen as relevant from among
Jakobson’s oeuvre for discussions on translation.

In linguistics encyclopedias, the topic of translation is approached
mainly through Jakobson’s views on poetics and language: half of the
references have to do with (the translatability) of texts with the
predominant poetic function; other references are mostly related to
questions of features of (natural) languages that enable or affect their
translatability.

In translation studies encyclopedias, about one-fifth of all con-
nections between Jakobson and the topic of translation is established
through references to his distinction between three kinds of transla-
tion. Although mentioned more times than any other idea or concept
of Jakobson, references to this tripartition are generally rather brief
and sometimes even fragmentary (i.e., do not mention all three
possibilities but only one or two of them). Other connections between
Jakobson and the topic of translation are developed through two main
topics: Jakobson’s views on such language use where the poetic func-
tion is predominant (and its effects on translation) and some of his
principal views on language.
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One feature that distinguishes articles in translation studies en-
cyclopedias from those in linguistics and semiotics encyclopedias are
general, unspecified references to Jakobson in which no specific work
or idea of his is mentioned. Such references seem to presuppose the
reader’s familiarity with the person and his contribution.

In semiotics encyclopedias, the nature of connections established
between Jakobson and the topic of translation depends to some extent
on whether the article focuses on Jakobson or on the topic of transla-
tion. Thus, in articles whose focus is Jakobson, the topic of translation
enters the general discussion mainly by way of Jakobson’s views on
language and communication as semiotic phenomena, especially
Jakobson’s view of meaning as a semiotic or rather, a translational
process. Such references make up more than one-third of all the
references to Jakobson in semiotics encyclopedias.

In articles focusing on the topic of translation, Jakobson’s name
comes up most often in connection with his distinction among three
kinds of translation (about one quarter of all connections), including
two lengthier treatments and also criticisms of this distinction. In the
articles in which the central topic is translation, not Jakobson, semiotic
issues are somewhat more on the background, so that there are also a
few references to some of Jakobson’s ideas on language and the
relations between languages without emphasising specifically the se-
miotic basis of his thinking.

Besides greater emphasis on Jakobson’s overall semiotic attitude
towards issues of language and meaning, Jakobson’s reception in
semiotics encyclopedias differs from that in linguistics and translation
studies encyclopedias also by the fact that articles in semiotics
encyclopedias make use of less ideas in On Linguistic Aspects of
Translation, and none of them mentions the problem of poetic
translation and creative transposition that is referred to in several
articles in linguistics and translation studies encyclopedias. What is
the reason behind this? In his article On Linguistic Aspects of Transla-
tion Jakobson seems to draw a rather firm line between “ordinary”
translation (which mostly refers to metalinguistic operations carried
out with regard to the cognitive level of language, in which “language
is minimally dependent on the grammatical pattern” — Jakobson 1966
[1959]: 236) and “poetic” translation or creative transposition (which
implies such use of language in which grammatical categories “carry a
high semantic import” {ibid.) or, in other words, in which the poetic
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function is the dominant function). Since from Jakobson’s several
works (including Linguistics and Poetics) we know that Jakobson in
fact regarded language functions as forming a hierarchy in each act of
communication, that is, all factors and functions are at least potentially
present in each act of communication, it would lead us to think that
Jakobson could not have drawn an absolute and impenetrable line
between “ordinary” and “poetic” language use and, by extension, also
translation. Although this issue is not explicitly pondered upon in the
majority of articles in any encyclopedia studied here, there is one
article that briefly comments on this: writing about wordplay
translation (in a translation encyclopedia; Kittel et al. 2004), Dirk
Delabastita quotes Jakobson’s famous line, “Poetry by definition is
untranslatable” but goes on to clarify that “Jakobson’s argument need
not be taken at face value (e.g. one might want to object to its
underlying, rather static equivalence-based view of translation and
therefore of translatability), but it remains a powerful statement of a
widely held conviction” (Delabastita 2004b: 602). Delabastita there-
fore seems to belong among such readers of Jakobson who do not fall
for his (seemingly?) strong polarisation of “ordinary” and “poetic”
translation. However, as Delabastita mentions, this polarisation, as
expressed also by Jakobson’s quote, expresses a “widely held
conviction”. That this may indeed be so is illustrated by two other,
identically worded interpretations of the same line: “[...] it is this fact
that lies at the root of Jakobson’ resolute belief that poetry is by
definition untranslatable” (Hyde 1994: 4728; my emphasis — E. S.)
and “Roman Jakobson’ resolute belief that poetry is by definition
untranslatable [...]” (Connolly 1998: 171; my emphasis — E. S.).
Thus, both Hyde’s article on literary translation in a linguistics encyc-
lopedia (Asher 1994) and Connolly’s article on poetry translation in a
translation studies encyclopedia (Baker 1998) display the conviction
that Jakobson indeed firmly believed in the irreconcilably opposite
nature of “poetic” translation and “ordinary” translation. This inter-
pretation is extended also to another well-known thought expressed by
Jakobson: “[...] ‘poetic principle’ which prompted Jakobson to say
that only creative transposition, not translation was possible where
poetic art’is concerned” (Hyde 1994: 4729; my emphasis — E. S.)
and “Roman Jakobson’s resolute belief that poetry is by definition
untranslatable led to the [...] approach that only f‘reative trans-
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position rather than translation, is possible where poetic art is
concerned” (Connolly 1998: 171; my emphasis — E. S.).

Other articles that also deal with issues pertaining to literary or
poetic translation do not foreground the opposition of “poetic” vs.
“ordinary” translation — although they do pay attention to the topic of
“poeticalness” or the dominance of the poetic function in verbal art
(Gentzler 1998; Kufnerovd, Osers 1998; Delabastita 2004a; Gorlee
2004; Nikula 2004). It is interesting to note, however, that the ques-
tion of the specificity of artistic expression with regard to translation
is nowhere emphasised in the articles of semiotics encyclopedias (Eco
1994; Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994; Waugh, Rudy 1998; Lambert,
Robyns 2004) — which must be at least partly due to the fact that
artistic translation is not the central focus in these articles, but
probably also due to the more general tendency of semiotics not to
polarise artistic and “ordinary” expressions but to regard these rather
as operating on a gradational scale.

“Popular quotes” and other highlights

Among various references to Jakobson’s works and thoughts there
stand out a few recurring quotes or quote-like references which seem
to have acquired the status of scholarly catch-phrases and which also
characterise the three main topics mentioned above. The most
“popular” lines are the following:

“Equivalence in difference” (reference to Jakobson 1966 [1959]: 233; appears
all together 5 times);

“The poetic function projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of
selection into the axis of combination” (reference to Jakobson 1971 11960]:
358; appears 4 times);

“Languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they
may convey” (reference to Jakobson 1966 11959]: 236; appears 3 times);

“Poetry is by definition untranslatable” (reference to Jakobson 1966 fl959|:
238; appears 3 times);

“Only creative transposition”, not translation, is possible where poetic art is
concerned (reference to Jakobson 1966 11959]: 238; appears 2 times)
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That we are dealing here with indeed popular lines is evidenced not
only by their recurrences in different articles, but also by some com-
ments attributed by the authors referring to them. For example:

Auch der haufig angefiihrte Satz Roman Jakobsons, “The poetic function
projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis of
combination” [...]” (Nikula 2004: 663; my emphasis — E. S.);

Also the frequently stated sentence of Roman Jakobson [...] “The poetic
function projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into
the axis of combination” [...]”

“Languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they
may convey” [...] — diese oft zitierte Erkenntnis R. Jakobsons ist von
zentraler Bedeutung fiir das Verhaltnis von Ubersetzung und Interpretation”
(Schreiber 2004: 270; my emphasis — E. S.);

““Languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they
may convey” [...] — this often-quoted insight of R. Jakobson is of central
importance for the relationship of translation and interpretation.”

As Roman Jakobson [...] hasfamously argued, the pun epitomizes the poetic
function of language [...] (Delabastita 2004a: 872; my emphasis — E. S.).

Expressions like “haufig angefiihrte” (frequently stated), “oft zitierte”
(often quoted) and “famously argued” clearly point to the fact that
they characterise some phenomena that are supposed to be familiar to
a large audience. Of course, repeating such lines in reference works
only adds to their already established fame. However, without a
critical stance towards such catch-phrases they run the risk of
becoming petrified and unproductive slogans.

In addition to the famous quotes and near-quotes, the encyclopedia
articles considered here reflect also the popularity of the tripartite
division of translation types and the schemes of communication
factors and functions introduced by Jakobson. The terms used by
Jakobson (1966 [1959]: 233) for designating three Kkinds of inter-
preting a verbal sign — intralingual, interlingual, and intersemiotic
translating — appear each approximately 20 times within the body of
all articles studied here. Some authors’ comments on the tripartition
also reflect its status, for example:

A second group of typologies is based on the nature of the code-switch, such
as Jakobson’s frequently quoted [...] distinction between intralingual,
interlingual and intersemiotic translation. (Lambert, Robyns 2004: 3604; my
emphasis — E. S.)
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The only typology, which has gained some currency (e.g., Jakobson 1959),
has been worked out in terms of the relations (differences and similarities)
between the basic types of the two codes [...] (Schogt; Toury; Niklas 1994:
1113; my emphasis — E. S.)

Jakobson’s definitions [of three types of translation — E. S.] have long been
treated as apoint ofdeparturefor subsequent discussions oftranslation. (Eco;
Nergaard 1998: 219-220; my emphasis — E. S.)

All current work on intersemiotic translation [...] has its origin in Roman
Jakobson’ (1896-1982) remarks on the three kinds of ‘interpreting a verbal
sign ’(Gorlee 2004: 55; my emphasis — E. S.)

[...] Jakobson’s celebrated semiotic division of three kinds of translation.
(Hermans 2004b: 196; my emphasis — E. S.)

While these comments reflect the wide popularity of Jakobson’s
distinction between three kinds of translation, some of them also
criticise it. For example, although Lambert and Robyns (2004; 3604)
say the distinction is “frequently quoted”, they add that it is also
“highly artificial”. The typology is also criticised by Toury who points
out that “this typology is afflicted with the traditional bias for lin-
guistic translating” and anyhow “such a typology is far from
satisfactory” as among other faults it does not take into account the
fact that texts are usually organised in several codes, notjust one code
(Schogt, Toury, Niklas 1994: 1113). Hermans, while speaking of
Jakobson’s “celebrated semiotic division”, refers to and draws on
Derrida’s (probably almost as famous) critique of this division (Her-
mans 2004b: 196). Thus, to sum up the attitudes that the encyclopedia
articles display towards Jakobson’s distinction between three kinds of
translation, it is evident that the distinction is widely known and often
quoted but at the same time it has also provoked discussion and in
some cases also critique.

Jakobson’s other very well-known theoretic models are those of
communication factors and functions (Jakobson 1960: 353, 357).
Apparently since these are not explicitly related to the topic of
translation, they are also mentioned much less in the encyclopedia
articles considered here, with individual functions getting different
amount of attention and with poetic function being the one most often
referred to (all together, other functions are each mentioned 3-5 times,
poetic function 10 times; if we add to the latter its near-synonyms
such as “poeticalness”, “poetic principle” etc., the number of
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references is almost doubled). Still, the wide knowledge of Jakobson’s
communication models can be illustrated by the following example:

The widely used terminology of ‘source’ and ‘target’ text betrays a teleolo-
gical conception of translation, possibly influenced by Roman Jakobson}
communication schemata showing a message travelling from a sender to a
receiver [...]. (Hermans 2004a: 124; my emphasis — E. S.)

The above quote reflects also the fact that from among many authors
starting with Claude Shannon and Warren Weaver who have written
on communication and proposed their communication models, it is
Jakobson who appears to have been instrumental in introducing this
line of thought into humanities, including translation studies.

Jakobson’s bibliography

Of the total 257 articles written either on Jakobson or on the topic of
translation in the eight encyclopedias considered here, 213 articles
(83%) do not make any connection between the two subjects. Some
connection is established in 44 (17%) articles out of 257. Considering
the huge variety of issues and names that can be associated with the
topic of translation as well as Roman Jakobson’s enormous legacy and
contributions to so many fields, 17% seems like a rather large amount.
In these 44 encyclopedia articles, there are all in all 87 instances in
which some connection between Jakobson and the topic of translation
is established, with references or allusions to all together 13 works of
Jakobson.

Thus, as can be seen in Table 8, in linguistics encyclopedias there
are references to 2 of Jakobson’s articles; in semiotics encyclopedias,
attention is paid to 9 of Jakobson’s works, and in translation studies
encyclopedias, there appear references to 7 of Jakobson’s works:



Table 8. Jakobson’s works referred to in linguistics, semiotics, and translation studies encyclopedias and the respective number of
references.

Jakobson’s works referred to in linguistics, semiotics and translation studies encyclopedias

LINGUISTICS SEMIOTICS TRANSLATION STUDIES
Title NO O ritie NO O Tite No of
ref-s ref-s ref-s
On Linguistic Aspects 7 On Linguistic Aspects of Translation 9 On Linguistic Aspects of Translation 1
of Translation (1959) (1959) (1959)
Linguistics and Poetics (1960) 3 Linguistics and Poetics (1960) 1 Linguistics and Poetics (1960) 14
Coje poesie? (1934) 1 Coje poesie? (1934) 1
Preliminaries to Speech Analysis 0 cheshkom stikhe (1923)
1 1
(1952)
Signe zero (1966) 1  Zé&klady ceskeho ver3e (1926) 1
Linguistics in Relation to Other 1 Oprekladu versu (1930) 1
Sciences (1971)
Metalanguage as a Linguistic Problem 1 Fundamentals ofLanguage (1956) 1
(1976)
A Few Remarks on Peirce, Pathfinder 1
in the Science ofLanguage (1977)
Six Lectures on Sound and Meaning 1

(1978)
10 17 50
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The number of Jakobson’s works to which references are made is not
in correlation with the number of articles referring to them in one or
another set of encyclopedias: while semiotics encyclopedias contain
the smallest number of articles (4) in which connections between
Jakobson and the topic of translation are made, they include the
largest number of works by Jakobson (9). Translation studies
encyclopedias contain 35 articles in which Jakobson is related to the
topic of translation, yet they refer in total to fewer works by Jakobson
(7) than articles in semiotics encyclopedias. Linguistics encyclopedias
with their 5 articles in which connections between Jakobson and the
topic of translation are established regard only 2 of his works as
relevant for discussing translation issues.

The complete bibliography of Jakobson’s works (Rudy 1990) lists
686 titles (not including reprints). Thus, the 13 works of Jakobson to
which there appear references in the 44 encyclopedia articles con-
sidered here, amount to slightly over 2% of Jakobson’s entire legacy
of 686 writings.

Over half of all the connections (47 out of 87) between Jakobson
and the topic of translation are made via references and allusions to
Jakobson’s article On Linguistic Aspects of Translation and about
one-fifth of all the connections (18 out of 87) are made via references
and allusions to the article Linguistics and Poetics. This means that
more than two-thirds of Jakobson’s entire reception in encyclopedias
of linguistics, semiotics, and translation studies (65 references out of
87) are based on the significance attributed to Jakobson’s two articles,
which makes only 0,3% of his entire written legacy. Contrary to the
general positive impression left by the overall proportion (17%) of
articles making some connection between Jakobson and the topic of
translation, this figure — well under 1% — seems small.

Besides these two most popular works, articles in linguistics and
semiotics encyclopedias refer also to 11 other works by Jakobson (all
together 12 references), which amounts to 1,6% of the entire legacy of
Jakobson’s writings. (In addition to references to specific works of
Jakobson, there are 10 connections made between Jakobson and the
topic of translation that do not point to any specific work of Jakobson
but to him or his ideas in general.)

In other words: nearly nine-tenths of all connections (77 out of 87)
between Jakobson and the topic of translation in the encyclopedia
articles considered here are made via recourse to Jakobson’s 13 works
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that make less than 2% of his entire written legacy, and the majority of
these nine-tenths are made by referring to just two of his works that
makes 0,3% of all of Jakobson’s written works.

The last numbers are modest to say the least. Together with the
overall impressions left from the present study, they suggest some
final conclusions, also for further discussion:

1. Since such a small part of Jakobson’s entire legacy is repre-
sented in encyclopedia articles considered here, there rises a doubt that
they paint a rather limited and superficial picture of Jakobson and his
contribution. This doubt is further strengthened by the fact that most
of Jakobson’s reception relies overwhelmingly on just two of his
works, but also by phenomena like “popular quotes” that are repeated
from article to article. We are left with an impression that a great part
of Jakobson’s legacy is not actually used, it is not even really known.

2. At the same time, as encyclopedias are by their nature collec-
tions of general knowledge, they cannot be expected to provide very
thorough reflections on any subject. Therefore it would be informative
to study more closely the reception of Jakobson with regard to his
ideas on translation in the body of more specialised academic
literature: articles, monographs, collections etc. This would reveal to
what extent general academic reference works are representative of
the actual scholarly reception of Jakobson.

3. One conclusion of the present study is the confirmation that at
least on the level of academic reference works, authors writing about
Jakobson’s ideas with regard to translation make surprisingly few
connections between his ideas expressed in his different works, in-
cluding his two most popular articles. For instance, except for a
couple of instances in which a connection is made between Jakobson’s
view of poetic function (as discussed in his article Linguistics and
Poetics) and poetic translation (regarded as basically impossible and
requiring creative transposition instead, as discussed in On Linguistic
Aspects of Translation), no encyclopedia article considered here pays
further attention to the possible relations between the topics discussed
in these Jakobson’s two most famous articles; neither is the division of
translation types further interpreted in terms of his communication
model or vice versa. We are left with an impression that this direction
of study has simply remained unexplored, but also that the inner logic
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of Jakobson’s overall thought with respect to the topic of translation
may also be worthwhile to be examined closer.13
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PomaH AAKOGCOH 1 MepeBoj: peLenuus
B aKajeMMUyecKnX crnpaBoYHUKAX

CraTba onucbiBaeT M aHaIM3npyeT Te CBA3WN Mexay PomaHOM HAKO6COHOM
M TeMOI MepeBOAa, KOTOpble BbIABASAIOTCA B aKafeMUYecKUX CrnpaBOYHM-
Kax. Llenb ctaTby [ABOSiKas: BO-MEPBbIX, PacCMOTPeTb MOBHUMAaTeNbHee
CTaBLUee Y)XXe WTamrom rnpeacTaBfneHne o AKo6COHe KaK BNUATENbHOM
YY4EHOM B 06/1aCTU MHOFMX AUCLUWUMAWH, B TOM 4YUC/e MepeBOAOBEAeHMS,
NUHTBUCTUKA W CEMUOTUKMU, W WU3YUYUTb €ro peasbHYH peLenuuio Ha
YPOBHE aKafeMUYECKUX CMpaBOYHUKOB. BO-BTOpbIX, — BbIACHUT,
CBA3bIBAKOT NI BOOOLLE M KAKMM UMEHHO 06pa3om AKOH6COHOBCKOE MOHMU-
MaHWe mpolecca nepeeoja C ero B3rfa4ammu Ha Si3blK M KOMMYHUKaLMIO.
BbiicHseTCA, UYTO B pamMKaxX pPacCMOTPEHHbIX WCTOYHWKOB peuenLus
AKo6COHa orpaHMynBaeTcs B OCHOBHOM [BYMSA CTaTbsiMU (NpW TOM, 4TO
Hacnegue AKO6COHA MCUUCAETCA HECKO/IbKMMWU COTHAMM paboT!), n npu
3TOM aBTOpbl He o6palwaT 0c060ro BHUMAHWUA HA BHYTPEHHIOK JIOTUKY
SKOBCOHOBCKOM MbIC/N.

Roman Jakobson ja tdlkimine:
retseptsioon akadeemilistes teatmeteostes

Artikkel kirjeldab ja analtlsib seoseid, mida loovad akadeemilised
teatmeteosed Roman Jakobsoni ja tolkimise teema vahel. Artiklil on
kahetine eesmark: esiteks, heita lahem pilk juba stambiks muutunud ette-
kujutusele Jakobsonist kui mdjukast teadlasest mitmete distsipliinide,
sealhulgas tblketeaduse, keeleteaduse ja semiootika jaoks ning késitleda
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tema tegelikku retseptsiooni akadeemiliste teatmeteoste tasandil. Teine
eesmark on valja selgitada, kas ja kuidas seostatakse Jakobsoni arusaamu
tolkimisest tema vaadetega keelele ja kommunikatsioonile uldisemalt.
Selgub, et — ehkki valdkonniti ja teatmeteoste endi vahel esineb ka
erinevusi — vaadeldud teatmeteoste tasandil pdhineb Jakobsoni retsept-
sioon ulekaalukalt tema kahel artiklil (kogu Jakobsoni pédrand hdlmab
mitusada t60d). Samuti ei pdorata sellel tasandil suuremat téhelepanu
Jakobsoni motte sisemisele loogikale, see t&hendab, vé&he voetakse
arvesse vdimalikke seoseid Jakobsoni erinevates toddes valjendatud
ideede vahel.
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Abstract. Jakobson, in his essays, has tried to insert Peirce’s typology of
signs (icon, index, symbol) in his own binary logic, in which every feature of
a text may be considered or dismissed either with a 0 or with a 1 (absent,
present). In so doing, he used the features “similarity versus contiguity” and
“imputed versus factual”, and discovered that the notion of “imputed
similarity” was not covered by Peirce’s triad. Flence the search for it. In this
article, whose ideological basis and quotations are mostly from Jakobson’s
essays, the author tries to show that the notion of “translation” may be the
missing link. Starting from Peirce’s main triad, and its initial incomprehension
among Western scholars influenced by Saussure, the interpretant is then
viewed as the subjective, affective component of sign and its interpretation.
Syntax, considered in Peircean and Jakobsonian terms, is iconic. The evolu-
tion of meaning, characterizing all communication, is possible thanks to
construction and thanks to metaphoric and metonymic connections. In the last
part of the article, cultural implications of communication — and transla-
tion — are considered.

1. Peirce’s triad

Western-European linguistics, in the 20th century, starts from the
arbitrary relationship between sign and object presumed by Saussure.
This was an easy way to get rid of a difficult problem, namely, the
‘black box’ part of semiosis. When the word is a pure symbol (i.e. it
has no features of the icon, or of the index), how does it link to the
meanings that are subjectively or culture-specifically attributed to it?
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How does a culture (i.e. a person, or a group) ‘decide’ that such a
sound pattern is connected to some specific phenomenon? Main-
taining that such a link is arbitrary is a (too easy!) solution, even if
more than one previous scholar had warned against such a simpli-
fication:

The essential precondition of the envisaged inquiry had been posited by an
earlier French thinker, Joseph de Maistre: “Ne parlons done jamais de hasard
ni de signes arbitrages”. (Jakobson 1971b: 722)

So, if we want to reconstruct what happened in European linguistics in
20th century having in mind the broader picture, and why today we
have to work hard to collect missing pieces partly from the East and
partly from the West, we have to consider that we were culturally
dominated by what Saussure’s students had left us, in the form of two
dogmas:

When postulating two primordial linguistic characters — the arbitrariness of
the sign and the linearity of the signans — Saussure attributed to both of them
an equally fundamental importance. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 357)

Charles Sanders Peirce had lived and written thousands of pages on
the subject, but nobody in Europe had read his works, that were
mostly unpublished in the U.S. as well. Linguistics, in Western Euro-
pe, was still considered a discipline far from communication theory
(which did not exist) or semiotics (not yet ‘discovered’). Nobody
here — in contrast to Filipp Fedorovich Fortunatov in Russia, for
example — attempted to consider linguistics as an exact science —
maybe based on a mathematical model of communication —, which
could have explained the workings of signification in general, and
signification of verbal signs as a particular case.

We deal with language as a universal invariant with respect to varied local
languages which are variable in time and space. In the same order of things,
semiotics is called upon to study the diverse systems of signs and to bring out
the problems which result from a methodical comparison of these varied
systems, that is to say, the general problem of SIGN: sign as a generic notion
with respect to the particular classes of signs. (Jakobson 1985d [1975]: 199)

Hence the very hard effort of Jakobson, who tried to popularize
Peirce’s thought, which he had got acquaintance with thanks to a very
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adventurous life characterized by many geographical moves, the last
of which was to the United States. And thanks to a very peculiar
scientific curiosity and thirst for knowledge. In a century now known
to history for the demolition of communication barriers, it seems
almost unthinkable that, to be able to have a syncretic view of the
thought in one’s own scientific field, one should have to ‘travel
through science’, explore most libraries and lists of references and
discover here and there what was written and was not yet spread to the
rest of the world. But looking at Jakobson’s biography, it really seems
his case. In his approach to scientific writing, Jakobson is very
different from such scholars who aspire to be understandable only by
their colleagues in the strict sense of the word — he explains and
translates terminologies:

Peirce [...] makes a clear-cut distinction between the “material qualities”, the
signans of any sign, and its “immediate interpretant”, that is, the signatum.
Signs (or representamina in Peirce’s nomenclature) offer three basic varieties
of semiosis, three distinct “representative qualities” based on different
relationships between the signans and signatum. This difference enables him
to discern three cardinal types of signs. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 346)

Maybe to be more understandable in Europe, maybe because he did
not like neither Saussure’s (signifiant, signifie) nor Peirce’s termi-
nology, maybe because he wanted to show the tie with Medieval
thought in philosophy of language, Jakobson uses the Latin words
signans (Saussure’s ‘signifiant’ and Peirce’s ‘sign’) and signatum
(Saussure’s ‘signifie’ and Peirce’s ‘object’). Since both Latin terms
are participles, they could be — partially — intended as present
participle of the verb “sign” (“signing”) and past participle of the verb
“sign” (“signed”), but in English the interference of the historically
secondary meaning of “subscribe” would perhaps be too strong. Signs
may be objects, i.e. tangible things:

This use of things as signs, which the Czech inquirer into this peculiar form of
communication, I. Osolsobe, has labeled “ostension”, may be illustrated by
the exhibition and compositional arrangement of synecdochic samples of shop
goods in show windows or by the metaphoric choice of floral tributes.
(Jakobson 1971i 11968J: 702)

In the following excerpt from Jakobson’s article from 1965, the three
types of signs in Peirce’s system are explained. Please note that, in
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doing so, Jakobson has in the foreground the notion of “distinctive
trait”: every type of sign is described first of all according to the
dichotomies factual/imputed and similarity/contiguity. The latter is
fundamental in Jakobson’s thought, since it is at the center of his
studies on aphasia and on metaphor and metonymy. Quotations within
the quotation are — of course — from Peircel

1) The icon acts chiefly by a factual similarity between its signans and
signatum [...]. 2) The index acts chiefly by a factual, existential contiguity
betw een its signans and signatum, and “psychologically, the action of indices
depends upon association by contiguity” [CP 2.306] [...]; Robinson Crusoe
found an index; its signans was a footprint in the sand, and the inferred
signatum, the presence of some human creature on his island [...]. 3) The
symbol acts chiefly by imputed, learned contiguity between signans and
signatum. This connection “consists in its being a rule” [CP 2.292] and does
not depend on the presence or absence of any similarity or physical contiguity.
(Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 347)

In another, subsequent, article, Jakobson makes clear his way of syste-
matizing Peirce’s signs according to the two dichotomies. It looks as if
Jakobson’s cooperation with Peirce — had they lived at the same time
and in the same place — would have produced great results, since
Jakobson has a closer attention to systematization and clarity of
expression, to the translation of the metalanguage, to didactics.

The division of signs [...] is actually based on two substantial dichotomies.
One of them is the difference between contiguity and similarity. The indexical
relation between signans and signatum consists in their factual, existential
contiguity. The forefinger pointing at a certain object is a typical index. The
iconic relation between the signans and the signatum is, in Peirce’s terms, “a
mere community in some quality” [CP 1.558], a relative likeness sensed as
such by the interpreter, e.g. a picture recognized as a landscape by the
spectator. We preserve the name symbol used by Peirce for the third class of
signs [...] no factual proximity is required between the noun car and the
vehicle so named [...] the symbol “may be termed an imputed quality” [CP
1.558]. according to Peirce’s felicitous expression of 1867. (Jakobson 1971i
[1968]: 699-700)

A translation process, leading from sign to object, concerns all types
of signs. In semiotics, verbal language is not the center, the Ptolemaic

1 References to Peirce’s works, added in square brackets in this and following
quotes, are mine — B.O.
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Earth around which all other sign systems rotate, as in semiology —
except for metalanguage whose object language is verbal language.
However, the workings of words (i.e. verbal symbols) are one of the
main sources of Peirce’s reflections on signs:

The predominant task of symbols in our verbal (and not only verbal) creativity
could be considered the mainspring of Peirce’s doctrine, but 1 hate to use the
label “doctrine”, for the thinker himself categorically declared that for him
science was not doctrine, but inquiry. (Jakobson 1985f [1977]: 253)

The reluctance to use the word “doctrine” is part of the attempt to
build a view of linguistics as an exact science. In any case, the
distinction between imputed and factual relationship, and between
similarity and contiguity, must not be taken as an absolute divide: in
most cases, if not in all cases, signs have some traits of more than one
of these features. As in every other field, there is no purity; it is rather
a question of nuances, of more or less insisted qualities.

It is not the presence or absence of similarity or contiguity between the
signans and signatum, not the purely factual or purely imputed, habitual
connection between the two constituents which underlies the division of signs
into icons, indices and symbols, but merely the predominance of one of these
factors over the others. [...] “It would be difficult, if not impossible, to
instance an absolutely pure index, or to find any sign absolutely devoid of the
indexical quality” [CP 2.306]. Such a typical index as a pointing finger carries
dissimilar connotations in different cultures; for instance, in certain South
African tribes the object pointed at is thus damned. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]:
349)

Connotation, in this passage, looks like an affective component of
signs, culturally subjective in an individual or group sense. Were the
signs arbitrary, there could not be any affective component. Affects
play a role in signification from the moment when the sign triggers the
interpretant within the interpreter. And, since every individual has a
different life with different experiences, the apperception of everyone
is different; hence, emotions linked to signs (connotation) are
idiosyncratic.

Peirce’s concern with the different ranks of coassistance of the three functions
in all three types of signs, and in particular his scrupulous attention to the
indcxical and iconic components of verbal symbols, is intimately linked with
his thesis that “the most perfect of signs” are those in which the iconic,
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indexical, and symbolic characters “are blended as equally as possible™ [CP
4.448]. Conversely, Saussure’s insistence on the conventionality of language
is bound to his assertion that “The entirely arbitrary signs are the most
appropriate to fulfill the optimum semiotic process.” (Jakobson 1971g [1965]:
349)

In Saussure’s opinion, it would seem, optimization of semiosis means
abstraction from human reality (unaffective symbolism) and from
emotions. His hypothesis of semiosis is devoid of any affects, which
actually are the glue of acquisition of knowledge. The strength of
memory is directly proportional to the intensity of affect linked to
memorization. In Peirce’s opinion, by contrast with Saussure, perfect
semiosis is a mixture of all the types of signs:

Peirce does not at all shut signs up in one of these three classes. These
divisions are merely three poles, all of which can coexist within the same sign.
The symbol, as he emphasized, may have an icon and/or an index in-
corporated into it. (Jakobson 1985f [1977]: 253)

Thus the “purity” of signs is impossible at the practical level. More-
over, according to different parameters, there are different subspecies
of signs. For example, there are different types of icons:

The correspondence in order between the signans and signatum finds its right
place among the “fundamental varieties of possible semiosis” [CP 5.488]
which were outlined by Peirce. He singled out two distinct subclasses of
icons — images and diagrams. In images the signans represents the “simple
qualities” [2.277] of the signatum, whereas for diagrams the likeness between
the signans and signatum exists “only in respect to the relations of their parts”
[CP 2.282]. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 350)

Saussurean dichotomy and Peircean trichotomy are irreconcilable:
they are two different views that lead from the same examples to
different conclusions. The combination of the two views, if not
“carefully handled”, generates confusion because they refer to the
same entities with different terms and to different entities with the
same terms. A practical expression of this kind of confusion is the
example used by Saussure to illustrate something that in Peircean
terms would be the object, for Jakobson an iconic symbol, and for
Saussure something completely different:
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As to the icon, it is able to present [...] a sample of a given species of trees in a
certain part of the year — a maple tree during the warm season, as in
Saussure’s illustration [..]. If the meaning of such an icon is generic, its
generic sense is achieved through a synecdochic device of apars pro toto\ the
icon becomes an ‘iconic symbol’. (Jakobson 1971e [1959]: 268)

If one stressed too much the individual, idiosyncratic level of se-
miosis, of meaning extraction or production, there could be doubts
about the possibility of mutual understanding. But the social animals
that men are express themselves through the ability to conjecture what
could be the sense of a given contextualized sign for someone else, for
the projection that everyone of us makes of the expected, supposed,
general other:

When considering even the apparently simplest processes going on in
language, it is necessary to keep in mind the force of unconscious generaliza-
tion by the action of which a people subsumes all the phenomena of its mental
life under certain general categories. (Baudouin de Courtenay, quoted in
Jakobson 1985¢g [19781: 149)

Such a generalizing projection is possible because we store in our
mind a lot of information concerning the world. In this storage, we
also keep what we did not understand and what we forgot we had
understood. This is of great help when we try to guess about the rest
of the world, or about the future:

“habit, i.e. unconscious memory” and on the other hand, “unconscious
oblivion and incomprehension (forgetting of what was not consciously known
and incomprehension of what could not be understood consciously); such
forgetting and incomprehension constituting not something inconsequential
and negative”. (Baudouin de Courtenay, quoted in Jakobson 1985g [1978|:
150)

Of course, many tasks stand ahead in the systematization of signs and
their typology. One is that, applying the two aforementioned dichoto-
mies, a fourth kind of sign should emerge, as Jakobson promptly
warns: imputed similarity.

However, the interplay of the two dichotomies — contiguity/similarity and
factual/imputed — admits a fourth variety, namely, imputed similarity.
Precisely this combination becomes apparent in musical semiosis. The intro-
versive semiosis, a message which signifies itself, is indissolubly linked with
the esthetic function of sign systems and dominates not only music but also
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glossolalic poetry and nonrepresentational painting and sculpture. (Jakobson
1971i [1968]: 704-705)

To these examples of Jakobson’s, one might add some particular
actualizations of onomatopoeia, if one thinks of the verbal represen-
tation of the sounds of animals. Dog barking, for example, is different
in every language: if in English dogs woof, while in Italian bau bau, in
French ouah ouah, in Russian gav gav, and in Chinese wang wang, all
these must be imputed similarities. But how could we name the fourth
kind of sign? My proposal would be “homopoiesis”, since it is a
similarity (hence the root “homo-") that is creatively attributed
(imputed). It sounds like an oxymoron at first, but, if you think of the
mentioned examples, it is something that we do.

Jakobson, however, has another idea of imputed similarity: the
device or, according to Russian Formalists, priem, that is every arti-
fice or method or mechanism or figure used by writers (speakers) to
modify the ‘normal’, unaffective way to express something:

The “artifice” is to be added to the triad of semiotic modes established by
Peirce. This triad is based on two binary oppositions: contiguous/similar and
factual/imputed. The contiguity of the two components of the sign is factual in
the index but imputed in the symbol. Now, the factual similarity which typifies
icon finds its logical foreseeable correlative in the imputed similarity which
specifies the artifice, and it is precisely for this reason that the latter fits into
the whole which is now forever a four-part entity of semiotic modes.
(Jakobson 1985d [1975]: 215; my emphasis — B.O.)

Following his hint, one might propose that the fourth kind of link, or
imputed similarity, is free association: a similarity that initially holds
true only for the person who proposes it, that is imputed by him.
Eventually, such a similarity is shared by listeners/readers, who come
to see the object from a fresh point of view. This discovery of Jakob-
son’s has a great potential, a potential that, however, was not yet fully
displayed.

Another problem linked to sign typology that Jakobson leaves us to
solve is the polymorphous nature of semiosis:

the linearity of the signans [...] has been shaken by the dissociation of
phonemes into distinctive features. With the removal of these fundamentals,
their corollaries in turn demand revision. Thus Peirce’s graphic and palpable
idea that “a symbol may have an icon [and/] or [...] an index incorporated into
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it” [CP 4.447] opens new, urgent tasks and far-reaching vistas to the science
of language. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 357)

Since, with the permission of Saussure, we may consider the non-
linear nature of the sign, there is room to imagine that any sign,
according to what parts of it are put into light — iconic, symbolic,
indexical, affective — may bear different senses.

2. Syntax, paradigm

Sentence construction is another field that Jakobson approaches with a
scientific attitude. Starting from some of Peirce’s observations on the
diagrammatic nature of verbal language, he tries to continue on his
path:

“algebra is but a sort of diagram”, and “language is but a kind of algebra” [CP
3.419]. Peirce vividly conceived that “the arrangement of the words in the
sentence, for instance, must serve as icons, in order that the sentence may be
understood” [CP 4.544]. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 350)

The representation of the syntactic system through a diagram becomes
a translation process, and the way to trace sign relations (icons) in the
connection between parts of the systems, icons that are superimposed
onto the network of lexical meanings:

Such linguistic properties as the connectedness of linguistic entities with each
other and with the initial and final limit of the sequence, the immediate
neighborhood and distance, the centrality and peripherality, the symmetrical
relations, and the elliptic removal of single components find their close
equivalents in the constitution of graphs. The literal translation of an entire
syntactic system into a set of graphs permits us to detach the diagrammatic,
iconic forms of relations from the strictly conventional, symbolic features of
that system. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 351; my emphasis— B. O.)

Within every single word, too, morphemes have a similar iconic
structure, so that part of the meaning of a word must be tracked in the
iconic combination of morphemes it describes:

Not only the combination of words into syntactic groups but also the
combination of morphemes into words exhibits a clear-cut diagrammatic
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character. Both in syntax and in morphology any relation of parts and wholes
agrees with Peirce’s definition of diagrams and their iconic nature. (Jakobson
19719 [1965]: 352)

Jakobson’s great discovery (only in part derived from selection and
combination in Saussure) of the two main types of connection
between words — syntagm and paradigm — has conspicuous con-
sequences for translation as well. Let us start again from the Westem-
European background on which Jakobson has built his powerful
construction:

It is noteworthy that Saussure’s classification had recourse to morphological
criteria only, while syntax was actually laid aside. This oversimplified bipolar
scheme is substantially amended by Peirce’s, Sapir’s, and Whorfs insights
into wider, syntactic problems. In particular, Benjamin Whorf, with his
emphasis on the “algebraic nature of language”. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]:
353)

This Saussurean oversimplification is a typical example of the con-
sequences of hyper-specialization that — in every culture where it is
promoted — tends to make scholars lose sight of the overall picture.
Focusing on a single aspect of language — words, in the given
example, as if they could exist in a standalone situation — deprived
research of the necessary context. Having in mind the interrelation
between oral and written speech, and always considering that oral
speech is ontogenetically and phylogenetically the former, is a good
way to avoid such a mistake.

In an article of 1956 we can already see the whole exposition of
the two principles of verbal language, albeit with a slightly different
terminology:

Any linguistic sign involves two modes of arrangement. 1) Combination. Any
sign is made up of constituent signs and/or occurs only in combination with
other signs. This means that any linguistic unit at one and the same time
serves as a context for simpler units and/or finds its own context in a more
complex linguistic unit. Hence any actual grouping of linguistic units binds
them into a superior unit: combination and contexture are two faces of the
same operation. 2) Selection. A selection between alternatives implies the
possibility of substituting one for the other, equivalent to the former in one
respect and different from it in another. Actually, selection and substitution
are two faces of the same operation. (Jakobson 1971c [1956]: 243)
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What is stated here is fundamental for the understanding of speech:
the translation of language into speech has these two channels,
through which the speaker’s mental content must pass. This has
obvious and well-known implications on the side of the study of brain
functioning. Nevertheless, it has broad implications for the very
semiotic theory based on Peirce’s main triad formed by sign, inter-
pretant, and object, too.

These two operations provide each linguistic sign with two sets of
interpretants, to utilize the effective concept introduced by Charles Sanders
Peirce: there are two references which serve to interpret the sign — one to the
code, and the other to the context, whether coded or free, and in each of these
ways the sign is related to another set of linguistic signs, through an alterna-
tion in the former case and through an alignment in the latter. (Jakobson
1971c [1956]: 244)

If we agree with Jakobson that there are two possible types of logical
link of a word with another, and we apply this notion to Peirce’s
schema of the logical development of — both inner and outer —
speech, the picture we obtain is rather new. If Figure 1 was the former
schema, then we obtain something like this new way of representing
the lines of translation of meaning (Fig. 2).

7 object 1
sign -> interpretants -> object 2
~ object 3...

Figure 1. Schema of the logical development of speech in Peircean terms.

! object PI

paradigmatic interpretants object P2

n N object P3.
7 object SI

syntagmatic interpretants object S2
object S3.

Figure 2. Translation of meaning when applying the two Jakobsonian types of
logical links between words to the Peircean schema.
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That pours light on the different outcomes of semiosis, both on the
verbal front and on the front of reasoning. If this is the situation from
the point of view of inner working, it has consequences on the outer
form of speech as well:

The development of a discourse may take place along two different semantic
lines: one topic may lead to another either through their similarity or through
their contiguity. The metaphoric way would be the most appropriate term for
the first case and the metonymic way for the second, since they find their most
condensed expression in metaphor and metonymy respectively. (Jakobson
1971c [1956]: 254)

Metaphor is the trope of similarity, since a metaphor is a simile
without the explication of the “missing link”. And metonymy is the
trope of contiguity, since instead of the more immediate word, another
one is used that is connected to the first by a logical link of context.
From the two different mental principles, also different forms of text
are originated:

The principle of similarity underlies poetry; the metrical parallelism of lines,
or the phonic equivalence of rhyming words prompts the question of semantic
similarity and contrast; there exist, for instance, grammatical and anti-
grammatical but never agrammatical rhymes. Prose, on the contrary, is
forwarded essentially by contiguity. Thus, for poetry, metaphor, and for prose,
metonymy is the line of least resistance and, consequently, the study of
poetical tropes is directed chiefly toward metaphor. (Jakobson 1971c [1956]:
258-259)

This assertion alone breaks the walls between psychology, linguistics,
and textology. And, to all of this, we have to add personal style and
idiosyncrasies: the style of a text, consequently, can be analyzed in
terms of mental connections:

In manipulating these two kinds of connection (similarity and contiguity) in
both their aspects (positional and semantic) — selecting, combining, and
ranking them — an individual exhibits his personal style, his verbal
predilections and preferences. (Jakobson 1971c [1956]: 255)

Even if syntaxis is a chain, a line, and is therefore bi-dimensional,
preventing deviations on a third dimension — as in a hypertext, for
example — the normal, horizontal development of a sentence is
nonetheless characterized by stylistic devices, above all by word
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markedness: every word can be marked, from a semantic or syntacti-
cal point of view:

Any syntactic structure is a member of a transformational chain and any two
partially synonymous constructions display an interrelation of markedness and
unmarkedness. For example, in English the passive is marked in relation to the
unmarked active mood. (Jakobson 1985c [1972]: 90)

In a time when Chomskian “trees” dominate over the whole linguistic
universe, Jakobson implicitly argues against them. Speech, more than
its “bare intelligence content” (what is described by tree graphs) has
many nuances of meaning produced by the choice of different
“synonyms”, different syntactical forms, different kinds of marked-
ness:

it is still opportune to recall that the code is not confined to what com-
munication engineers call “the bare intelligence content” of speech, but that
likewise the stylistic stratification of the lexical symbols and the allegedly
“free” variation, both in their constitution and in their combination rules, are
“foreseen and provided for” by the code. (Jakobson 1971f [1960]: 573)

This paragraph introduced us to the nexus between inner speech and
outer forms of expression. There were many hints at the possibility of
development of meaning: this will be the topic of the next paragraph.

3. Evolution of meaning and invariance

The mechanism of signification is based on the translation of a sign
into an interpretant into an object. Being translation, obviously it is
characterized by a partial loss and a partial invariance. And, as all
translation processes, it implies also that the result will have new
meanings, will add potential meanings to the process. So every pas-
sage of information, every logical passage, implies a change of infor-
mation:

The Metalogicus by John of Salisbury supplied Peirce with his favorite
quotation: “Nominantur singularia, sed universalia significantur”. How many
futile and trivial polemics could have been avoided among students of
language if they had mastered Peirce’s Speculative Grammar, and particularly
its thesis that “a genuine symbol is a symbol that has a general meaning” and
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that this meaning in turn “can only be a symbol”, since “omne symbolum de
symbolo”. A symbol is not only incapable of indicating any particular thing
and necessarily “denotes a kind of thing”, but “it is itself a kind and not a
single thing”. (Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 358)

Jakobson repeatedly refers to Peirce’s repeatedly referring to John of
Salisbury: every single sign refers to many objects; every one of these
objects, in its turn, can be seen as a sign referring to many objects.
Signification (and decoding) is a multiple-choice process that, as Jin
Levy (1967) used to say about translation, has a single input and
several possible outputs. Every interpretant is a diamond dissecting
light into many different rays and colors and directions. The logical
line of the speaker’s (writer’s) mind chooses given signs having in
mind a given meaning, but the logical line of the listener’s (reader’s)
mind chooses given meanings having in mind a given interpretation.
In this way — through what can be named a continuous “mis-
understanding” —, meanings evolve:

This interplay of universals and particulars, which is often underrated by
linguists, has for ages been discussed among logicians and philosophers of
language. (Jakobson 1985c [1972]: 90)

Specification and generalization thus play a fundamental role in the
evolution of meaning, with the peculiarity that their main explicit
features do not imply any semantic change at all: specification should
only condense, synthesize the general meaning of a sign, and generali-
zation apparently extends, amplifies the meaning to many more
objects, but, apparently, without changing it. These two mechanisms,
that are key in interlingual verbal translation, too, are continuously at
work in normal semiosis:

Peirce’s semiotic doctrine is the only sound basis for a strictly linguistic
semantics. One can’t help but agree with his view of meaning as
translatability of a sign into a network of other signs and with his reiterated
emphasis on the inherence of a “general meaning” in any “genuine symbol”
[CP 2.293], as well as with the sequel of the quoted assertion: A symbol
“cannot indicate any particular thing: it denotes a kind of thing. Not only that,
but it is itself a kind and not a single thing” [CP 2.301]. (Jakobson 1985b
[1956]: 118)

When we use a single word to communicate with the outer world, it is
as if we went around with a tray full of mugs, it is as if mugs (possible
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meanings of the single word) came only in sets of many mugs. One
mug (special nuance of a word) is the one that interests us in the given
chronotopic context, but the other ones are inseparable, and go around
with it. When we stop at a table to deliver our tray (word), we put
down our tray having in mind one particular mug (acceptation), but
our receivers, sitting at the table, since we (inevitably) give them a lot
of mugs with different drinks (acceptations), may decide that they
prefer to interpret our word as composed of some other drink, and we,
senders, don’t always realize that. (And, of course the effect is
maximized if we go around not with a single word, but with a text
composed of many words.) Maybe this also is imputed similarity?

Our word “always bears a greater amount of information than our
consciousness is able to extract from it, since at the basis of our words lie our
unconscious linguistic sets”. (A. E. Sherozia, quoted in Jakobson 1985g
[1978]: 161)

Metaphor and metonymy, figures of speech in general, and different
kinds of imputed similarities are not therefore peculiar to artistic texts,
they are simply the fundamental mechanisms of meaning construction,
together with generalization and specification.

The metaphor (or metonymy) is an assignment of a signans to a secondary
signatum associated by similarity (or contiguity) with the primary signatum.
(Jakobson 1971g [1965]: 355)

One mechanism of modification of sense is what Jakobson calls
“lexical tropes”. A message contains the word “star”, and this word
has a primary meaning — in the physical sense — and (among others)
a secondary meaning (that of a very well known person). Such a
duplicity allows potential decoders to opt for one or the other of the
two considered meanings, producing the (mis-)understanding that
modifies the sense of the text and producing the evolution of meaning.

A partial similarity of two signata may be represented by a partial similarity
of signantia, as in the instances discussed above, or by a total identity of
signantia, as in the case of lexical tropes [my emphasis — B. O.]. Star means
either a celestial body or a person — both of preeminent brightness. A
hierarchy of two meanings — one primary, central, proper, context-free; and
the other secondary, marginal, figurative, transferred, contextual — is a
characteristic feature of such asymmetrical couples. (Jakobson 1971g [19651:
355)
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This continuous translation process of semiosis is due to the conti-
nuous change of context: in every context, a more or less slightly
different subcode is used. And every time that a text moves from one
context to the next, there is a reciprocal adaptation of the text to the
context and of the context to the text. And the text is read (decoded) in
a more or less slightly different light:

The convertible code of language with all its fluctuations from subcode to
subcode and with all the current progressing changes which this code is
undergoing, is to be jointly and comprehensively described by the means of
lingusistics and communication theory. An insight into the dynamic
synchrony of language, involving the space-time coordinates, must replace the
traditional pattern of arbitrarily restricted static descriptions. (Jakobson 1971f
[1960]: 574)

During such a passage from one context to another, it may well
happen that specification and generalization work in the direction of
translating words into terms and vice versa. This also is a mechanism
of meaning-changing:

The ways in which per translationem a nomen turns in discourse into a
terminus were intently explored, with many still valid and suggestive
linguistic finds, and with a rigid delimination of suppositio formalis (object
language) and different varieties of suppositio materialis (metalanguage),
neatly discerned by Shyreswoode. (Jakobson 1985e [1975]: 195)

An ingenuous reader could think that, even if we agree with the
existence of such a meaning-changing mechanism, there are however
words for which that mechanism doesn’t occur: proper names. They
are very peculiar words that, having been attributed to someone or
something in particular, cannot be subject to variance. Our temporary
delusion soon faces disillusionment in Jakobson’s words:

Even in proper names the “sign design” always has a broader meaning than
any single “sign instance”. The context indicates whether we speak about
Napoleon in his infancy, at Austerlitz, in Moscow, in captivity, on his
deathbed, or in posthumous legends. (Jakobson 1971 e [1959]: 268)

Communication and evolution of meaning through translation are at
work in any kind of intrapersonal (thought) and interpersonal relation.
Therefore, the point in this case — as in the case of interlingual verbal
translation — is to find the means to define the invariant: what
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remains of the original intended message in the final effective
message.

[...] replying to the question of invariance: [...] “the word and its meaning are
both general rules” [CP 2.292]. (Jakobson 1985f [1975]: 252)

Interlingual verbal translation and general semiosis have a very similar
course, and they can be used for a reciprocal checking of the other’s
functioning. Here we see how in Jakobson’s (and Shannon’s) opinion
the invariant can be defined:

The semiotic definition of a symbol’s meaning as its translation into other
symbols finds an effectual application in the linguistic testing of intra- and
interlingual translation, and this approach to semantic information concurs
with Shannon’s proposal to define information as “that which is invariant
under all reversible encoding or translating operations”, briefly, as “the
equivalence class of all such translations”. (Jakobson 1971 f [1960]: 578)

Jakobson himself sees the affinity between tropes (metaphor and
metonymy) and usual meaning production in “normal” (non-artistic)
texts. The shared part between Jakobson and Shannon is the existence
of a part of meaning that is expressed, and another part that is not
expressed, and may be — arguably — guessed in different ways by
different decoders:

Each and every sign is a referral (renvoi) (following the famous aliquid stat
pro aliquo). The parallelism alluded to by the master and theoretician of
poetry, Gerard Manley Hopkins, is a referral from one sign to a similar one in
its totality or at least in one of its two facets (the signans or the signatum).
One of the two “correspective” signs, as Saussure designates them, refers back
to another, present or implied in the same context, as we can see in the case of
a metaphor where only the “vehicle” is in praesentia. (Jakobson 1985d
11975]: 215)

In this process of decoding, the presence/absence of elements means
that what is absent in the text must be present in the context. Such
problem of presence involves the referral to different times. Peirce
attributes to the three types of signs the three different times (symbol-
future, index-present, icon-past). Jakobson holds that the artifice
[priem\, as a fourth dimension of signification, is a bridge over times:
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“Parallelism” as a characteristic feature of all artifice is the referral of a
semiotic fact to an equivalent fact inside the same context [...]. This [...]
allows us to complement the system of times which Peirce includes in his
semiotic triad [...]. The artifice retains the atemporal interconnection of the
two parallels within their common context. (Jakobson 1985d [1975]: 216)

Translation is, therefore, transportation of a text from one context into
another. And, on the other side, communication is the ability to decide
what is necessary to express and what can be taken/given for granted
since it is suggested by the context, with all the consequent problems
of redundancy and loss. This is the subject of the next paragraph.

4. Cultural basis of translation

What is lacking in the thought of some very well-known linguists,
before Halliday at least, — like, for example, Saussure and Choms-
ky — is the effort to take into account a fundamental component of
speech, or, the main difference between speech and language: context.
That may have been the consequence of a too narrow, specialized
approach to the subject. In other words, it is the consequence of
linguistics meant as a science that can exist without considering all the
semiotic and psychological aspects implied in verbal language:

Peirce denies (in the same way as the Gestalt psychologists) the possibility of
speaking about constituents without analyzing the structural relation between
the constituents and the whole. (Jakobson 1985f [1977]: 252)

A correct (complete) setup of the problem implies the contextual,
cultural dimension, as any translator can testify. As we have seen in
the previous paragraph, not only classical — interlingual, verbal —
translation, but also every act of signification, every intra- and inter-
personal communication is transportation of a text from a context into
another. But, since the text is not a thing, but it is a living being that
has a mutual relationship with the environment in which it lives,
changing its environment means changing its reaction to it, like a
sheep passing from a cold winter to a hot summer, with the con-
sequent change of contextual covering.

For this reason, considering the context is fundamental even when
speaking of the most elementary principles of communication and
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translation, i.e. semiosis. Even Peirce — quoted by Jakobson —
speaks of a selective interpretant, whose difference from the “usual”
interpretant is that the context (“reality”) contributes to its signifi-
cance:

Signs are viewed by Peirce as equivalent “when either might have been an
interpretant of the other” [CP 5.569]. It must be emphasized again and again
that the basic, immediate, “selective” interpretant of any sign is “all that is
explicit in the sign itself apart from its context and circumstance of utterance”
[CP 5.473], or in more unified terms: apart from its context either verbal or
only verbalizable but not actually verbalized. (Jakobson 1985b [1956]: 118)

Peirce writes:

We have to distinguish the Immediate Object, which is the Object as the Sign
itself represents it, and whose Being is thus dependent upon the Represen-
tation of it in the Sign, from the Dynamical Object, which is the Reality which
by some means contrives to determine the Sign to its Representation. [CP
4.536]

It is clear that in natural language, in speech, we have to consider
above all the dynamical object, since the immediate object is mostly
an abstraction.

The explicit (written, spoken) text is but a minimum percentage of
the message that must be completed by contextual information. Since
the context does not ‘suggest’ which parts of it should be considered
in single occurrences of text, there are the well known to translators
problems of misunderstanding due to the different contextualization of
the utterance:

The probabilistic aspect of speech finds conspicuous expression in the
approach of the listener to homonyms, whereas for the speaker homonymy
does not exist. When saying /sAn/, he knows beforehand whether “sun” or
“son” is meant, while the listener depends on the conditional probabilities of
the context. For the receiver, the message presents many ambiguities which
were unequivocal for the sender. The ambiguities of pun and poetry utilize
this input property for the output. (Jakobson 1971 f [1960]: 575-576)

Creativity is, thus, basic for communication, for understanding, for
translating. Such creativity is partly conscious and partly unconscious.
A good translator (communicator) — and a good semiotician — uses
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a generous dose of creativity in inferring, conjecturing possible inter-
pretive keys:

“any linguistic compromise occurring between peoples speaking different
languages” inevitably involves “a certain portion of conscious creativity” [...]
unconscious (nieSwiadome) psychical processes also have the capability of
becoming conscious (uSwiadomianie), but their potential consciousness is
actually identifiable with the unconscious (nieswiadomosc). (Jakobson 1985g
[1978]: 152; Jakobson’s quotations are from Baudouin de Courtenay)

Between unconscious and conscious use of language there is a
relationship similar to the one existing between language and meta-
language, translation (semiosis) and reflections on translation (semio-
sis). Everybody can translate (code/decode) aconsciously, without
realizing why, for whom, to what aim, without being able to explain
why s/he has made given choices. From this wild state, ‘translators’
can grow to a conscious state from which they can observe the ‘wild
life” of their being translators in a natural state and detach from it to
observe it as an object, something ‘other’:

the influence of the consciousness [on language] can and does impede the
development of a language; it counteracts the influence of unconscious
forces— forces which by and large promote a more rapid development of
language — and does so precisely for the purpose of making language a
common instrument for the unification and mutual comprehension of all
contemporary members of a nation, and its forebears and descendants, as well.
(Jakobson 1985g [1978]: 151)

Every consideration about speech (language in context) must neces-
sarily account for the environmental variables. Since invariance is a
key notion in semiotics/translation, to speak about it one must con-
sider the three directions in which, according to Jakobson, a speech
can be contextually different: explicitness/implicitness, historicization/
modernization, and formality/informality.

Any verbal code is convertible and necessarily comprises a set of distinct
subcodes or, in other words, functional varieties of language. Any speech
community has at its disposal 1) more explicit and more elliptic patterns, with
an orderly scale of transitions from a maximal explicitness to an extreme
ellipsis, 2) a purposive alternation of more archaic and newfangled dictions, 3)
a patent difference between rules of ceremonial, formal and informal, slovenly
speech. (Jakobson 1971h [1967]: 667)



Jakobson: translation as imputed similarity 335

It does not make any sense to study speech in isolation, to study
language as an abstract discipline that has nothing to do with everyday
reality. That is not communication, it is an abstraction that can be used
to exercise the mind as a game.

First every single constituent of any linguistic system is built on an oppo-
sition of two logical contradictories: the presence of an attribute (“marked-
ness”) in contraposition to its absence (“unmarkedness”). [...] And second, the
continual, all-embracing, purposeful interplay of invariants and variations
proves to be an essential, innermost property of language at each of its levels.
(Jakobson 1985c [1972]: 91)

The point in speech is not the structure of an utterance, the primitive
meanings of the signs implied, the Chomskian ‘deep structure’ of a
sentence. Such proceedings do not help research on translation in any
way, as no summary of a work of art can be a substitute for its proto-
text. What the professional translator (and the semiotician) strives to
understand, and mostly cares for, is the form of expression of a given
content:

These two dyads — markedness/'unmarkedness and variation/invariance —
are indissolubly tied to the be-all and end-all of language, to the fact, as
Edward Sapir [...] put it, that “language is the communicative process par
excellence in every known society”. (Jakobson 1985c [1972]: 91)

The key word for a translator is “variation”: of the thousand of
thousands ways to say something, in how many ways it is possible to
describe the single variation chosen by the given author in the given
passage. And, by shifting the context, in what way can we try to
preserve some kind of invariance in the passage?

It is the context-sensitivity of a natural language at all levels that provides it
with a unique abundance of free variations. The dialectical tension between
invariants and variables, which in their own way also appear to be pertinent,
ensures the creativity of language. (Jakobson 1985c¢ [1972]: 89)

In the first years of Soviet power, someone felt the need to change
names of things so that they could reflect their ‘objective' state.
Jakobson cites the case of the ‘rise” and the ‘setting’ of the sun, and the
people who had proposed a revision of the vocabulary. The change of
context in question, in this case, is not the physical context, but human
knowledge of the physical context. Jakobson explains the superfluity of
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such a linguistic change by quoting (implicitly) Peirce and his view of
interpretation as translation, of interpretant as translatant:

In the first years of the Russian revolution there were fanatic visionaries who
argued in Soviet periodicals for a radical revision of traditional language and
particularly for the weeding out of such misleading expressions as “sunrise”
or “sunset”. Yet we still use this Ptolemaic imagery without implying a
rejection of Copemican doctrine, and we can easily transform our customary
talk about the rising and setting sun into a picture of the earth’s rotation
simply because any sign is translatable into a sign in which it appears to us
more fully developed [CP 5.594] and precise. (Jakobson 1971d [1959]: 262)

In other words, we are able to speak about the ‘rise” and the ‘setting’ of
the sun without being forced to the dogma of words since we are able to
translate them. If cultural context influences the way one speaks, on the
other hand the linguistic code influences the way one must express
oneself. Explicitness and implicitness are not only part of the cultural
context at large; they are part of the linguistic code as well.

Languages differ essentially in what they must convey and not in what they
can convey. [...] Naturally the attention of native speakers and listeners will be
constantly focused on such items as are compulsory in their verbal code.
(Jakobson 1971d [1959]: 264-265)

In any natural language we can express absolutely everything, since
there are infinite combinations of signs. (Or, to be more exact, the
number of possible combinations is given by the number of words
raised to the same number power: a quantity so high that, for any
human — mortal! — being, to all practical purposes, results higher
than the combinations one has time to try in a lifespan.) If this is still
considered not enough, Jakobson suggests thinking of the opportunity
to create words.

All cognitive experience and its classification is conveyable in any existing
language. Whenever there is a deficiency, terminology can be qualified and
amplified by loanwords or loan-translations, by neologisms or semantic shifts,
and, finally, by circumlocutions. (Jakobson 1971d [1959]: 263)

For this reason, the different structure of languages is not an
insurmountable obstacle in interlingual translation, it implies the
rendering of senses that in one language are expressed by grammatical
categories though paraphrases or other lexical means:
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If some grammatical category is absent in a given language, its meaning may
be translated into this language by lexical means. Dual forms like Old Russian
brata are translated with the help of the numeral: ‘two brothers’. It is more
difficult to remain faithful to the original when we translate into a language
provided with a certain grammatical category from a language lacking such a
category. [...] In order to translate accurately the English sentence I hired a
worker, a Russian needs supplementary information. (Jakobson 1971d [1959J:
263-264)

If from a narrowly linguistic — lexicalistic — point of view such a
problem can be a real problem, from a semiotic point of view it is
trivial: what in a language is expressed by lexical means, in another
language is expressed by grammatical means, in a sort of intersemiotic
translation. Semiotics adds one more scientific dimension to the study
of verbal communication. And, as Jakobson shows, in such a semiotic
approach the notion of “translation” is absolutely central. It is not lin-
guistics that studies translation, as some scholars of the old lexicalist
school have been thinking for more than half a century; it is transla-
tion that studies semiotics, including linguistics. Maybe translation is
an imputed similarity as well?2
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AKO6COH: MNepeBoj Kak npearnonaraeMoe CXo4cTBO

AKOOGCOH nMblTaNiCs B CBOMX 3CCe BMECTUTb MUPCOBCKYK TUMONOTUIO
3HaKOB (MKOHa, WMHAEKC, CMMBO/) B pamMKW COOGCTBEHHOWN GMHapHON no-
TMKW, B KOTOPOM KaX[bli MPU3HAK TEKCTa MOXET ObiTb PaCCMOTPEH Kak
0 wm 1 (Hannume, NpucyTcTBME). B X0fe 3TOro OH NoJib30BasCA napamm
MPU3HAKOB «CXOACTBO VS CMEXHOCTb» W «Mpejnosaremoe Vs Ccy-
LecTBYOLWee» W NpULEN K BbIBOAY, YTO MUPCOBCKAas Tpraja He MOKPbI-
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BaeT MOHATUA «MpearnonaraeMoro cxogctea». OTcClOAa W ero Moucku
OTCYTCTBYIOLLEr0 NMOHATUA. [laHHAA CTaTbd OCHOBbLIBAETCA B OCHOBHOM Ha
paboTax AKo6COHa W MbITaeTcs NOKa3aTb, YTO MMEHHO MOHATUE MepeBoja
ABNSETCA 3TUM OTCYTCTBYHOLLUM 3BEHOM.

Mcxoas n3 ocHOBHOW Tpuagabl MNupca 1 ee nepBOHa4vanbHOW WMHTEp-
npetauun 3anagHbIMU yYeHbIMU COCCIOPMAHCKOr0 TONKa, MHTepnpeTaHTa
30ecb paccmatpuBaeTcs B KauecTBe CYOBLEKTMBHOMO M adPeKTUBHOrO
KOMMOHEHTa 3HaKa U ero nHTepnpetaynn. CUHTAKCUC, PACCMOTPEHHbIN B
TepMmuHax lMupca n AkobcoHa, ABNAETCA MKOHWYECKUM. Pa3BuTue 3Haye-
HWS, ABNAKOLLErocs OCHOBOM NH60M KOMMYHMKaLMW, BO3MOXHO 6naro-
[aps KOHCTPYKUMAM U MeTaOpUYecKMM M METOHMMUYECKUM CBA3AM.
MocnefHss 4YaCTb CTaTbWM pacCcMaTpumBaeT KyNbTypHble WMMNAMKaLUK
KOMMYHVKaLMN 1 nepesoja.

Jakobson: t6lge kui oletatav sarnasus

Jakobson on oma esseedes dritanud Peirce’i margitipoloogiat (ikoon,
indeks, simbol) mahutada enda binaarsesse loogikasse, kus igat teksti-
tunnust vBib iseloomustada vastavalt kas O vdi 1-ga (puudub, olemas).
Selle kaigus on ta kasutanud tunnustepaare “samasus versus kilgnevus”
ja “oletatav versus faktiline” ning on joudnud jéreldusele, et Peirce’i
triaad ei kata “oletatava samasuse” mdistet. Siit lahtuvad ka tema otsin-
gud antud mdiste leidmiseks. Ké&esolev essee, mille ideeline alus ja
viitestik pdrineb suuremalt jaolt Jakobsoni esseedest, Uritab ndidata, et
just tdlke mdiste on siinkohal puuduvaks luliks. Lahtudes Peirce’i
po6hitriaadist ning sellest, kuidas Saussure’i-mojulised L&éane teadlased
seda algselt tblgendasid, ké&sitletakse t6lgendit (interpretanti) siin mérgi ja
selle t6lgenduse subjektiivse ning afektiivse komponendina. Siintaks on
Peirce’i ja Jakobsoni mdistetes ikooniline. Kommunikatsiooni kui sellise
p6hijooneks olev tdhenduse areng on véimalik tdnu konstruktsioonidele
ning metafoorsetele ja metonlimsetele seostele. Artikli viimane osa
késitleb kommunikatsiooni (ja tdlke) kultuurilisi implikatsioone.
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Abstract. Metalinguistic operations signify understanding and translation,
specified in Jakobson’s varieties of six language functions and his three types
of translation. Both models were first presented in the 1950s. This article is
rooted in Jakobson’s models in connection with Peirce’s three categories.
Buhler’s three functions with qualitative difference anticipated, perhaps not
accidentally, Jakobson’s distinctions indicating qualitative difference within
literary forms and structures as well as other fine arts. The semiotic discovery,
criticism and perspective of elements and code-units settle the numerical
differences as well as the differences in realistic messages and conceptual
codes. Jakobson’s intersemiotic translation is updated in vocal translation,
which deals with the virtual reality of opera on stage, reaching a catharsis of
the operatic mystique. The word-tone synthesis of opera (or semiosic sym-
biosis) will demonstrate the typological unification of verbal and nonverbal
languages.

Jakobson’s translational paradigm

Language — that first and supreme tool which homo (man and
woman) as a fabricator of linguistic and cultural projects shapes to
communicate, to teach, and to command — employs as two essential
tools visual (graphemic) features for fixing within written texts, and
sonic and tactile features (words, looks, gestures) used in oral inter-
preting. Both spoken and written messages, plus the accompanying
paralanguage, can be translated semiotically, and equally referred to
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nonverbal languages. All current work about the different combi-
nations between linguistic and non-linguistic texts — Jakobson’s
intersemiotic translational work — is rooted in his own almost clas-
sical diagram about the three kinds of “interpreting a verbal sign”
distinguished as divided but correlated forms of translation:

1) Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretation of
verbal signs by means of other signs of the same language.

2) Interlingual translation or translation proper is an interpretation
of verbal signs by means of some other language.

3) Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an interpretation of
verbal signs by means of signs of nonverbal sign systems.
(Jakobson 1959:233)"

Jakobson’s threefold division of translational expressions in literary
(poetic) form gives the term translation extralinguistic horizons (Gor-
lee 1994: 147-168; 1997: 240-244; 2005b: 34-35) beyond “transla-
tion proper” (Jakobson 1959: 233). The wider phenomenon including
“unconventional” forms of translation is either supported by non-se-
miotic translation theoreticians (e.g., Sager 1986: 331) or often re-
jected as being non-empirical (e.g., Koller 1992: 82ff.). The pros and
contras will, with an ongoing wider acceptance of semiotic metho-
dology, lead to a generalized acceptance of Jakobson’s three types of
translation.

Jakobson’s diagrammatical structure represents a sign that reflects
the relational structure of translations. In the 1950s, intralingual, inter-
lingual, and intersemiotic translations were new theoretical possibilities
of understanding a text-sign. Intralingual translating is “the replaced and
replacing entities being functions of two variants within one and the
same natural language, whether free (e.g., in a definition) or bound (i.e.
belonging in two complementary subsystems of that language, such as
two registers, two historical layers, or two stylistic types)” (Toury 1986:
1113). It is exemplified by the rewording of summaries and paraphra-
ses, including the re-interpreting, re-editing, amplifying, condensing,
parodying, commenting, restyling, rephrasing, and retextualizing form

1 The triadic division of On linguistic aspects oftranslation (1959) had already
been anticipated by Jakobson and introduced in brief terms in his inaugural
address to a conference of anthropologists and linguists at Indiana University in
1952 (Jakobson 1971b: 566). See note 10.
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and contents of original source texts.2 Interlingual translation is “the two
codes being two different, independent natural languages” and inter-
semiotic translation is “the two codes being two different sign-systems,
whether one of them is verbal or not” (Toury 1986: 1113). Intralingual
translation is a monadic activity, due to its one-language-oriented equi-
valences of flexible code-units. Intralingual translation, the conventional
translation proper, is dyadic, since it involves two-language-oriented-
ness (or three-or-more-language-orientedness). It stands for a kind of
warfare or conflict, embodying a contradiction between Saussurean
langue and parole. Interlingual translation is a re-encounter between
textual and verbal “reality” in the colloquial sense of the human
orientation to reality. The “intermediate” interlingual translation is not
as close or clear as intralingual translation, nor as ambiguous or unclear
as the understanding of meaning in intersemiotic translation. Inter-
semiotic translation is sequentially triadic (or more complex), since it
involves the union of intermedial translations into an embedded one.3
The differences between intralingual, interlingual, and inter-
semiotic translation are time/space differences without any internal
habitat, but still based on the mood, fashion, and taste of the social
consensus (responding to Peirce’s finite and infinite community). The
central presence is abstracted from the intuition, perception or
cognition of the translator, but no objective reality (that is, the concept
of appearance of the outside world) is available (Gorlee 2004b: 224-
225). The process and effect of the translator is subjective and ego-
centric. The translation is free and multi-purpose; it could be per-
formed in any present in changeable time, or located in any time.
Meanwhile, translation is restricted by cultural — commercial,
political, and religious — values and forces, which inform the
translators about the yes/no choices that must be made, and by the

2 For example: translating encyclopedia items and articles on cloning and DNA
to school children; explaining Nazi propaganda to modem readership; clarifying
Biblical text in modem terms; and transposing dialect into normalized language.
Examples abound in daily and scholarly life.

The three kinds of translation were rather narrowly defined by Jakobson, who
was still unconcerned with reverse or inverse operations during the remainder of
the 20th century. Now, in the 21st century experimentations with intermedia and
multi-media art became common as artists searched for new expressions. In
Jakobson’s original terms, the translation of non-linguistic into linguistic text-
signs, and the translation of nonverbal signs by means of other nonverbal signs ol
the same or different language (or “language”) is lacking.
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rules and strategies established by the community in the background.
In Jakobson’s types of translation we speak of all possible changes,
exchanges, and interchanges in time, tenses, and temporal-spatial
differences, in order to deal with their free effects on the act(s) of
translating text-signs.

Jakobson’s 1959 overview of the target text in his types of transla-
tion proposed new multimedia effects in the language, still to come.
Later, in 1968, Jakobson remarked on the semiotic capabilities of the
mixed medium, language:

The exceptionally rich repertoire of definitely coded meaningful units
(morphemes and words) is made possible through the diaphanous system of
their merely differential components devoid of proper meaning (distinctive
features, phonemes, and the rules of their combinability). These components
are semiotic entities sui generis. The signatum of such an entity is bare
otherness, namely a presumable semantic difference between the meaningful
units to which it pertains and those which ceteris paribus do not contain the
same entity. (Jakobson 1971a: 707)

Regarding the freedom and lack of freedom of intersemiotic translation,
involving codified parts and elements of language, Jakobson added:

A rigorous dualism separates the lexical and idiomatic, totally coded units of
natural language from its syntactic pattern which consists of coded matrices with
a relatively free selection of lexical units to fill them up. A still greater freedom
and still more elastic rules of organization characterize the combination of
sentences into higher units of discourse. (Jakobson 1971a: 707)

The flexible radius of intersemiosis was performed and discussed in
the focus of Jakobson’s symbiosis of painting, film, and other art
forms along with expressions in literary form. For Jakobson, language
held center stage.

Jakobson’s broader situation of translation generates imitations of
all kinds and genres, with direct and true (mimetic) and indirect and
feigned or manipulative (non-mimetic) insights for the new target
readership. His translational overview was anticipated by Auerbach’s
classic volume Mimesis (1957; German edition 1946, English
translation 1953) examining the use of mimetic representation in
Western literature. The concept of mimesis was borrowed from visual
arts including painting, sculpture, dance, pantomime, and the visual
side of acting and theater (e.g., light, decorations, costume, make-up,
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gesture and tone of voice). The portrayal of reality is pictured using
fragments from literature — from the adventures of Odysseus, the
sagas of Roland, Pantagruel, Don Quijote and Sancho Panza to
modem writers such as Zola and Virginia Wolf — which Auerbach
criticized (or questioned) about their literary mimesis.

Auerbach’s Mimesis is characterized as a chronological approach
as mentioned in Maran’s article (2003: 203), yet Auerbach’s focus of
the discussions of realism and lack of realism is equally causal,
rhetorical, poetic, and typological. Literary iconicity (N6th 1990: 348-
349) focuses on the realistic imitation (not the real thing) of different
aspects of human inward and outward reality, seen through the daily,
intellectual, social, economical, religious, and other conceptions of
reality to attract support in the form of faith or belief in the poetic
imagery. Auerbach’s Mimesis includes examinations of meaningful
memory-pictures of persons with love and hate, friendship and hosti-
lity, their milieu and surroundings, and even dealt with fanciful
dreams and fantasies. Taken from Jakobson’s classification, Auer-
bach’s description can be considered a transposition in language or,
better yet, a translation of the real thing.4

1 Auerbach was bom in Berlin (1892) into a Jewish family and studied
Romance languages at German universities. In his early work, he was sad and
depressed by the fate of European civilization (Dirda 2007). Mimesis was his
classic (pre-semiotic) manual about classical and modem realism written by in
Istanbul, where he lived as a Jewish emigre during World War Il. He designed
and proceeded this significant study in Turkey, where as he wrote in the epilogue
of Mimesis, “the libraries are not well equipped for European studies. Inter-
national communications were impeded; | had to dispense with almost all
periodicals, with almost all the recent investigations, and in some cases with
reliable critical editions of my texts” (Auerbach 1957: 489). Auerbach’s intel-
lectual situation was startling, but “fsJome guiding ideas began to crystallize, and
these | sought to pursue” (1957: 489). Auerbach survived the Holocaust and
emigrated to United States, where he published his semiotic history of the literary
sign in *“Figura”’, the title enclosed with quotation marks (Auerbach 1959: 11-
76) as a comprehensive folding of outline, imprint, copy, allegory, prefiguration
and other terms to show the authenticity of the “art of hinting, insinuating,
obscuring circumlocution, calculated to ornament a statement or to make it more
forceful or mordant” (Auerbach 1959: 27). His mercurial story resembles
Jakobson’s geographical and political “alienation” from his native Eastern
Europe, and was in those days a sad but general “policy” for the Jewish
intelligentsia. Auerbach’s biography anticipates the modem literary criticism of
the later Barthes and the schismatic and doctrinal unity of structural semiotics.
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Intersemiotic translation is the decentering of verbal language to
transpose it into nonverbal languages (Gorlee 1997: 240-244; 2005b:
38-42),5and in those days new project of the productive implications,
both theoretical and practical, of general semiotics for humanistic
studies. Intersemiosis was understood by Jakobson to refer to the one-
way metalingual operation in which linguistic signs are creatively
transposed or recodified into nonlinguistic codes and elements. Jakob-
son’s famed passage of 1960 artistic examples reads:

We can refer to the possibility of transposing Wuthering Heights into a motion
picture, medieval legends into frescoes and miniatures, or L apres-midi dun
faune into music, ballet, and graphic art. However ludicrous may appear the
idea of the Iliad and Odyssey in comics, certain structural features of their plot
are preserved despite the disappearance of their verbal shape. The question
whether Blake’s illustrations to the Divina Commedia are not adequate is a
proof that different arts are comparable. The problems of baroque art or any
other historical style transgress the frame of a single art. When handling the
surrealist metaphor, we could hardly pass by Max Ernst’s pictures or Luis
Bunuel’s film, The Andalusian Dog and The Golden Age. (Jakobson 1960:
350-351)

The creative side of intersemiotic recoding presupposes the im-
provised desire and free will (on the part of the receptor) translations
from the meaning of written signs of a verbal language into a language
in a mixed, metaphorical manner of speaking; see visual languages
(e.g., plastic arts, painting, sculpture, computer language, architecture,
and photography), kinesic languages (e.g., ballet and pantomime),
auditive languages (e.g., music and song) and intermedial languages
(e.g., cinema and opera).

If music, painting and dance movements may be considered for
“study”, they are essentially private sensations, expressed publicly to
the environment but in and of themselves asserting nothing from a
semiological viewpoint. Their performance (see the mixed “narrative”
of a sculpture, a film, or an opera) consists of a mixed iconic-indexical
sign-event. Thereby a distinction between the sign and its object is
drawn, providing a represented meaning and a cultural norm. The

With help from Auerbach’s Mimesis | wrote about signs of magic in Don Quijote
(Gorlee 1988).

s My explanation develops the argument in Gorlee (2004a: 55-56) and is a brief
excursion to work of specialists in intersemiotic translation: Plaza (1985, 1987,
1991) and now the work of Torop (1995, 2000, 2003).
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source (language) signs and the different target signs (of “language”)
must be intuitively sensed and cognitively interpretable, thus pre-
supposing codes of communication and hence general signs. This pro-
cedure of observing artworks must somehow be built on an amalga-
mation in language of meaningful sounds and sound sequences,
corresponding to morphemes, words, word combinations, sentences,
paragraphs, and other endocentric and exocentric elements of verbal
language, thus enabling their mutual transcodification into the meta-
phorical similarity of iconic and indexical “engineering” of artistic
expressions. The intersemiotic artist searches for the purity of the
verbal and nonverbal signs and attempts to transpose them into moder-
nity, in different times and spaces. This intersemiotic discovery is a
phenomenon for scholarship to (self-)question the center of the poetic
sign and its accessories and the intermedial languages vs. extramedial
languages, that is from inside to outside the sign itself to their
environment.

The semiotic status of various nonverbal languages and their
equivalences with verbal languages presents problems. The function
of the linearity of speech and script must also be defined in the variety
of different arts, because written and oral texts are interpreted as
unduly narrowing the field of artistic frames. This narrowing presents
a distinction and succession of items which in the finished message of
painting, architecture, and sculpting is presented all together in the
combined sign, Peirce’s “emotion of the tout ensemble” (CP 1.311).
By surfing to the narration in drama, film and opera we jump from the
whole to details, and have a complex series of close-up, medium, and
long shots. The chainlike sequence of dramatis personae in written
texts is segmented and transposed into different time-space units and
sequences (Merrell 1992). Linguistic features are essentially arbitrary
and basically conventional(ized) from one language to another, this
linguistic process is also true for the perception of music, while the
outward manifestation of other arts, such as painting and sculpture, is
free to be inspected or neglected at will.

Naming and grouping verbal texts and the basis of the classifi-
cation of verbal arts should also be considered (Munro 1969). In
verbal arts the content is primarily addressed and dealt with, not the
medium, materials and instruments. Instead of a written text-sign, we
employ a variety of processes and techniques in other arts, the nature
of the products so as to form a mode, system, or organization in space
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and time, functioning as a fused mode of participation. The resulting
intermedial groups and divisions overlap and we see that some arts are
classed together in certain skills, some arts are not. Indeed, in written
texts different genres such as aesthetic, moral, spiritual, or other value
quality are implied. To explain the fusion of intersemiotic translation,
the intertwined functions of source and target texts should be studied
in a holistic framework. This transdiscipline is found in transdiscipli-
nary (that is, semiotic) doctrine and terminology. It offers the artist
and investigator a commonness of one comprehensive terminology
and one set of concepts (somewhat differing in the semiotic schools of
Bloomington, Paris, and Tartu) and brings the language and arts
together.

One common feature shared by musical and poetic language alike
is the role of repeated projection of paradigmatic (that is, structural)
equivalences upon the syntagmatic (that is, serial) chain of signs. In
music, the organic synthesis of synchronism and progression produces
melody, harmony, as well as polyphony, both in language concorded
with music, as well as other arts. Another feature is that the arts are
constantly overlapping, merging, and redividing, so that new artistic
forms emerge and disappear. This happens in a postmodern style, in
which different art forms abound (such as the symbiosis of literature
and poetic art combining in visual poetry). New subdivisions appear,
such as the computerized union of the visual, auditory, and tactile
media, thereby marginalizing the increased reliance and confidence of
verbal texts into other “untouchable” arts. The decline in literary form
and the augmentation of pictorial and symbolic events makes a
revolutionary shift from traditional browsing through the fragments of
the book towards the continuous narrative of the computerized code
without real pages, and moving towards squinting the momentous
glance as exemplified in the observation of performances of theater
and opera.

The following common characteristic is that all nonverbal codes
enumerated above are artistic codes (plastic, musical, and so forth).
The translation of natural languages into artificial languages con-
cerning both the acoustic, optical, and tactile fields (such as computer
language, Morse code and the Braille system) is an extended speech
procedure involving units with only a single articulation. Such code
units must, in the strict sense, be considered non-signs, because they
are typically based on one-to-one equivalence. Lacking interpretive
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freedom on the part of the new target receiver, non-signs fall outside
the scope of intersemiotic translation as it is approached here: that is,
as generating Peircean interpretants which, somewhat paraphrasing
Peirce’s definition, are equivalent to the primary, verbal signs, or
possible more developed secondary (that is, translational) signs (CP
2.228), giving a creative chance to the mood and taste of the specta-
tors and audiences.

The partnership between the verbal and musical arts (the aim of
this essay) is heralded by the earlier Prague School and hinges upon
Jakobson’s concept of “poeticalness” (Jakobson 1960) in language:
the pre-eminence of the poetic function (emphasizing the message as
such, for its own sake) over the referential (focusing on the cognitive,
informational aspect of language). While the poetic function finds its
purest manifestation in poetry, yet without being confined to it, poetry
is for Jakobson primarily (but not exclusively) a “figure of sound”
(Jakobson 1960: 367): it contains musical elements which are unresis-
tant to seeking a further expansion outside music. These elements
include: sound texture, metrical pattern, rhyme structure, alliteration,
and phrasing. Together they form what Jakobson called the “internal
nexus between sound and meaning” (Jakobson 1960: 373), characte-
ristic of poetic language as opposed to referential language. Jakobson
stated that “[i]n referential language the connection between signans
and signatum is overwhelmingly based on their codified contiguity,
which is often confusingly labeled ‘arbitrariness of the verbal sign’”
whereas sound symbolism is “founded on a phenomenal connection
between different sensory modes, in particular between the visual and
auditory experience” (Jakobson 1960: 372).

Language-music notations and scores are one example. In other
arts or crafts other rules and heterogeneities are encountered. The
scheme on multimedia communication provided by Hess-Liittich
gives a comprehensive survey of channels of multimedial transmis-
sion, modes of structure, and the codes of systemic organization. In
multimedia communication, the channels include light wave, sound-
wave, biochemical, thermodynamical, electro-magnetic, and trans-
missive nature; the senses are acoustic, olfactory, gustatory, haptical,
and optical; the modes are icons, symbols, indices, including symp-
toms and impulses; and there are verbal, paraverbal, nonverbal, socio-
perceptive, and psychophysical codes (Hess-Littich 1986: 576). The
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semiotic notion of intersemiotic engineering causes the creative fusion
of lingual and other arts to form a collaborative union providing

[...] parallelism and alternation, equivalence and opposition, necessity and
contingence, compatibility and incompatibility, the result of which being
potentially redundant or elliptical, unequivocal or ambivalent, analytical or
synthetical, systemic or probabilistical, dynamic or static, coherent or para-
doxical, spontaneous or strategic, convergent or divergent, etc. (Hess-Lttich
1986: 576)

In conjunction with Jakobson’s initial remarks, Plaza’s work (see note
5), based on Peirce’s works, offers a lucid and ludic approach to
intersemiotic translation, where intercode is a poetic art or craft, based
upon iconicity, and spreading out into indexicality and symbolism. The
essential iconicity means that the intersemiotic translation represents its
verbal object by virtue of any inherent similarity between them. The
quality of this similarity is concerned with the new code and its special
characteristics. Rather than endow the investigator with a determinate
civic virtue and hence become a virtual-reality drama, the intersemiotic
displacement lacks imitation and possesses artistic mimesis.6 Plaza
called this process transcreation, where the frozen language becomes
playfully alive into some heuristically fertile examples, such as
cinematic sequences, film shots, pictorial ideograms, and the | Ching.
The discussion about intermedial transcodification has been continued
by Torop’s explanation of intersemiosis as associate from Lotman’s
school (Torop 1995, 2000, 2003). The theoretical saga discussing inter-
semiotic translation has hardly begun and opens up valuable possibi-
lities for new ideas and ideals of further research.
Translational-theoretical issues are commonly dealt with by the
“traditional” scholars and will develop further from Jakobson’s
innovative “linguistics and poetics”, concentrating not only upon
language-only texts and steered clear of the vast and heterogeneous
problem area formed by partially verbal phenomena such as comic
strips, theatrical performances, lyrics, and libretti, and to some extent
the variety of picture-books — all of them visual-narrative narratives,
now “popular” in scholarship. Hailing from Jakobson’s times, transla-
tion studies have moved away from Bible translation and the classical
authors and shifting towards new literary domains such as folktales,

6 Returning to Auerbach’s “mimesis”, as previously mentioned, including note 4.
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detective novels, Western novels, nursery rhymes, among many other
forms of popular literature, which were traditionally considered
scholarly inferior, almost an infatuation with trash. The canonical text,
once a closed system for academic scholarship, has become an open
model and subject to examinations in scholarship and elsewhere (about
textual canonicity, see Scholes 1992; Gorlee 2004: 31).

Jakobson’s and Peirce’s metalanguage functions

Jakobson’s intersemiotic commitments follow his constitutive func-
tions of language. He argued that their difference is quantitative, not
qualitative — so that art is more complex and a less tractable realm
than biology. Jakobson presented both models in the 1950s. His cardi-
nal structure of language functions was exposed with not only defini-
tions but also examples. Jakobson pairwise correlated his functions to
Biihler’s functions, and here an attempt is made to correlate them to
Peirce’s categories, though they are not identical with them, neither in
number nor in ideas and concepts. Peirce’s categorical triad supple-
ments the interaction of Firstness (moodscape), Secondness (world-
scape), and Thirdness (mindscape), and is categorized in verbal texts
as well as in nonverbal texts, where textual typology creates different
creative and doctrinaire maneuvering of the triadic elements of the
expressions. Peirce’s functions are not in balance, but are continually
shifting. This is also true for Jakobson’s text typology (discussed in
this subchapter), which is also expressed in different media and codes,
both linguistic and non-linguistic messages, and refers to cultural
messages.7

Peirce’s three categories symbiotically join together aspects of
Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness.8 Peirce’s three-way categorio-

The analogy must not be pressed too far. Lotman’s mechanism of semiosphere
retraced Jakobson’s functions to generate his continuum of linguistic messages,
see Andrews 1999.

x  Peirce confessed, tongue-in-cheek, that he might be suffering from a disease
called “triadomania”, namely “the anticipated suspicion that he [Peirce] attaches a
superstition or fanciful importance to the number three, and he indeed forces the
division to a Procrustean bed of trichotomy” (heading of CP 1.568). The triadic
paradigm was found by Peirce in all kinds of phenomena which run the whole
gamut from the history of theology, science, physics, biology, and mathematics to
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logy stated that “First is the conception of being or existing
independently of anything else; Second is the conception of being
relative to, the conception of reaction with, something else; Third is
the concept of mediation whereby a first and a second are brought into
a relation” (CP 6.32). Firstness consists only of pure potentiality (CP
1.422), which is “predominant in the ideas of freshness, life, sponta-
neity, freedom” (CP 1.324). Firstness stands for unanalyzed, instanta-
neous and immediate feeling or emotion. Firstness is direct “such-
ness”, a basic assurance of Peirce’s “maybe” (or “maybe not”) depen-
dent on nothing else beyond its own qualitative understanding of the
sign, which is understood intuitively. Firstness is undivided and un-
dividable oneness, without thought and without analysis. Firstness is
experienced in the feeling of acute pain, an electric shock, a thrill of
physical delight, the sensation of redness or whiteness, the piercing
sound of a train whistle, a penetrating odor, or any other phenomenon
which urges total attention without anything else. It is an instanta-
neous shiver of feeling of the timeless present that runs through the
inquirer’s human experience, including the mind of the text-user and
translator.

Firstness means undividable oneness, but Secondness is dynamic
motion, offering the specific “here and now” assurance of otherness, of
two-sided consciousness. Secondness thinks about details of many-
sided actuality; it sets events into action and reaction as a response to a
stimulus, which may cause a change of state from Firstness to move-
ment. Secondness is “hard fact” and “brute opposition” as found in
stimulus and response, chance and resistance to change. The existential
idea of hitting and getting hit is a Second, since it deals with the forces
of the world around us. A Second is the true sign of reality. We
experience it in making a phone call, opening a door, kicking a football,
etc. Within Seconds, we orientate ourselves in time and space and live
past experience in the present. Firstness was “a mere idea unrealized"
and Secondness ‘4he cases to which it applies” in reality (CP 1.342).
Yet Thirdness is the regularity of feeling and action by general rules
providing ultimately logical explanations. All intellectual activity is a
Third. It provides order, law, and habit that create their own references
for mental growth in the future. Peirce’s “habituality” defines the set of

the truth in his theory of signs. Peirce’s categories are the focus of my work about
translation theory; see Gorlee 1994: 40ff., Gorlee 2004b: 153f.) and other
publications.
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previously formed habits, change of habits, and adoption of habits
which control the changing activity of human experience with respect to
its response to logical stimulus. This is Peirce’s “would-be” for the
mind ofthe sceptical text-user and translator.

Thirdness involves bringing “soft” states of pure irregularity and
chance of Firstness and the real events and experiments of Secondness
together in a “hard” communal and mutual companionship. This
doing-and-making process is the hardening laboratory of Peirce’s
translation. Translation is an evolutionary experiment; its human acti-
vity (action of the human sign) manipulates a “sign in actu by virtue
of its receiving an interpretation, that is, by virtue of its determining
another sign of the same object” and Peirce concluded that the ideal of
translation creates “[tjwo propositions when either might have been an
interpretant of each other” (CP 5.569). Translation involves a pre-
existent text-sign which produces a potentially infinite network of
interpretant text-signs. In real time and space, the translated inter-
pretants share relevant properties with their primary text-sign, but also
can be radically different from it, or take an intermediate position and
stand in an existential or physical connection to it. The source text and
target text experiment with the space of knowledge between text-
internal and text-external reality (“reality”, as discussed), between the
creative tension and mutual constraints of the object of the translating
and translated texts. In its different stages, translation moves from the
intuitive Firstness of moodscape (image), through the Secondness of
real worldscape (diagram), to the Thirdness of mindscape (metaphor).
In this conscious and subconscious processuality, going from
remembrance and perception to anticipation, translation creates for
itself more and more referential freedom and space for the creative
and doctrinaire maneuvering of meanings. Translation creates both
self-referents and referents.

Whereas Firstness rests on the idea of independence and Second-
ness is the idea of opposition, Thirdness rests on the idea of the
complexities of relationship (CP 1.297), a complex friendship with its
ups and downs to work on. Among the categorical characteristics of
Thirdness are therefore mediation, thought, laws, rules, and habit (CP
1.345f., 1.405f), all terms meant in the Peircean sense. These
symbolic terms are always infinite, borderless, and never fixed. Peirce
argues that the dynamical aspects of Thirdness change according to
different forms and structures of “reality”. Peirce’s habit-change is a
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“modification of a person’s tendencies” of statement or habit of ideas,
force and strength (CP 5.476 f.). The translation formulates the
conclusion (CP 5.491). The state of feeling (perception and re-percep-
tion) then changes; the action(s) and reaction(s) can also be changed,
so as to embody (a) new sign(s) and (a) new meaning(s). This is called
habituality, the repeated support of new habits. Semiosis or forceful
sign-activity changes with time and space; it entertains successively
new doubts, new beliefs, and new persuasions. Under duress of new
circumstances a habit-formation cycle is regenerated. The distinctive
habits of individuation and classification associated with it fit back
into the renewed semiotic process of learning.

The functions of the categories are not in balance; they shift conti-
nuously. Each function or factor is multifunctional, their activity
moves from one category to the next, extending or narrowing down
the meaning of the message.9 This contrast of openness and fixedness
determining the addresser and the addressee is also true for Jakobson’s
text typology, which is expressed at face value and in different media
and codes, both linguistic and nonlinguistic message. Jakobson’s
(1960: 353ff.; 1980: 8I1ff.)10six interactive textual functions supply all
the information supported by a message initiated by an addresser,
whose destination is an addressee. A good deal of what is commu-
nicated, and not communicated, in the text-message depends on the
message itself, the code, and the context understood by addresser and
addressee.

Briefly synthesizing Jakobson’s divisions (without reference to
literature), a message (with Jakobson’s poetic or aesthetic value of the
functions) is the adequate and instructive text-phenomenon, which as

9 Peirce spoke of genuine signs and degenerate signs. This contrast was used by
Peirce in two senses. On the one hand, both indexical and iconic signs are
considered degenerate with respect to symbolic, fully triadic signs, so that the
only sign to be genuine or pure sign is the Third, all of the terms of which are
equally Third. On the other hand, both Thirds and Seconds have degenerate forms.
In a degenerate Second the Secondness partakes of Firstness. A Third can be
degenerate in two degrees. The first degree of degeneracy is found in a Third
involving Secondness, whereas the second of degeneracy is found in a Third
partaking of Firstness (Gorlee 1990).

10 Continuation of note 1: Jakobson’s functions of messages from his closing
statement at a conference on style in 1958 in Bloomington, FN (1960: 353 ff)
were anticipated in his presidential address to the Linguistic Society of America in
1956 (later published in Jakobson 1980: 81 note).
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a cultural text is interesting, puzzling, or disquieting to the addressers.
The message is the primary focus of attention, and constitutes the self-
focusing palpable sign triggering a response in the audience. It may be
a poetic or non-poetic textual wholeness reflecting the pleasure or
enjoyment (or depending on the genre, displeasure and alienation)
which addressers get from creating social effects through language.
Good examples of affecting (and thereby manipulating) the addressees
are literary expressions (poems, novels, theater plays), including
letters, newspaper articles and advertisements; however, a weather
report or a shopping list is rarely kept for later reading. Figures such
as sound patterns, diction, rhyme, verbal puns, marked collocations,
neologisms, as well as features in other media keep the addressees’
eyes and ears open towards understanding the phonemic and
graphemic features and visual and sonic qualities of the cultural text.

The addresser or sender (Jakobson’s degrees of emotive or expres-
sive value) is not always a person, but often an agent or anonymous
voice (like in videoclips) directing a direct expression of his or her
emotion or mood to the intended addressees. The addresser’s focus
lies in connotative fiction, imagination, and aesthetics, both real and
fictive. The addresser can be explicit or hidden, that is implicit, when
there is no intentional addresser and the message concentrates on the
intentions of the context. The context (Jakobson’s referential value)
contrasts with the addresser’s connotation and reflects the denotative
content of the message, its cognitive subject-matter. Cultural context
is the meaningful reference to the surrounding world and answers the
questions, commands, and instructions of the language-user to deter-
mine the realism of the message, anchoring the message deictically in
real time, space, and events. Content makes sense to the addressee(s)
or receiver(s), which may be one person to a multitude.

The addressees (Jakobson’s conative value) specify the narrative
story of the bodily, behavioral, and psychological influences of the
message of the addressers. The message can have a rhetorical value
(in love letters, political propaganda, and advertisements). The
addressees are subject to a variety of tricks and stratagems of the
message to trigger, through its subtle and artistic persuasion, certain
behaviors and sensations in the addressees. The contact (Jakobson’s
phatic value) is the neutral communicational channel, which can be
oral, visual, electronic, etc. It offers the informative mindset of the
message to possible addressees. The tricks to keep the textual business



356 Dinda L. Gorlee

alive between addresser and addressee are the phatic usefulness of an
attractive communication for the parties, working through symbols,
myths, and ritualized formulas. No harmonious contact means mis-
communication, a failure to contact. The primary attention is not on
the channel but on the contact between addressee and addresser; other
channel agents are gestures in phatic greetings or signs of sympathy
with no content.ll

The metalingual code (Jakobson’s glossing value) deals with the
formal and normal facts of the orientation towards language or a lin-
guistic system (or subsystem) used in the message. The same
linguistic and cultural code (dialect, idiolect, speech, numbers, sym-
bols, pictorial concepts, sound formation) must be used by both parties
(addresser and addressee), otherwise there is a mishap in inter-
pretation. The correct metalanguage is the synthesis of understanding
and translation, distinctive and significative activities which are both
conscious (intelligent) and unconscious (intuitive) (Gorlee 2004b).
Metalingual operations involve, as discussed by Jakobson (Jakobson
1960, particularly 1980, and otherwise), the understanding of lan-
guage as a normal element of life and, subsequently, the sophisticated
transposition of translation (in case of rewording, translation proper
and transmutation). Translation is defined as the controversy between
known and unknown (source and target) texts, the analytic decisions
and selections (doing-and-making operations) of the translator, the
confrontational-creative attention of the translation with a new
reproductional and modificational nature, and the irreversible destiny
of the original text, lodged away in a temporary state of forgetfulness
(Popovic 1975: 12-13).22

1 The phatic signs return to Malinowski (1923, used is a 1969 ed.) and are
further discussed in Derrida’s The Postcard (1987, tr. 1980).

12 In 1956, Jakobson referred the “traditional model of language” (1980: 83) to
Biihler, certainly to contrast with his own new model. Biihler’s Sprachtheorie
(1990 [1934]) model was confined to three functions: addresser (Ausdrucks-
funktion), addressee (appellative Funktion) and context (darstellende Funktion)
(Biihler 1990, transi, from 1934). Jakobson built on Biihler’s person-oriented
model, integrating the “first person of the addresser, the second person of the
addressee, and the ‘third person,” properly — someone or something spoken of’
(Jakobson 1980: 83) Biihler focused on the technical definition of understanding
the speech of the receptor(s) listening to the utterer(s), whereas Jakobson’s model
expanded Biihler’s model into a comprehensive structural model, integrating the
aesthetic, metalingual and phatic side of speech wuse. Biihler’s model was
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Metatextuality, the common denominator of Jakobson’s text-
manipulative activities, is rooted in the metalinguistic function, in
tandem with the other communicative functions of language. A meta-
lingual text in Jakobson’s sense is a verbal text that refers to itself or
identifies the code (or sub-code) being used. In translation, this functi-
onal modality operates in at least two ways. On the one hand, it
exemplifies the fundamental Thirdness of language, its conventional,
arbitrary, and hence rule- and culture-bound relation to the possible
object in reality; this gives room for manipulative semiotics, i.e., the
usage of language with an ideological bias, in which the sign
disengages itself from extra-linguistic reality and is granted a
referential mobility permitting it to even be used as antithetical and
self-referential artifices. On the other hand, metalanguage shows
language’s capacity for Firstness, i.e., the (degree of) similarity with
reference to form, or shape, pattern, or otherwise, between the antece-
dent text-sign and its consequent interpretations and/or paraphrases, as
well as with reference to all text-signs involved and their object in
extra-linguistic reality. Through this blend of Thirdness and Firstness
through Secondness (the actual instances of the act of translation), the
rule for the transformation of the text into its translations is progressi-
vely reformulated, thereby becoming steadily more determined. The
rule of transactional relativity transpires thus in a constantly moving
system, a semiosic adventure.

Jakobson’s cardinal functions of language can be pairwise attached
or matched to the triad of Peirce’s categories, though they are not
identical to them and their correlation is interactive and may vary
upwards and downwards with the communicational instantiations and
textual network. Peirce’s Firstness is embodied in the emotive force to
introduce sensual expression in the addresser’s (sender’s) perso-
nalized) message. Firstness is manifested in the addresser’s arbitrary
and possible entree to build the poetry of the desired text. The textual
desire must be associated with a regular or relevant language-code
utilized by addresser, which we hope is also understood by the
addressee. The text must embody cultural (anthropological, sociolo-

qualitative, whereas Jakobson built a quantitative model. Jakobson’s expansion
gave rise to scholarly controversies, since Jakobson’s new functions of language
were “borrowed” from pre-World War Il sources, like Mukarovsky with regard to
his poeticalness and Malinowski with regard to phatic communication (see articles
published in Eschbach 1984).
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gical, psychological) values codified in the meaning-potential of the
actual message. These cultural clues can be open or hidden. Every
generation has, consciously and subconsciously, its own emotional,
stylistic and intellectual level. Firstness is dominated by addresser
(emotive/expressive value), in the degenerated (debilitated) company
of channel, context and code (phatic, referential and metalingual
values), in that order.

Secondness is embodied in the adequate and instructive verbal-
poetic design of the message in order to function as live commu-
nication, as a significant cultural event. Secondness is about some-
thing (the topic of the message) and reflects in the narrative an actual
message-text, which must be common to the world of both addresser
and addressee. The meaningful contextual worlds at hand for both
parties (addresser and addressee) generate a realism (real or fictive) of
time, place, objects, and cultural events. A common language is
understandable for the parties. Secondness is inquired to create a
common intertextual world (also real or fictive) with its own possibles
and impossibles in order to create unity out of chaos. Secondness is
dominated by the message (poetic value) supplemented with de-
generated context, code and channel (referential, metalingual and
phatic values) in that order.

Thirdness is expressed in the fragile and subtle understanding of
the message by possible, actual and virtual audiences (addressees or
receivers) with mutual understanding of a definite time and place in all
types of language and “languages” used in the message. Thirdness
also includes within this community the specific codified actions,
interests, and values to reflect the ideology of the addressees in the
(non)verbal message. Verbal language can be partially or totally
superceded by nonverbal languages. Adding to the creative poetics,
the phatic usefulness transmogrifies the message into many text-signs
through ritualized formulas to keep communication working and
attractive for a sufficient number of addressees in the future. Thirdness
is dominated by the addressee (conative/appellative value) and
degenerate code, channel, code and context (metalingual, referential
and phatic values), in that order.

The Jakobson-Peircean model with combined quantity and quality
values results as in Figure 1
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Firstness addresser channel context code
(emotive) (phatic) (referential) (metalingual)

Secondness message context <- code < channel
(poetic) (referential) (metalingual) (phatic)

Thirdness  addressee code <—I channel context
(conative) (metalingual) (phatic) (referential)

Figure 1 The Jakobson-Peircean model with combined quantity and quality
values.

The interactivity of the qualities and quantities results from the
dynamics of practice, and is invisible in theoretical models: the
shifting of the qualities of legal messages differs from an epistolary
novel and from perfume advertisements. In order to test the
distinguishing character of an autobiography, we see its differences
with a biography, since the author of an autobiography writes his or
her own life line and a biography composes the life of someone else
(following Lotman 1990). Both autobiography and biography struggle
against our forgetfulness, rescuing feelings, actions and thought from
our laziness and inertia; Lotman spoke of “mnemonic” signs (Lotman
1990: 21, 27). The signs of an autobiography are “hidden” and pro-
vide, to the viewpoint of the writer, a meaningful account of the
intimacy, occupation and field of endeavor of himself or herself (First,
Second, Third). An autobiography is a personal diary, responding in
itself to Firstness, while the biography is a shift to Secondness. An
autobiography rests on an emotive background; the addresser writes a
personal account with artistic and dramatic qualities (Firstness). The
scholarly qualities (Lotman’s mnemonic functions) are still weak. An
autobiography has a single protagonist, the hero (heroine) of one’s
own social construction. The biography records the life of the same
hero, but is a written account meant for commercial publication, it is
not naive but official. The writer attends to his own poetic narratives
using key questions asked of the individual. This happens in personal
reviews or correspondence or, when the hero is no longer living, by
questioning and interviewing family, relatives, friends and colleagues
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about the clues of written accounts or memories, souvenirs, pictures,
etc. The author of a biography attempts to construct his (or her)
narrative genre reflecting a “new” self about someone else’s other-
ness. The biography includes his or her dramatic, social, and emotio-
nal life, according to “new” cultural coordinates. The scholarly quali-
ties are emphasized in the shift to the function of metalanguage.
Thirdness is crucial for the referential and expressive value of under-
standing the intersemiosis to get the message across. The addressee
depends on metalanguage, but within intersemiosis the message
between sender and receiver can equally focus on other nonverbal
“language” elements.

Symbiosis of signs in opera

One of the advantages of Peircean and Peirce-derived scholarship is
its generality. The general ideas, vocabulary and concepts about
general signs enable the investigators to deal with linguistic and non-
linguistic texts or messages alike. A written text, as semiotically
defined and described in Gorlee 2004b: 17-30, informs the reader
differently than the textuality of non-written languages, notably in the
media evolution in narrative discourse, where we experience a loss of
information (Moulthrop 1991). The general nature of semiotics makes
it possible to classify a variable and hence virtual sign system13 such

B Peirce already liked the term “virtual” and anticipated virtual reality, defining
it in 1902 in connection to virtual vision. He described it locally as “A virtual X
(where X is a common noun) is something, not an X, which has the efficiency
(virtus) of an X (CP 6.372). The ambiguity of the word rests on that “it has been
seriously confounded with “potential”, which is almost its contrary. For the
potential X is of the nature of X, but is without actual efficiency. A virtual
velocity is something not a velocity, but a displacement; but equivalent to a
velocity in the formula, "what is gained in velocity is lost in power” (CP 6.372).
In the same year (1902), Peirce defined interpretation including translation as “the
sign should, actually or virtually, bring about a determination of a sign of the
same object which is itself a sign” so that “there is a virtual endless series of signs
when a sign is understood” (MS 599: 30). Virtual reality creates an interpretant-
sign at runtime efficiency (that is, the pulsant speed of generating a new or
renewed interpretant or meaning). Peirce added: “So Milton asks whether the
angels have virtual or immediate touch. So, too, the sun was said to be virtualiter
on earth, that is, in its efficiency” and he concluded “Virtual is sometimes used to
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as the variety of intersemiosis in operatic signs. The narrative element
in opera is a speculative fiction, since it is unclear what is an element,
a fragment, and the whole document of opera in itself and its per-
formance.}4

Finally, let us conclude this essay with some remarks about the
signhood of opera. Opera serves as one example of both possible and
virtual representation, since operatic “reality” consists in originally
cryptic messages which are then enacted on stage. The performance of
opera is stylized fictionalized stimulation and enjoyed as such, since
modern opera-going audiences enjoy the emotional tension produced
by the dramatic harmonies of singing and acting, the vivid orchestra-
tion, and theatrical hocus-pocus (Gossett 2006, reviewed by Rosen
2006). The theatrical vision of operatic libretti and its re-enactment on
stage form the ultimate multimedia art-form, as an intermedial
synchronization of music and drama (Reiss 1971).15 Together with
other forms of multimedia art, such as theater, cinema, television,
ballet, musical, circus, yet different from their specific communi-
cation, opera is multichanneled and polysensual communication, and

mean pertaining to virtue in the sense of an ethical habit” (CP 6.372). Peirce
stated that the interpretant is not there intellectually, but only in its emotional and
bodily value and following an aesthetic, beauty-oriented significance that recom-
mends itself to be perceived by future thought. This development from aesthetics
to ethics and logic corresponds to Peirce’s First, Second and Third, as well as to
Jakobson’s distinction, and is no real division. However, a division is appreciated
in Greimas’s virtualization in narrative semiotics which “corresponds to the act of
positing subjects and objects prior to any junction (or, inversely, of purely and
simply suppressing this relation)” (Greimas and Courtes 1982: 371).

X Operatic signs are exemplified in semiotic terms in Hosokawa (1986), also
based on the semiotics of theater (Obersfeld 1977). Gorlee (1996 and particularly
1997) discusses the semiotic theory and analysis of Wagner’s music drama, Das
Rheingold, the beginning opera (Vorabend) of the Ring cycle. Vocal translation of
art songs and hymns is approximated in Gorlee (2002, 2005a, 2005b).

[S Reiss (1971: 49-52) introduced the notion of automedial text as a type of
mixed text added to ordinary types. She followed Buhler’s typology: inhaltsbe-
tonte, formbetonte, and appellbetonte text types (1971: 32 ff.), yet without
mentioning Jakobson. The automedial text was propagated by the author (Reiss
1977), reformulated by her into operative text (Reiss 1976: 34 ff.) and in semiotic
terms (Reiss 1980), but was never adopted within text- and translation studies.
Fortunately, the recent English translation (Reiss 2000) of the German Reiss
(1971) makes parts of her early work understandable for an “international”
audience.
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makes a highly aesthetic rule-governed synchronization of different
media of artistic expression. Designed for the ear and the eye (or the
eye and the ear, depending on which genre), opera emphasizes the
acoustic medium in the form of vocal and orchestral music, together
with verbal discourse codified in the libretto. In addition to music,
opera highlights visual drama, placed and presented on the operatic
scene in the visual-dramatic curtains, lights, movements, gestures,
costume, make-up, scenery, and other scenic effects.

The variety of artistic signs in opera produces automedial types.
The written signs are not meant to be read but to be sung or recitated
in the course of the acoustic and dramatic exposition of the operatic
performance. This is true for opera (and opera-like genres such as
operetta, oratorio and musical) but also for different but similar
literary-gestural genres of intersemiosis, where nonverbal discourses
are supposed to be central or rudimentary as opposed to verbal
language and the artistic element is degenerate to prepare for
Secondness and Thirdness, as found in political speeches, scholarly
lectures, and Bible fragments or prayers used liturgically (Gorlee
2005b). The triadic claim of the analysis follows Peirce’s interactive
categories — Firstness (moodscape), Secondness (worldscape), and
Thirdness (mindscape) — to pursue the background of the operatic
act, in the act itself, or in its dramatic effect.

To greatly simplify (or oversimplify) a complex textual matter as
we experience operatic technology today, an a priori analysis of ope-
ratic signhood highlights the following elements of the operatic arena.
Jakobson’s emotive or expressive function (addresser), the meta-
lingual and conative or appellative values (code and addressee) are the
dominant cultural codes, present in the arts of the vocal technique and
the interaction of the real (historical or modem) moodscape of the
message of the opera visible on stage. Firstness comes to the fore in
the poetic modalities of the singing by different singers (aria and
especially lyrical and expressive arioso) and the choral singing, in
order to “tell” the narrated myth. The singing gestures (Secondness)
are an ornamental device but far more radically they are a functional
requirement for the “reality” of opera lovers, although the Firstness of
music is still commonly the cultural center of the operatic perfor-

mance, and the signs of Secondness and Thirdness relapse into
essential Firstness.
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The (authentic or translated) languages of the sung text in native or
foreign text are supposed to be understandable for the addressees.
Often, the sung language is mysterious or not understandable through
the music.l6 Many opera singers sing in foreign languages. As a
bizarre example, Placido Domingo has a for him natural Spanish
accent in his Wagner pronunciation — a sign of foreignness to the
German language, is it to be neglected or given a significance? The
non-Italian audience has a hard time understanding Italian text,
especially when sung. When the sung language is a linguistic mystery
for the opera-goers, theaters are provided with computerized video-
tapes (supertext, surtitles and subtitles) for projecting captions in the
native language as an aid for foreign operas (Rich 1984). If such
linguistic aid is not available, the phatic attention of opera lovers is
focused away from the language and on to the non-verbal languages
used in the performance, namely the aesthetic and artistic characters
and designs, transforming and mediating the original libretto into, for
the audience, new and exciting transpositions of the story — yet with
unchanged music, which is in itself understandable for all listeners.

The Firstness flows over into the performance of Secondness. The
addresser is not merely the composer, but the director (impresario) of
the renewed opera as first and privileged addressee of the composer
(Miller 2001). The opera is meant for a new audience (the real addres-
sees) and the performance and dramatic qualities of the context have
changed into modernity. The performed opera is a work of a director,
appointed to shift the poetic qualities of the opera, which is often
thought of as an archaic piece, to a modem performance. The operatic
form and stmcture presented is now a cryptic outline of the action,
available in libretti, score books, and codified dance procedures.
These are basic frameworks but the written guides are in desperate
need to be expanded on stage to attract as meaningful act of commu-
nication the target addressees./ The moodscape of the designed

16 As previously mentioned, see the problems of vocal translation in Gorlee
(1996, 1997, 2002, 2005a, 2005b) with an extensive bibliography.

Peirce’s term was “further developed” when “the sign is interpreted in a sign
in your mind”, adding that “The whole function of the mind is to make a sign
interpret itself in another sign and ultimately perhaps in an action or in an
emotion. But the emotion is an idle thing unless it leads to an action. The action is
an idle thing unless it produces a result which agrees with a sign through a sign.
The whole problem is of signs” (MS 1334: 44). This means that the operatic sign
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operas come to light in the engaged star singers, the orchestra, the
chorus, the chosen decoration and ornamentation, etc.; as well as in
the directional message of the operatic setting itself: the choice of
costumes, composition, rhythmic patterns, sound and light structures,
lyrical passages in arias, duets, ensemble singing as well as their
orchestral counterparts. Sometimes scenes or actions can be changed
(see the case of the two endings in Turandot, one unfinished by
Puccini and, after his death, finished by Alfano) or left out. The frag-
mentary and organized codes require from the singers and chorus a
definite temporal and spatial order for the represented operatic events,
including movement and gestures of singers and chorus, and the
director can make a variety of changes of all kinds — yet the iconic
imagery (Gorlee 2005: 66-88) must stay more or less the same or
equivalent.

The originally free drama of the opera transpires in the renewed
dramatic narrativity of the poetic function and encounters a new refe-
rential value from the design. Quoting some sceptical examples:
Madama Butterfly displays the love of Cho Cho San for an
Englishman, Consul Sharpless, and the story could not be located
outside Japanese etiquette; a dislocation would be a nonsensical for
the opera goers — and certainly for Puccini; Wagner’s The Flying
Dutchman displays scenes from a sailor’s life, and the opera must be
displayed next to the sea to illustrate the long, flowing melody of the
stormy waves; and Mussorgski’s Boris Godunov is rooted in Russian
religious music and iconography during czarism, which can not
displaced by “alien” imagery from a later epoch. The examples are
socially- and politically-toned: Von Weber’s Der Freischutz and
Wagner’s Die Meistersinger von Nirnberg could easily tone down the
German patriotism to please today’s political agenda; Mozart’s Die
Entflhrung aus dem Serail is a comic opera, part play and part song;
this “musical” takes place at a Turkish castle under Pasha Selim, while
the harem guard Osmin is made drunk so that the lovers can escape.
The charm of the Singspiel can today become hazardous, where
Muslim rules are not violated but respected and a change of text and
scenery to an “intercultural opera” can be a necessary requirement for
a success of the opera. A transposition can affect the narrative plot

develops itself whereas the director is a silent but hard-working go-between (like
an interpreter and translator) of the self-generating sign. See the argument about
signs and their own consciousness in Signs Grow by Merrell (1996).
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construction, versificational techniques, and the musical counterpoint,
where the source of beauty and aesthetic experience must function in
the values today. The performance is the poetic duty of the director,
leading the total production of the opera. He (or she) anchors the opera
with a new and spectacular show of a flowing pattern of movement of
grace and color, and an actual plot or story.

The Firstness and Secondness flow over into the performance of
Thirdness in word-and-tone symbiosis. Opera is an essentially un-
realistic genre and produces a kind of virtual reality on stage. The
artistic poetry seems to neglect the fable, that is, the discourse with
recognizable characters, in order to elaborate on the emotions of stock
characters appropriate to their words on stage. Yet the informative and
situative phatic elements still dominate in recitatives, including similar
song forms, such as Sprechgeséng, arias, chorus, as well as speaking
parts in spoken dialogue and other moments where the narrative
within song takes central stage in music and libretto. Yet the un-
realistic thematic and fictive composition differs from the utilitarian in
that it is not necessarily suited for any use in the real world. Barthes
heralded in 1973 the new opera as a “total spectacle” of theatricality,
where he would enjoy “an opera as free and as popular as a movie
theater or a wrestling arena: you could go in and out according to your
mood, you’d spend part of your evening taking a ‘hit’ of opera ...”
(Barthes 1985: 186). The novel temporal and spatial fictions in the
media-rich futurological artistic arena follow these new paths. The
new opera in the digital era provides computer-enhanced instruments
and synthesizers following virtual opera coextensive with rock, video
and film projects. An opera in the imaginary future is no longer a
physical or conventional happening in a theater. It no longer has real
actors or singers, no real objects on stage, but is provided with
sophisticated computer technology for reproducing sound and image.
Virtual opera is an imaginary experiment (Thirdness) where the
orchestra is replaced by a new combination of acoustic, amplified, and
wired instruments and the audience moves around through a three-
dimensional acoustic space along walkways listening to musical and
non-musical fragments (Malitz 1992).18 The virtual reality game
speaks of the hyperreality of opera, its holographic projection, digital
synthesizers, and operatic multimedia computers where the whole

B For atheory of the concept of “fragment”, see Gorlee (2007).
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opera has disappeared and we only listen in cyberspace to computer
fragments. The operatic cyberspace describes the simulated “reality”
of the parts of opera we enjoy; by worldwide computer networks we
hear more violent and realistic hallucinations than offered now in real
opera. Neither reality, nor “reality” but pure illusion.19

The aesthetic contemplation of opera (Secondness) is contrasted
with its representative form of dramatic enlivenment (Thirdness) as
emphasized in scenery and machinery on stage, facing the opera
aficionados. This co-occurs in Jakobson’s addressee’s function in its
conative/ appellative qualities in association with the phatic quality of
fiction, imagination and aesthetics. Opera offers sung dialogue to
induce further action, ritualized requests, threats, commands, and
instructions that possess real consumer appeal. This attraction happens
by accepting the cosmic truths of human life and development, both
mythic and contemporary, of opera, describing the Greek epos, the
fusion of epic poetry and musical pathos, in which we seem to take
part as addressees. The opera offers an emotional tension for entertain-
ment, which in phatic terms is called the center of vibratory suspense.
The catharsis happens by listening and seeing the operatic perfor-
mance. It produces in the addressees desire, fear and pity, which
liberate them from their common reality and displace them into the
opera’s scenic reality. Catharsis consists in the glossary of word-and-
tone romantic or tragic qualities, the operatic mystique, fairytaleness,
dramatic suspension, and moral atavism, and its dramatic effect
signifies a moral cleansing of the (spiritual or mythical) life of the
opera lovers.2l Catharsis is the principle of Peirce’s infinite semiosis,
meaning an “inner song to sing against despair” (Shipley 1972: 50).

13 Gibson coined the name of cyberspace in his famous novel Neuromancer
(Gibson 1984); see Rheingold’s Virtual Reality (Rheingold 1991) and (already
mentioned) Moulthrop 1991.

20 Shipley (1972: 139) mentioned classical Greek “epos” meaning “word”, then
a “speech or tale” and a *“song”, and subsequently “a heroic poem” and “heroic
poetry” advancing the later epics of the Middle Ages (Beowulf the Song of
Roland, the Nibelungenlied, etc.) irrespective of classical models.

This general classification matches Peirce’s triplet of tone, token, and type
(corresponding to qualisign, sinsign, and legisign and Firstness, Secondness, and
Thirdness) (Freadman 1993: 89f.). For tone, e.g., CP 4.537, 8.363, token CP
3.360, 4.537, 8.363ff., type CP 4.537, 8.363. Peirce wrote in his Logic Notebook
(1865-1909), on a handwritten memo written on 8 July 1906, that “A Tone as that
whose accidental being makes it a sign. A Token or that whose accidents of
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A strain of music or mindscape is an individual semiotic reality,
including an ideology involved in the categorical elements. It is firstly
a moodscape, a sensation-seeking sign, then a worldscape showing
musical reality and suggesting the dynamism of chaos and leading to
some order. In the Peircean kaleidoscope, the so-called mindscape is
more than to be taken by the listeners (addressees or receivers) as an
expressive conception of the holding-over of a note, chord, and
melody together with word, phrase, and myth from one tuned melody
of completeness to the next. The design and direction of the opera
could develop a Freudian, Marxist, feminist, or any other ideological
dimension or specific outlook. Peirce would say that the meaning of
the opera “grows”2 when put on stage.

The whole generation after Wagner is formulated by his new
concept of leitmotivs with their harmonic rather than linear develop-
ment (Gorlee 1997: 249) and associated with a specific idea, concept,
mood of individual. Examples are from Wagner’s Die Walkire, the
Motiv-Tafel of e.g., musically recognizable Entsagung-, Fluch-,
Nibelungenhass-, Schicksal-, Sturm-, Unruhe-, and Verzweiflungs-
motiv (list of tables in Wagner 1908: intro). In concert with words
leitmotivs equally express condensed feeling, such operatic signs were
transformed into powerful musical phrases or fragments, which, once
introduced, were repeated many times during the opera, modified by

existence make it a sign. A Type or that thought upon which makes it a sign” (MS
339C: 499). This triad pertains to notational systems as written signs: a tone
embodies material properties, a token signifies the condition of their action, a type
is a significant form produced affecting musical notation: the pictorially symbolic
and graphic system of arbitrary signs indicating pitch, duration and song (or
score). In music, the triad tone, token and type affect the categorical elements of
expression, tempo and nuance with rhythms, harmony and tune.

Peirce used the botanical term of growth as such and in general terms,
including fine arts. For some examples: CP 2.302, 5.594 and applied by Peirce in
the “cosmological or secular character of philosophy” (CP 1.177) stating that
philosophy applied to other arts has an “architectonic character” (heading of CP
1.176). Peirce added that “philosophy is a thing that has to grow by the fission of
minute parts and not by accretion is due the necessity of planning it out from the
beginning. Of course, every painting likewise has its composition; but
composition is not a very weighty problem, except in that kind of painting which
is accessory to architecture, or is, at any rate, veiy public in its appeal. Indeed
historical painting is one of those exceptions which go to prove the rule that in
works which aim at being secular, rather than individualistic, the preliminary
business of planning is particularly important and onerous” (CP 1.177).
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modulation and interpretation to explore the full meaning-potential of
the poetic-melodic-harmonic universe in all its proportions and depth.
Consequently, the fragment and the continuous can no longer be
neatly delimited in the Wagnerian discourse, where a dissonance and a
delay of the tonal resolution and identity of motives remain “in the
air”, a clue of the intertextuality and intermediality of Wagner’s
melos. The worldscape kind of music and poetic transitions allude to
an interwoven thread of replicating motives and themes in order to
build the argumentative development of the whole opera.

The semiotic viewpoints used in this article are the basic frame-
work of my work on the translation of opera libretti, lyrical art songs,
and church hymns (Gorlee 1996, 1997, 2002, 2005b), introduced by a
theoretical model (Gorlee 2005a) dealing with the unresolvable
paradoxes of the word-tone symbiosis to serve the modernity of
translationese. The originally free drama of the opera transpires in the
renewed dramatic narrativity of the poetic function and encounters a
new referential frame from the design which would deserve further
investigation. Jakobson’s functional models have been linked with
Peirce’s categories and applied to the tonal and musical relevance for
the audiovidual artforms and the intralingual, interlingual, and
intersemiotic translations. To resolve these riddles of transposing from
one language and culture to another, new translational paradigms are
articulated, giving rise to reborn ideas and a renewed culture, re-
adapting operatic signs in terms of emotion, time and circumstance
and stimulated artistically, dynamically, and scholarly.
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AKOGCOH 1 Munpc: NepeBOfYECKNA NHTEPCEMUNO3NC U
cnmbunos B onepe

MeTas3blKoBble Onepauuy 0603HaYatoT MOHUMaHUe W akT MepeBoja, Kak
OHU onpegeneHbl AKOGCOHOM B €ro MOAENAX LUECTU A3bIKOBbIX (YHKLWIA
N Tpex TUMOB NepeBofa, KOTopble 06e Obinn co3faHbl B 1950-e rogbl.
HacToswwas cTaTbs OCHOBbIBAETCS Ha 3TMX MoAensx AK06COHa, CBS3bIBas
Ux ¢ Tpemsi Kateropusamun Mupca. Tpyu OCHOBLIBAKOLMECA HA KayecTBEH-
HOM pasnmunm (PyHKUMW Bronepa cTany npeawecTBeHHMKamMy (CKopee
BCEr0 He C/y4yainHo) ANCTUHKUMI $FKOOCOHa, KOTOpble YKa3blBalOT Ha
KBaHTUTATVBHbIE Pa3Nuns MexXay (opMamu 1 CTPYKTYypamy pasfiMyHbIX
BMOOB MCKYcCTB. CeMMOTUYECKOE OTKPbITME, KPWUTWKa W MNepcrnekTusa
PacCMOTPEHMS 3MEMEHTOB W eAMHWL, KOAa TaK >ke YCTaHaB/iMBaloT
KBaHTUTATUBHbIE Pa3NUMs, KaK U Pasnnumns Mexzay peaMcTUYHbIMU CO-
OOLLEHUAMM 1 KOHLENTYanbHbIMU KOLaMn. IKOGCOHOBCKOMY MOHATUMIO
MHTEPCEMUOTUYECKOTO MepeBoja [aeT HOBOE COAepXKaHue —aHaim3
BOK&/IbHOTO NepeBofa, KOTOPbI 3aHUMAETCA BMPTYalbHOW pPeanbHOCTHI0
Ha OnepHoN cueHe. CMHTe3 cnosa U 3ByKa (MM CEMMO3UCHbLI CUMOKO3)
B Orepe AEMOHCTPUPYET TUMOMOTUYECKYIO YHU(UKALMIO BepbanbHbIX U
HeBepb6a/bHbIX A3bIKOB.
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Jakobson ja Peirce: tdlkeline intersemioos ja
simbioos ooperis

Metakeelelised operatsioonid tahistavad arusaamist ja tblkeakti, nii nagu
neid on madratlenud Jakobson oma kuue keelefunktsiooni ja kolme
tlketliibi mudelis, mis mdlemad parinevad 1950ndatest aastatest. Kaes-
olev artikkel tugineb neile Jakobsoni mudelitele, seostades neid Peirce’i
kolme kategooriaga. Bihleri kvalitatiivsel erinevusel p&hinevad kolm
funktsiooni olid (vGib-olla mitte juhuslikult) eelk&ijaks Jakobsoni eristus-
tele, mis viitavad kvalitatiivsetele erinevustele erinevate kiijandus- ning
ka teiste kaunite kunstide vormide ja struktuuride vahel. Kvantitatiivse
erinevuse ning erinevuse realistlike sGnumite ja kontseptuaalsete koodide
vahel méarab semiootiline avastus, kriitika ning vaatepunkt, mis eristab
keeleelemente koodiuhikutest. Jakobsoni intersemiootilise tdlke mdistele
pakub uut sisu vokaalse tdlke analiiis, mis tegeleb ooperliku mistika
kaudu Kkatarsisesse joudva virtuaalse reaalsusega ooperilaval. Ooperi
sBna-heli silintees (ehk semioosiline slimbioos) osutub nahtuseks, mis
Uhendab verbaalsed ja mitteverbaalsed keeled tiipoloogiliselt.
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Abstract. If one wants to understand translation, it is necessary to look at all
its aspects from the psychological to the ideological. And it is necessary to see
the process of translation, on the one hand, as a complex of interlinguistic,
intralinguistic, and intersemiotic translations, and on the other hand, as a
complex of linguistic, cultural, economic, and ideological activities. Transla-
tors work at the boundaries of languages, cultures, and societies. They posi-
tion themselves between the poles of specificity and adaptation in accordance
with the strategies of their translational behaviour. They either preserve the
otherness of the other or they transform the other into self. By the same token,
they cease to be simple mediators, because in a semiotic sense they are
capable of generating new languages for the description of a foreign language,
text, or culture, and of renewing a culture or of having an influence on the
dialogic capacity of a culture with other cultures as well as with itself. In this
way, translators work not only with natural languages but also with
metalanguages, languages of description. One of the missions of the translator
is to increase the receptivity and dialogic capability of a culture, and through
these also the internal variety of that culture. As mediators between languages,
translators are important creators of new metalanguages.

The status of translation and the translator have changed from one
historical era to the next, and at the beginning of the 21st century we
are confronting the need for a complex understanding of both of them.
At the core of this complex understanding is the universality of
translation. The universality of translation comes from its connections
with thought processes. As Juri Lotman affirms, “the elementary act
of thinking is translation” (Lotman 2000: 143). And he proceeds to
emphasise that “the elementary mechanism of translating is dialogue”
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(Lotman 2000: 143). The irreducibility of dialogue to mere communi-
cation in a language common to the dialogue’s participants is very
important. For Lotman everything begins with the need for dialogue:
“[...] the need for dialogue, the dialogic situation, precedes both real
dialogue and even the existence of a language in which to conduct it”
(Lotman 2000: 143-144).

The need for dialogue can be viewed either at the level of
comprehensive theoretical understanding or at the level of the deep-
seated mechanism of individual behaviour. In the theory of communi-
cation, the need for dialogue is tied in a complementary way both to
the needs of an audience, which can be studied in the theory of mass
communication (McQuail 2000), and to various personal needs (self-
understanding, enjoyment, escapism) and social needs (knowledge about
the world, self-confidence, stability, self-esteem, the strengthening of
connections with family and friends) (Fiske 2000: 20). Any form of
identity also depends on the need for dialogue. At the core of personal,
national, or social identity is the recognition of the boundary between
self and other. The boundary not only divides but also unites and thus
participates in dialogic processes. To a large extent dialogue within
the boundaries depends on dialogue at the boundaries.

Translators work at the boundaries of languages, cultures, and
societies. They position themselves between the poles of specificity
and adaptation in accordance with the strategies of their translational
behaviour. They either preserve the otherness of the other or they
transform the other into self. By the same token, they cease to be
simple mediators, because in a semiotic sense they are capable of
generating new languages for the description of a foreign language,
text, or culture, and of renewing a culture or of having an influence on
the dialogic capacity of a culture with other cultures as well as with
itself. In this way, translators work not only with natural languages but
also with metalanguages, languages of description. One of the
missions of the translator is to increase the receptivity and dialogic
capability of a culture, and through these also the internal variety ot
that culture. As mediators between languages, translators are impor-
tant creators of new metalanguages. That is why a contemporary
understanding of translation activity presupposes not merely a
complex approach — the science of translation also has a need for
innovation in the methodology for understanding the translation
process.
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What does translation process mean from the methodological
viewpoint? As | have put it before elsewhere it is a process that takes
place within a translator’s mind, but also within language, culture, and
society. A cognitive, linguistic, cultural or social process can take
place between minds, languages, cultures and societies, but it can also
take place within a single mind, language, culture or society.
Inevitably, all these processes have to be described in very different
description languages (metalanguages), and it would be very difficult
to create disciplinary unity in these analyses and descriptions. There-
fore, the translation process has to be brought closer to its beginning
and to its end. The process of translation happens between two
messages or two texts. In the beginning there is the original and at the
end there is the translation. The original and the translation are
simultaneously both the beginning and the end of the process as well
as the cause and the result of the process, (cf. Torop 2007: 353).

Focusing on the process of translation as the main object of
research in a science of translation makes it possible to typologize
translations as the principle means of transmission of one set of
languages-texts-cultures by another. But it does not negate the neces-
sity of also seeing other parameters in the process of translation, in the
first place economic and ideological aspects of translation that are in
turn associated with professional ethics or with the professional ethics
of the translator. The practice of translation is even more complex, and
the behaviour of the translator and the quality of his work do not
depend solely on his linguistic or literary abilities. The translator is
simultaneously a mediator, creator, producer, manager, critic, and
sometimes ideologue. All of these roles make up various aspects of
cultural behaviour and can be correlated to the entire textual corpus of
a culture. An actualization of the various cultural and social roles of
the translator reflects the general effort of analysts toward a complex
understanding of the phenomenon of translation in the processes of
culture.

From the point of view of culture, translation and translation
studies are two sides of same phenomenon. Each culture develops in
its own way, has its own technological environment and its own
traditions of analyzing culture texts. A culture’s capacity for analysis
reflects its ability to describe and to understand itself. In the process of
description and understanding, an important role is played by the
multiplicity of texts, by the interrelatedness of communication with
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metacommunication. The multiplicity of texts makes it possible to
view communication processes as translation processes. But besides
immediate textual transformations, the analysis of these trans-
formations — that is, their translation into various metalanguages —
has a strong significance in culture. Both in the case of textual
transformations and their translations into metalanguages, an impor-
tant role is performed by the addressees, their ability to recognize the
nature of the text at hand, and their readiness to communicate. Just as
in translation culture, there is also an infinite retranslation and varia-
tion taking place in translation studies. In order to understand different
aspects of translation activity, new description languages are
constantly being created in translation studies, and the same pheno-
mena are at different times described in different metalanguages. And
just as in culture, also in disciplines studying cultural phenomena,
variance has its limits and at some point an invariant is needed in
order to organize the variance (cf. Sutiste, Torop 2007: 189-190).

Diversity and methodology

When the diversity of actual translation activity takes a form different
from the diversity of scientific approaches to that activity, then one
can speak of a methodological crisis, of the hybridization or
creolization of scientific languages. A new, comprehensive approach
in the science can provide one way out of the given situation. Another
way is a review of the history of the discipline and a search there for
the lost unity within that discipline. The works of Roman Jakobson
provide such a critical point for the history of translation science.
Although Jakobson wrote about translation, he was not a translation
theorist. He saw translation within the framework of his understanding
of the processes of communication, and without this background it is
difficult to understand correctly his specific meditations on translation
activity.

Jakobson first demonstrated his model of verbal communication
(Fig. 1) in 1956 in his article, Metalanguage as a linguistic problem
(Jakobson 1985a [1956]).
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CONTEXT
(REFERENTIAL FUNCTION)

ADRESSER MESSAGE ADRESSEE
(EMOTIVE F-N) (POETIC F-N) (CONATIVE F-N)
CONTACT
(PHATIC F-N)

CODE

(METALINGUAL F-N)

Figure 1 Jakobson’s model of communication.

On the one hand, the given model ties its components to various func-
tions of language: “Language must be investigated in all the variety
of its functions” (Jakobson 1985a [1956]: 113). On the other hand,
along with the various functions of language, it is also important for
Jakobson to distinguish two principle levels of language — the level
of objective language and the level of metalanguage: “On these two
different levels of language the same verbal stock may be used; thus
we may speak in English (as metalanguage) about English (as object
language) and interpret English words and sentences by means of
English synonyms and circumlocutions” (Jakobson 1985a [1956]:
117).

The actualization of the concept of metalanguage as “an innermost
linguistic problem” (Jakobson 1985a [1956]: 121), which emerges
from Jakobson’s logic, is important for an understanding of the
psychological as well as linguistic and cultural aspects of the functio-
nality of language.

He begins from the metalinguistic aspect of the linguistic develop-
ment of a child: “Metalanguage is the vital factor of any verbal
development. The interpretation of one linguistic sign through other,
in some respects homogeneous, signs of the same language, is a
metalingual operation which plays an essential role in child language
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learning” (Jakobson 1985a [1956]: 120). But the development of a
child corresponds to the development of an entire culture. For the
development of a culture, it is important that the natural language of
this culture satisfy all the demands for the description of foreign or of
new phenomena and by the same token ensure not only the dialogic
capacity but also the creativity and integrity of the culture, its cultural
identity: *“A constant recourse to metalanguage is indispensable both
for a creative assimilation of the mother tongue and for its final
mastery” (Jakobson 1985a [1956]: 121). In this way, the above-
mentioned role of translators as creators of new metalanguages (lan-
guages of description and languages of dialogue) is vitally important
for a culture. The very concept of metalanguage turns out to be
important both at the level of scientific languages and at the level of
everyday communication.

If in his 1956 article Jakobson associates the introduction of the
concept of metalanguage with the name of Alfred Tarski, then in his
article On linguistic aspects of translation, published in 1959
(Jakobson 1971a [1959]), he introduces a new aspect and points to the
name of Niels Bohr, who brought out the complementarity of an
object-language and its metalanguages. From complementarity comes
a more flexible approach to the translatable, since natural language
manifests itself as a universal means of communication: “All cogni-
tive experience and its classification is conveyable in any existing
language” (Jakobson 1971a [1959]: 263). Complementarity also
extends to the definition of types of translation. The concept of inter-
pretation becomes generalized: “We distinguish three ways of inter-
preting a verbal sign: it may be translated into other signs of the same
language, into another language, or into another nonverbal system of
symbols” (Jakobson 1971a [1959]: 261). As a result, it is possible to
speak of three types of translation: intralingual translation or
rewording, interlingual translation or translation proper and inter-
semiotic translation or transmutation.

If the matter concerns poetic translation or translation of the
untranslatable, then Jakobson applies the concept of transposition:

Only creative transposition is possible: either intralingual transposition —
from one poetic shape into another, or interlingual transposition — from one
language into another, or finally intersemiotic transposition — from one
system of signs into another, e.g., from verbal art into music, dance, cinema,
or painting. (Jakobson 1971a [1959]: 266)
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In sum, alongside objective language and metalanguage arises the
complementary pair — interpretation and transposition. This comple-
mentarity leads to still another — the complementarity of code-units
and of the message as a whole. Jakobson stresses that in inter- and
intra-linguistic translation it is usually not possible to speak of a full
equivalence between code-units, “while messages may serve as
adequate interpretations of alien code-units or messages” (Jakobson
1971a [1959]: 261). The translator works simultaneously with the
code-units of languages and with complete messages, with a plan of
expression and content, with object- and meta-language, and the
division not only into three types of translation but also into two
simultaneous translation processes comes precisely from this under-
standing:

[...] translation from one language into another substitutes messages in one
language not for separate code-units but for entire messages in some other
language. Such a translation is a reported speech: the translator recodes and
transmits a message received from another source. Thus translation involves
two equivalent messages in two different codes. (Jakobson 1971a [1959]:
261-262)

Dominant and integration

The (chrono)logical expression of the next stage in Jakobson’s
thought is the 1968 article Language in relation to other communica-
tion systems (Jakobson 197Id [1968]), two points from which we
would like to distinguish in the context of the present article. One of
these aspects traces back to an old talk given in 1935 and first
published in 1971 — The dominant. The concept of the dominant is
significant for the description of translation practice, since underlying
various descriptions of the method of a translation or a translator is a
determination of that element or level of the text considered most
important by the translator. The type of textual integrity also depends
on the selection of the dominant for translation, since the authorial
dominant underlies the integration of elements in the entire text.
Jakobson sums up the research in the following way: “The dominant
may be defined as the focusing component of a work of art: it rules,
determines, and transforms the remaining components. It is the
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dominant which guarantees the integrity of the structure” (Jakobson
1981 [1935]: 751).

From the point of view of contemporary translation practice and of
theoretical or critical thought on this practice, the distinction underlined
by Jakobson between communication and information is significant:
“[...] we must consistently take into account the decisive difference
between communication, which implies a real or alleged addresser, and
information whose source cannot be viewed as an addresser by the
interpreter of the indications obtained” (Jakobson 1971d [1968]: 703).
Thus, translations that deprive the original of authorship, age, natio-
nality, or genre become simply information about the original. The
same can be observed on the narrative level, when various points of
view in the text are not distinguished, or are mixed-up or reconcep-
tualized (for details see: Levenston, Sonnenschein 1986).

The second aspect of the above-mentioned article flows from the
first. The integrating dominant presupposes the existence of an
hierarchy in the structure of the message (text). But the process of
communication is also viewed hierarchically by Jakobson, so that a
comprehension of his model of communication has to rest not so much
on a statistical, theoretical basis as on a dynamic, empirical one. Jakob-
son in his article calls for a consideration of the specificity of each act of
communication and correspondingly sees in the act of communication
an hierarchy not only of linguistic but also of semiotic functions:

The cardinal functions of language — referential, emotive, conative, phatic,
poetic, and metalingual — and their different hierarchy in the diverse types of
messages have been outlined and repeatedly discussed. This pragmatic
approach to language must lead mutatis mutandis to an analogous study of the
other semiotic systems: with which of these or other functions are they
endowed, in what combinations and in what hierarchical order? (Jakobson
1971d [1968]: 703)

The linguistic and semiotic aspects of communication are interrelated.
An integrated science of communication in Jakobson’s opinion
contains three disciplinary levels:

1) Study in communication of verbal messages = linguistics; 2) study in
communication of any messages = semiotics (communication of verbal
messages implied); 3) study in communication = social anthropology jointly
with economics (communication of messages implied). (Jakobson 1971c
[1967]: 666).



Translation as communication and auto-communication 383

In another article, Jakobson distinguishes only two sciences from a
semantic point of view — a science of verbal signs or linguistics and a
science of all possible signs or semiotics (Jakobson 1985b [1974]: 99).
Against this background, it is important to remember the universality
of the concept of translation. Many processes in the sphere of conti-
guity between linguistics and semiotics become prominent precisely in
translation. We find a direct comparison in the article, Linguistics and
communication theory: “The semiotic definition of a symbol’s
meaning as its translation into other symbols finds an effectual appli-
cation in the linguistic testing of intra- and interlingual translation”
(Jakobson 1971b [1961]: 578). But very often Jakobson makes use of
the concepts of verbalized, non-verbalized, and verbalizable, whereby
verbalizable signifies translatability into verbal messages (see for
example Jakobson 1971c [1967]: 663).

Models of communication and auto-communication

In respect to the last important aspect for the understanding of the
concept of translation in Jakobson’s work, it is necessary to point to
the interrelation of internal and external communication:

When speaking of language as a communicative tool, one must remember that
its primary role, interpersonal communication, which bridges space, is supple-
mented by a no less important function which may be characterized as
intrapersonal communication. [...] While interpersonal communication
bridges space, intrapersonal communication proves to be the chief vehicle for
bridging time. (Jakobson 1985b [1974]: 98)

Linguistically, this means that problems of interlinguistic and intra-
linguistic translation largely coincide; psychologically, it means that
the mechanisms of communication and auto-communication, or dia-
logue with other and dialogue with self, also largely coincide. And in
the context of Jakobson it follows that we stress once again the
homogeneity between internal and external in relation to the person or
culture.

It is eminently logical that Jakobson’s model of communication
has inspired researchers to apply it even to those fields of commu-
nication about which Jakobson himself wrote more rarely and with
which social anthropologists and economists, in his opinion, should be
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occupied. The transformation of Jakobson’s model proposed by 1
Even-Zohar appears thus (Fig 2.; Even-Zohar 1990: 31).

CONTEXT
INSTITUTION

ADRESSER MESSAGE ADRESSEE

PRODUCER PRODUCT CONSUMER
WRITER READER

CONTACT
MARKET

CODE
REPERTOIRE

Figure 2. Even-Zohar’s transformation of Jakobson’s communication
model (Even-Zohar 1990: 31).

On the one hand, Even-Zohar was one of the first translation theorists
to introduce the concept of the market into the problematic of transla-
tion. Along with the market, the publisher as the consumer or as the
representative of the consumer of a translation becomes important.
The translation itself from an economic point of view becomes a
saleable commodity, and the price of this commodity will play a role
in its consumption. But the translation as a new text for the receiving
culture is often in need of advertisement, or presentation to future
readers. This means that along with the new book as a verbal text,
various forms of advertisement also enter the culture. In this way, the
verbal text receives its visual or audio-visual image. Pedro A. Fuertes-
Olivera and his co-authors also attempt to understand advertising
communication on the basis of Jakobson’s model (Fig.3; Fuertes-
Olivera er s/. 2001: 1293).
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CONTEXT
REALITY
PRODUCT / SERVICE

MESSAGE
ADRESSER TEXI ADRESSEE

ADVERTISER ADVERTISEMENTS AS PART TARGET
OF ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN AUDIENCE

CONTACT
CHANNEL
WRITTEN SPOKEN/ DIGITAL

CODE
ADVERTISING LANGUAGE + IMAGES / SOUND etc

P. A. Fiiertes-Oliveia

Figure 3. Fuertes-Olivera et al transformation of Jakobson’s communi-
cation model (Fuertes-Olivera et al. 2001: 1293).

Both models fit Even-Zohar’s assertion that if Jakobson’s model
arises from the speech event, then his own version takes as its basis
the socio-semiotic (cultural) event (Even-Zohar 1997: 19). Above we
showed the special significance for Jakobson of the metalinguistic
function. It is characteristic that also for Even-Zohar the main function
is tied to a code, although he has replaced metalanguage with the
concept of repertoire. Repertoire depends on both the institution and
the market. That is why the concepts of addresser and addressee are
conjoined in the concept of repertoire: “There may be a repertoire for
being a ‘writer’, another for being a ‘reader’, and yet another for
‘behaving as one should expect from a literary agent’, and so on”
(Even-Zohar 1990: 40). In a revised version, the author distinguishes
the concepts of active and passive repertoire:

‘Repertoire’ designates the aggregate of rules and materials which govern
both the making and handling, or production and consumption, of any given
product. [...] In the case of making, or producing, we can speak of an active
operation of a repertoire, or, as an abbreviated term, an active repertoire. In
the case of handling, or consuming, on the other hand, we can speak of a



386 Peeter Torop

passive operation, or a passive repertoire. The terms suggested here are for
convenience only; the repertoire is neither 'active’ nor 'passive’, but can be
used in different modes in two different circumstances, as described above,
namely, in an event where a person produces something, in contradistinction
to an event where a person ‘deciphers’ what others produce. (Even-Zohar
1997: 20)

Ideology, economy and translation

In the repertoire, economic and ideological problems are conjoined,
and against the background of Jakobson’s model this means that
economic and ideological metalanguages can become actualized in the
description of translation. In this case it is appropriate to speak of the
inter-discursivity of metalanguages. From the application of this
model for the description of advertising communication comes the
problem of the intersemiotic nature of metalanguages, since a verbal
text can enter a culture and exist there with the support of non-verbal
elements of the texts.

There also exists an interesting attempt to unite these two aspects
in the concepts of the exogenic and endogenic parameters of transla-
tion (les parametres exogenes, les parametres endogenes). Entering
into the composition of exogenic parameters are economic (la para-
metre economique), cultural (la parametre culturel), and ideological
(la parametre ideologique) parameters (Guidere 2000: 11-30). The
composition of endogenic parameters is also three-fold: “d abord\ la
differentiation du texte publicitaire au niveau scripturaire; ensuite, sa
particularite sur le plan iconographique; enfin, sa specificite propre-
ment semiotique™] (Guidere 2000: 32). The possibility of diffe-
rentiating three levels of culture — lexiculture (la “lexiculture”),
iconoculture, (T*“iconoculture™) and ideoculture (V*ideoculture”) —
also emerges from the given approach (Guidere 2000: 267-276).

Problems of ideology and economics are difficult to view in isola-
tion, since the concept of the market already combines in itself aspects
of both the local and the global market (Apter 2001). The confluence
of the economic and the ideological is especially characteristic of

1 “[...] firstly, the differentiation of the advertisement text at the level of
composition; then, its peculiarity at the level of iconography; finally, its purely
semiotic specificity”.
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mass literature. For example, researchers into the translation of mass
literature have introduced among other things the concepts of
collective translation (team translation), standardization (of theme,
language, style, size, weight), the ignoring of authorial idiosyncrasies
(“Commercial production ignores the so-called sacredness of the
author”), commercial calculations (definite market, deadlines, no
revision), selection of texts (reuseability), the repeated publication of
old translations (the recycling strategy), marketing strategies (special
translation as a euphemism for “contains many cuts”), and pseudo-
translations (Malmkjaer et al. 2000: 244-247).

Along with neutralized texts in response to the pragmatic laws of
mass culture, there are also ideological laws at work in culture. One
example of the manifestation of such laws is the emergence within a
repertoire (or market) of a particular local culture and a global (mass)
culture and the attempt to establish an intermediate market and
repertoire, for example, in the European community. Michael Cronin
associates this with the concepts of micro-cosmopolitanism and of the
negentropic translational perspective:

What we would like to propose is precisely a way of thinking about trans-
lation and identity which is grounded in cultural negentropy. This negentropic
translational perspective is primarily concerned with the ‘emergence of new’
cultural forms through translation practice and the way in which translation
contributes to and fosters the persistence and development of diversity.
(Cronin 2006: 129)

The ideological problems of translation activity have become
important both on an empirical and on a theoretical level (compare:
Calzada Perez 2003). The introduction of an author into a culture is
already ideologically and politically colored. The channels through
which an author enters a culture by means of translation can be
divided into two groups — the channel of authorized discourse and
the channel of unauthorized discourse. lona Popa includes in
authorized discourses ‘4he exportation channel and the promoted
writer, the official channel and the authorised writer, and the patri-
monial channel and the canonised writer” (Popa 2006: 206). Adjoined
within unauthorized discourses are “the semi-official channel and the
banned writer, the parallel channel and the clandestine writer and,
finally, the direct and in transit channels and the exiled writer” (Popa
2006: 206).
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The image of the author has an effect not only on the audience but
also on the text of the translation. And in this sense translations do not
only convey the original — “translations construct or produce their
originals” (Hermans 1999: 95). The ideological aspect of translation
activity is one of the factors that includes translation within the
process of the autocommunication of a culture. Theo Hermans has
expanded the boundaries of the understanding of the phenomenon of
translation with the help of the concept of ideology:

Paradoxically, this ideological slant is precisely what makes translation
interesting as a cultural and historical phenomenon. If it were a matter of
technical code-switching only, translation would be as a photocopier.
Translation is of interest because it offers first-hand evidence of the prejudice
of perception. Cultures, communities and groups construe their sense of self in
relation to others and by regulating the channels of contact with the outside
world. In other words, the normative apparatus which governs the selection,
production and reception of translation, together with the way translations are
conceptualized at certain moments, provides us with an index of cultural self-
definition. It would be only a mild exaggeration to claim that translations tell
us more about those who translate and their clients than about the
corresponding source texts. (Hermans 1999: 95)

Translation in conflicts

At the beginning of the present article we wrote about the needs that
are satisfied in the process of communication. Translation theory has
led in its development to problems of conflict, to problems not only of
professional ethics but of the mission of the translator. The mentality
of conflict-events for the mass-media audience also depends on
translators. On the one hand, translators, like journalists, can turn out
to be politically engaged, because they work for a concrete channel of
the mass-media, and this also means the representative of a particular
position. Mona Baker affirms on this point: “Contemporary wars have
to be sold to international and not just domestic audiences, and
translation is a major variable influencing the circulation and legiti-
mation of the narratives that sustain these activities” (Baker 2006: 2).
On the other hand, the translator, even in the service of a single
channel, can have an influence on the mentality of the process of
communication, and it is even possible to say that “translation and
interpreting are essential for circulating and resisting the narratives
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that create the intellectual and moral environment for violent conflict
in the first place, even though the narratives in question may not
directly depict conflict or war” (Baker 2006: 2). The role of the
translator becomes even more responsible when he is embedded
among information sources about events or among journalists who are
writing about these events (Palmer 2007: 15). In such a situation of
translating an original, the motives and interests both of the source and
of the translator come into play.

Of course, it is possible to distinguish between “hard” and “soft”
conflicts. Hard conflicts are public events and immediately attract
attention to themselves as a lack of information or an error by the
translator. Soft conflicts are more latent and do not provoke stormy
reactions in response:

In a translational context, soft conflicts often derive from cultural differences
in value systems, social conventions and ways of thinking. If the target culture
is dominant, then the translator will have to handle the target text carefully to
minimise potential problems of miscomprehension, cultural discomfort or
resistance on the part of the receiver. Notwithstanding the fact that the source
text may appear to be purpose-free, the translating act and target text are
purpose-bound, and any translation must fulfill specific functions. Cultural
discomfort, uneasiness or misunderstandings and unnecessary hatred or
enmity are to be minimized in the target version. (Tang 2007: 141)

In soft conflicts, an interweaving of the ideological and psychological
aspects of the translation is unavoidable. For an understanding of the
specifics of a translation activity, it is necessary to attempt to
discriminate those ideological aspects in the text of the translation that
trace back to the editorial board of a particular publication or to the
editing of the mass-media. And that makes it appropriate to
distinguish the method of the translation from the method of the
translator. The method of the translation signifies, on the one hand, the
general rules or traditions of translation for a particular type of text,
the overall understanding of what makes a high-quality or low-quality
translation. It includes on the other hand those social, economic, and
ideological norms to which the selection of texts and authors for
translation is subordinated in a given society, the editing and the
publishing of translations. The method of the translation and the
method of the translator can turn out to be in conflict, but they may
also come together when the translator works above all for a customer
and not for the author of the original.
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For example, depending on the motives of the translator or pub-
lisher, one and the same translation text may enter into various reper-
toires and have various artistic or ideological dominants. Douglas Ro-
binson writes, for example, about translation in a post-colonial context:

Translation plays three sequential but overlapping roles in postcolonial
studies: as a channel of colonization, parallel to and connected with education
and the overt or covert control of markets and institutions; as a lightning-rod
for cultural inequalities continuing after the collapse of colonialism; and as a
channel of decolonization. Thus tabulated, three roles mark separate stages in
a utopian narrative that informs much of postcolonial studies: from a colonial
past taken as harmful; through a complex and conflicted present in which
nothing seems easy or clear-cut; to a decolonized future taken as beneficial.
(Robinson 1997: 31)

In this way, the mentality of a certain historical era is realized in the
translation and may depend both on the translator and on the
publisher. It is also possible that the type of publication (book jacket,
preface or postscript, illustrations, etc.) is found to be in contradiction
with the method of the translator, and in this case it is necessary to
speak of the translator’s ambivalence.

It is necessary to speak of ambivalence as well in connection with
the prestige of the translator’s profession in the contemporary world.
The American view of the translator’s profession is intriguing:

[...] translation professionals have long had an image problem. The portrait of
translators derived from most reference books is not flattering — you might
find that the Italians coined the catch-phrase traduttore, traditore (translator,
traitor). Purchasers of language services are often unaware of the skill needed
to recast text in a foreign tongue — the typical response to a translation
request in many US corporations used to be: ‘Get a secretary to do it’.
Translation is often thankless; ask a dozen marketing managers for their
experience, and their only memories will be of translation errors. A profes-
sional translation does not enjoy praise — it merely avoids criticism. (Sprung
2000: xii)

But a certain ambivalence is observable as well in attempts to define
more precisely the limits of the translator’s professional ethics in the
framework of translation theory. It turns out that there is no single,
universal ethic comparable to the Hippocratic oath in medicine.
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Professional ethics

Andrew Chesterman has made a very serious attempt at a transition
from communication to autocommunication, from various ethical mo-
dels to a unified understanding of the professional ethics and likewise
moral identity of the translator. In his opinion, the concepts of the
ethics of translation and the translator that exist in translation theory
come down to four basic models. The first model is the ethics of
representation, at the core of which lies fidelity to the original: “The
ethical imperative is to represent the source text, or the source author’s
intention, accurately, without adding, omitting or changing anything”
(Chesterman 2001: 139). The second model is the ethics of service.
Here translation is “a commercial service, performed for a client. [...]
A prime quality of good translator-servants is thus loyalty; they are
loyal above all to the client, but also to the target readers and to the
original writer” (Chesterman 2001: 140). The third model is the ethics
of communication, within the framework of which “the ethical
translator is a mediator working to achieve cross-cultural under-
standing” (Chesterman 2001: 141). The fourth model is norm-based
ethics, the observation of which guarantees the acceptability of the
translation. The concept of trust is important here: “[...] if translators
behave in predictable, norm-conforming ways, it is easier to trust
them— and the profession as a whole” (Chesterman 2001: 142). In
the author’s opinion, these models are too heterogeneous and rely too
little on the qualitative indicators of translation practice.

By way of compensation, Chesterman proposes an ethics of
commitment, which rests on a practical evaluation of translation
activity: “It is thus also a virtue, supporting the striving for excellence,
the wanting to be a good translator” (Chesterman 2001: 147). An
awareness of duty is very close to an oath, and Chesterman calls for us
to imagine an oath for translators, or a Hieronymic oath. He first
proposes nine points for this oath with the following key concepts for
the comprehension of the professional ethics of translators: commit-
ment, loyalty to the profession, understanding, truth, clarity, trust-
worthiness, truthfulness, justice, striving for excellence (Chesterman
2001: 153). Understandably, these keywords are not only bearers of
ethical principles — the identity and the self-awareness of translators
depend on them as well. Returning to the problem of the dialectical
situation, it is possible to say that the enumerated keywords are
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important elements of the language of the dialogue in which transla-
tors sense a need or demand, a dialogue which takes place between
translators and contemporary society and without which it is difficult
to find in society a common understanding on questions of the status
of the translator’s profession.

Self-description and self-modelling

Research in the field of translation ethics well illustrates the efforts of
one area of culture toward self-understanding and self-description.
Self-description is a process of autocommunication, and its result can
be a self-modelling that fixes the dominants, the principles of unifica-
tion, and the generative language of self-description. Lotman defined
self-modelling (aBTOMOAens) on the basis of a culture as a whole.
“Self-modelling is a powerful means for the ‘end-regulation’ of a
culture, attributing to it a systematic unity and largely defining its
quality as a reservoir of information” (Lotman 1970: 420). Lotman
sees in culture three types of realization of self-modelling: (1) self-
modellings of culture that strive toward a maximal approach to real
existing culture; (2) self-modellings that are distinct from the practice
of culture and are counted toward the changing of that practice; (3)
self-modellings that exist as an ideal self-awareness of the culture
distinct from the culture as such (Lotman 1970: 420).

The movement in the direction of a Hieronymic oath is the creation
of a self-modelling of the second type, counting toward the change of
existing practices. But if we return to the problem, not of the
translator, but of the translation, then it is possible to observe behind
the dynamic of development two parallel self-modellings and
correspondingly two types of metalanguage. And the mixture of these
metalanguages illustrates the deep internal bond between processes of
thought and metacommunicative processes in culture, and an under-
standing of this unity traces back to the work of Jakobson. His diffe-
rentiation of interlinguistic, intralinguistic, and intersemiotic transla-
tion is an attempt at the modelling of internal speech. Nikolai Zhinkin
has shown the code-transitions within internal speech and the
coexistence of verbal and representational codes. He has also extended
the results of the analysis of internal speech to the processes of
understanding: “understanding, that is, the reception of messages,
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should be viewed as translation from one language into another.
Moreover, a language of representation must be one of these langua-
ges, since the first, perceived step toward the knowledge of reality is
made up ofthem” (Zhinkin 1998: 161).

It is possible to say that the formation of self-modelling of the first
type — that is, maximally reflecting reality — takes place in an
understanding of the mechanisms of translation. And it is logically
consistent that this model is found still in the process of formation and
that translation theory only makes an approach toward this problem.
The semiotics of culture clarifies the difficulty of this process, where
the comparability of personality and of culture as a collective
personality is important. In this way, if the three types of translation
outlined by Jakobson reflect the simultaneity of three processes in the
psychological process of translation, then the same simultaneous
process takes place in culture. Communication is not thinkable with-
out metacommunication, and a translation as a secondary text is only
one of many possible metatexts of one and the same original (Popovic
1976). All of these metatexts can be typologized on the basis of
Jakobson’s classification. And the result is that the entire culture can
be conceived of as a process of translation.

The creative and mediating processes operating in culture can be
treated as a communicative, metacommunicative and autocommunicative
complex. Any creator, while creating his/her work, communicates both
with the audience and with himself/herself. The same happens with
culture as a collective creator. All the texts of different cultural spheres
and all the advertisements, reviews, annotations, translations, studies,
screen and stage adaptations, and lectures make up culture as a whole,
offering, as an integrated unity, to the society a possibility for self-control
and learning, balance between mass and elite culture, but also enforcing
certain official or average ways of perception and understanding.

On the one hand, understanding a text means juxtaposing this
text’s all possible forms of existence in culture. The intensive growth
of audiovisual and hypermedial experience of culture has created a
new problem also for the analyst. The sign systems of perceptual
processes influence understanding more and more, and even for
understanding a novel in culture only verbal experience is not suf-
ficient any more. A computer game, a comic strip or a film created on
the basis of one text are all part of this text’s mental whole in culture,
and the analyst cannot ignore this fact.
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On the other hand, all the metatexts that have emerged in culture
form a process of a text’s translation into culture and recognition in
culture. From the point of view of culture as a whole, this process is
autocommunicative, since in order to explain a phenomenon, culture
searches for description languages that are suitable to it. Being auto-
communicative, culture tries to increase the quantity of information in
itself, to raise its quality and to change itself through this.

The association of problems of translation simultaneously with
communication and metacommunication indicates both the natural-
ness of the complex approach to translation activity and the multi-
levelled nature of communication processes in culture. That which on
one level of culture manifests itself as a process of communication and
a dialogue between addresser and addressee can be seen on a deeper
level as the autocommunication of culture and a dialogue of the
culture with itself. It is very important axiologically to see both levels,
since autocommunicative processes increase the coherence of a
culture, support its identity, and do this with the help of self-
modellings. The wealth of a culture is not only in the diversity of texts
and events, but also in the diversity of self-modellings of various types
in various parts of the culture.

If one wants to understand translation, it is necessary to look at all
its aspects from the psychological to the ideological. And it is neces-
sary to see the process of translation, on the one hand, as a complex of
interlinguistic, intralinguistic, and intersemiotic translations, and on
the other hand, as a complex of linguistic, cultural, economic, and
ideological activities. Then it is also easier to approach the translator,
perhaps the most important cultural figure of our time. In the logic of
the development of translation theory from the concept of fidelity to
the original, equivalence, and adequacy, through the concept of
acceptability and useability, toward various overarching theories, a
communicative understanding of translation has been realized. The
analysis of the activity of the translator along with communicative
activity and autocommunicative activity opens a new perspective for
the understanding of the phenomenon of translation and compels us to

study more seriously the axiological and moral problems of
translation.2

2 Acknowledgement. The author thanks the Centre of Excellence in Cultural
Theory and the Estonian Science Foundation Grant no. 5717 for support.
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MepeBo4 KaK KOMMYHUKaLUSA M aBTOKOMMYHUKaL WS

Xenasa noHWmaTb nepeBoj HEOOXOAMMO BMAETb BCE €ro acnekTbl OT
MCUXOMOrMYECKOro A0 upeonoruyeckoro. I Heobxoaumo BUAeTb Mpo-
Lecc MepeBOfa, C OfHOW CTOPOHbI, KaK KOMMIEKC WHTEPSMHIBUCTM-
YECKMX, WHTPAIMHIBUCTUYECKUX U MHTEPCEMUOTUYECKUX MEpeBOAOB, C
OPYrOi e CTOPOHbl KaK KOMMJ/EKC A3bIKOBOM, Ky/bTYPHOW, 3KOHOMM-
YeCKOI 1 NAe0NOrMYecKon AedTenbHOCTL.

Ha rpaHuuax A3bIKoB, KyibTyp 1 06LecTB paboTaloT nepeBoguunku. Mo
CTpaTerMy CBOEro MepeBOAYECKOr0 MOBEAEHWS OHM MOMELLAOTCH MeXay
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nontocamy cneumdukaumm 1 agantaumm. OHU MAM COXPAHAKT YYXAOCTb
Uy)XKOTO WM MPEBPALLAIOT YyXX0e B CBOe. TeM CaMbIM OHW NepecTatoT ObiTb
MPOCTbIMI MOCPEAHUKAMM, TaK KaK B CEMMOTUYECKOM CMbIC/IE OHW CMOCo6-
Hbl FEHEpPUPOBaTb HOBbIE A3bIKM A/ OMUCAHUSA YYXKOro A3blKa, TeKCTa Un
KyNbTypbl U OBHOBNATb KyMbTYpY WAM BAUSATL Ha [AMANorocriocobHoCTb
KyNbTypbl KaK C ApYrVMK KynbTypamu, Tak 1 ¢ camum co6oi. Takum obpa-
30M, NePeBOAUMKM PaboTaloT He TOMbKO C eCTECTBEHHLIMM A3bIKaMU, HO U C
MeTasi3blkaMK, fi3blkamMu onucaHus. OfHa M3 MUCCUIA NepeBOfYMKa YBeu-
UvBaTb BOCMPUMMYMBOCTL W AWANIOTOCNOCOBHOCTb KY/bTYphbl, @ Yepes HUX K
BHYTpEHHee pasHoobpasve KynbTypbl. Byoyun mocpegHuUKamm Mexay s3bl-
Kamu MepeBoaYKY SBMSKOTCS BAXKHBIMU CO3AATENSMU HOBbIX METasi3bIKOB.

Todlge kui kommunikatsioon ja autokommunikatsioon

Tolke kui sellise mdistmiseks on vajalik kasitleda selle kdiki tahke,
psiihholoogilisest ideoloogiliseni. Uhtlasi tuleb tdlkeprotsessi vaadelda
kui keelesisese, keeltevahelise ja intersemiootiliste t6lgete kompleksi ning
samaaegselt kui lingvistiliste, kultuuriliste, majanduslike ja ideoloogiliste
toimingute kogumit.

Tolkijad tootavad keelte, kultuuride ja Ghiskondade piiridel. Vastavalt
oma tdlkekditumise strateegiatele, asetavad nad end kahe pooluse —
spetsiifilisuse ja kohandamise — vahele. Nad kas sdilitavad Teise
teisesuse vOi muudavad ta Endaks. Sel moel lakkavad nad olemast pelgad
vahendajad, kuivord semiootilises mdttes on nad vBimelised vdora keele,
teksti vdi kultuuri Kkirjeldamiseks looma uusi keeli ning oma kultuuri
uuendama voi mdjutama kultuuri vBimet teiste kultuuride v6i iseendaga
dialoogi astuda. See tdhendab, et tblkijad ei t6dta ainult loomulike
keeltega, vaid ka metakeelte, st kirjelduskeeltega. Uks tdlkija missiooni-
dest ongi kultuuri vastuv6tlikkuse ja dialoogivdime ning nende kaudu
kultuuri sisemise mitmekesisuse suurendamine. Keelte vahel seisvate
vahendajatena on télkijad olulised uute metakeelte loojad.
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Abstract. Vasilij Zhukovskij’s Selskoe kladbische, a translation of Thomas
Gray’s Elegy Written in a Country Churchyard, occupies a special place in
Russian literary history. First published in 1802, it was so widely imitated by
later Russian poets that it came to be regarded as a “landmark of Russian
literature”, not only at a boundary between two cultures (English and Russian)
but also at a boundary within Russian culture itself — the transition from
Neoclassical to Romantic aesthetics. Zhukovskij’s translation of Gray can be
read as the end result of a long process of personal education in the sign
system of Sentimentalism, in both its European and its Russian variants,
which then reproduced itself in an impersonal way within his culture as a
whole. Zhukovskij did not merely reinscribe Gray’s poem into Russian.
Rather, he used it to deploy the developing Russian Sentimentalist (Karam-
zinist) style within a wide range of lyric registers, thereby providing models
for other Russian lyric poets. In this sense, his work exemplifies Juri Lotman’s
dictum that “the elementary act of thinking is translation” — it made it
possible for Russian poets to think within an entirely new, though by no
means foreign system of signs.

In December 1802, a translation of Thomas Gray’s Elegy Written in a
Country Churchyard entitled simply Seishoe kladbishche [Village
Graveyard] was published in the Moscow journal Vestnik Evropy. It
was the first complete translation of the English original into Russian
verse, though not its first appearance in Russian culture. The Elegy
had been popular throughout Europe for half a century — its famous
conclusion, called the Epitaph, was especially admired — and at least
six Russian translations of various kinds had already been made
(Levin 1970: 274-275). This one, however, was different. It brought
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its creator, a nineteen-year-old graduate of the Moscow University
Nobleman's Pension named Vasilij Andreevich Zhukovskij, almost
overnight fame. Only one year after Selskoe kladbishche appeared in
print, Nikolai Karamzin — the editor of the Vestnik Evropy and the
leading figure in Russian literature at the time — was habitually
alluding to its verses “as if to a passage by Lomonosov or Derzhavin
known to everyone” (quoted in Etkind 1973: 57-58).

The young translator went on to make a brilliant career, first as
Karamzin’s successor at the Vestnik Evropy, then as a celebrated
literary figure in St. Petersburg salons, and eventually as a pedagogue
to the imperial family, becoming tutor to the future Tsar Liberator
Alexander Il. Zhukovskij’s career as a translator, but also as an origi-
nal poet, editor, theorist, and pedagogue — and even as an informal
literary impresario, mentor to figures like Pushkin and Gogol — made
him the key figure in the Russian assimilation of European Roman-
ticism. This in turn assured a special place for Selskoe kladbishche in
the narrative of Russian literary history. Nearly a century after the
translation was published, the symbolist Vladimir Solov’ev in a foot-
note to one of his poems called it “the origin of truly human [istinno-
chelovecheskoj] poetry in Russia” (Solov’ev 1974: 118). The scholar
V. N. Toporov in 1981 named it a cultural “event” and went on to out-
line four reasons for why it should be placed among the primary
sources of the Russian lyric (Toporov 1981: 207-208).

The chicken-and-egg problem of Sei skoe kladbishche and Russian
Romanticism has been a feature of critical thinking on the translation
at least since Belinskij in the 1840s. All modem scholars agree that
Seiskoe kladbishche cannot be considered a “Romantic” work by a
strict definition of the term, for the simple historical reason that the
theory of Romanticism — including simply the word “Romantic” —
became current in Russia only two decades later. Toporov, for
example, rather brusquely dismisses the question of Zhukovskij’s Ro-
manticism in the poem, “both from a synchronic and from a diachro-
nic point of view” (Toporov 1981: 211). Yet such was the influence of
Sei'skoe kladbishche both on its original audience and on the self-
styled Russian Romantics of the 1820s that in retrospect it came to be
seen not only as the origin of Zhukovskij’s career but of an entirely
new literary period. “Despite all efforts at greater precision,” Toporov
concedes, “it would hardly be possible to find in Russian poetry a
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work that put down such a clear boundary between itself and that
which preceded it” (Toporov 1981: 241).

As a translator, then, the young Zhukovskij was something more
than a cultural mediator. He was an artist who through the medium of
translation actively renewed his own culture and enlarged its dialogic
capacity not only with other cultures but also with itself. Translators
work at the boundaries between languages, cultures, and societies. But
in doing so, they also shape the boundaries within their own langua-
ges, cultures, and societies, boundaries between discourses, idioms,
and historical eras. As Peeter Torop notes:

One of the missions of the translator is to increase the receptivity and dialogic
capability of a culture, and through these also the internal variety of that
culture. As mediators between languages, translators are important creators of
new metalanguages. (Torop 2008: this volume)

The way in which Selskoe kladbishche simultaneously invites reflec-
tion on both the translator as an artistic personality and the translation
as an impersonal artefact makes it especially interesting from the
semiotic point of view. On the one hand, Zhukovskij himself habi-
tually called it “my first printed poem”, although this was not in fact
the case. Clearly his selection of the Elegy and his treatment of the
text had great personal significance for his development as an artist
(Zhukovskij 1999: 437). On the other hand, Selskoe kladbishche —
endlessly imitated by later Russian poets — achieved its status as a
“pamiatnik russkoj literatury,>(landmark of Russian literature) at the
boundary between Neoclassical and Romantic aesthetics in a way that
was quite beyond its creator’s personal intentions or control. The text
of the translation thus not only stands at a nexus between two cultures
(English and Russian) and at a nexus within a single culture (Russian
Neoclassicism and Romanticism) but also identifies the personal
development of its creator with the impersonal development of his
culture as a whole. The German word Bildung is perhaps more
expressive here than the English word development, combining as it
does the concepts of “development” with those of “education” and
“formation”. Zhukovskij’s translation of Gray can be read as a kind of
"Bildungsgedichr, the end result of a long process of personal
education, which then reproduced itself in an impersonal way within
Russian-speaking culture as a whole. In this sense, it virtually
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exemplifies Juri Lotman’s dictum that “the elementary act of thinking
is translation” (Lotman 2000: 143).

Gray’s Elegy and Sentimentalism

Zhukovskij’s choice of Gray’s Elegy to translate can be placed within
the semiotic context of European Sentimentalism as a generalized
phenomenon. Never as clearly defined nor as comprehensively
theorized as the subsequent Romantic movement, the Sentimentalist
trend began in the first half of the 18th century among fashionable
English novelists, poets, and moral philosophers — Richardson,
Fielding, Young, Thomson, Warton, and Sterne, to name a few —
who treated certain themes with a distinctive new style and tone. The
fashion was later taken up on the Continent at different times and in
different ways that reflected the local traditions. The Irishman
Laurence Sterne gave the movement its name with his Sentimental
Journey in 1768, although his own take on the movement was already
decidedly tongue-in-cheek.

The Sentimental heart was inclined to excrescences of feeling and
to easy tears bordering on self-indulgence. The Sentimental writer
revelled in mortality and lost love, in the wildness of nature, in the
contrast of nocturnal and twilight scenes to the blazing sun of the
Enlightenment. The success of Edward Young’s The Complaint, or
Night Thoughts on Life, Death, and Immortality (1742-1745) gave
rise to a popular school of “graveyard poets”, such as Thomas Parnell
or Robert Blair, who braided stylized landscapes and sepulchral
imagery into a loosely-constructed philosophical meditation. Their
muse was pensive Melancholy, the cloistered inhabitant of shadows
and ruins, hailed by a singer “whose strenuous tongue”, as the young
poet Keats would sarcastically put it, “can burst joy’s grape against his
palate fine”.

The popularity of the elegy as a poetic genre, while indebted above
all to the “graveyard poets”, grew out of the overall Sentimentalist
trend. In antiquity, the term “elegy” was originally applied to a verse
form and only later used to designate a poetic occasion: the elegeia or
lament. In the Neoclassical tradition, the well-developed pastoral
elegy lent the genre a series of conventional motifs: a procession of
mourners, an invocation to the gods, symbols of fertility and rebirth,
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and so on. In the vernacular tradition, however, the term “elegy”,
while it continued to mean a lament occasioned by death or love, came
to be more and more loosely applied to any poem with a reflective-
meditative content and a particular kind of consoling warmth. The
vernacular elegy attained artistic unity not through an arrangement of
compulsory motifs but rather through the construction and main-
tenance of an intimate, heartfelt tone.

The English poet Thomas Gray (1716-1771) was a Cambridge
scholar, well-versed in both the Classical and the vernacular traditions.
His Elegy Written in a Country Churchyard, first published in 1751,
could trace its pedigree to Milton’s Lycidas, the great model for the
pastoral elegy in English. But neither Milton nor the ancient poets
would have dreamed of composing an elegy for the common man.
Gray’s innovation lay in the fact that he married the “high” genre of
the Neoclassical elegy to a deeply populist sensibility, conferring its
dignity on ordinary people and by extension on a growing audience of
middle-class readers. His experiment was one of those rare poems that
have immediate success both in educated circles and among the
general public. A tradition exists that in 1759 the ill-fated British
General Wolfe read it to his troops before the Battle of the Plains of
Abraham. The Elegy quickly ran through eleven editions, creating
variant texts that bedevil scholars to this day (Weinfield 1991: 1-10).

Despite its immense popularity and influence, the Elegy Written in
a Country Churchyard never received unanimous acclaim from
English critics. Its only obvious formal merit was its so-called
“elegiac stanza” — an iambic pentameter line (the workhorse line of
English poetry) set in quatrains rhyming ABAB. Gray’s elegiac stanza
is self-contained, balanced, and symmetrical, with each stanza
expressing a single complete thought. Every line within the stanza
corresponds to a grammatical period. The lines are sparingly en-
jambed and only rarely even catalectic or hypermetric. Their imagery
is “paratactic”, one image displacing the other in a formal and rather
monotonous procession. The most famous stanza provides a good
illustration for the whole:

The boast of heraldry, the pomp of pow'r,

And all that beauty, all that wealth e’er gave,

Awaits alike th’ inevitable hour.

The paths of glory lead but to the grave.
(Gray 1966,11. 33-36)
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In fact, the poem is an exemplary mid-18th century work with an
abundance of conventional rhetorical devices — the personification of
abstractions, for example — and with little feeling for the natural flow
of English speech. No less an authority on the subject than William
Wordsworth, in his preface to Lyrical Ballads, singled out Gray as a
poet for whom metrical composition and everyday speech were
irreconcilable (Wordsworth 1969: 162-163). The Anglophone critical
consensus on the poem was perhaps first articulated in the late-19th
century by Matthew Arnold, who argued that “Gray, a born poet, fell
upon an age of prose” (Arnold 1961: 328). Arnold admired Gray’s
work but believed that it owed its success to extra-poetic factors. The
modernist critic 1. A. Richards expanded on this point when he called
the elegy “perhaps the best example in English of a good poem built
upon a solid foundation of stock responses” (Richards 1929: 253).

The consensus of the English critics points to why the Elegy had
enormous success in translation. It creates its most original effects
through a translatable “message” that is not strongly tied to an
untranslatable “music”. The concepts are unironic and easily
paraphrased, the images unambiguous and clear. Yet the work on the
whole is distinctly “poetic”, not solely because it plays on stock
responses, but because it covers an extraordinary range of lyric
registers. Scholars are divided on which edition of Gray was translated
by Zhukovskij (cf. Toporov 1981: 295-7 and Zhukovskij 2000: 50-
59). However, the version that appears in the Oxford Complete Poems
(Gray 1966: 37743) is sufficient to make the point: in thirty-two
stanzas, generally grouped into sets of three or four, the content ranges
from landscape painting (1L 1-16) to an imaginative flight of fancy (1L
17-28); from gentle entreaty (1L 29740) through a wistful meditation
(1L 41-56) to a political diatribe so highly-charged that it anticipates
the Shelleyean sonnet (1L 57-72); from introspective psychological
analysis (1L 73-92) to Neoclassical pastoral tableau (1L 93-116),
concluding in the related but different genre of the Epitaph (11 117-
128). Each set of stanzas sounds a new lyric register, while the poem
as a whole buoyantly maintains its elegiac tone, the imagery
supporting the train of thought, and vice versa. Shakespearean actors
claim that they love to play Hamlet because the role gives them so
many opportunities to act. The same might be said of translators and
the Elegy, since the work contains so many of the expressive
possibilities available to the lyric poem.
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Zhukovskij and the Karamzinist style

Since Zhukovskij was still a teenager when he translated Gray, his
high level of hermeneutic sophistication, first in the selection and then
in the treatment of the text, must be attributed at least in part to the
influence of others — and above all to Karamzin. The great nineteenth
century scholar A. N. Veselovskij once called Karamzin “the organi-
zer of our literary sentimentalism” (Veselovskij 1999: 46). Emerging
from Moscow pietist and Masonic circles around the time Zhukovskij
was bom, Karamzin was influenced through the 1780s by figures like
the Sturm and Drang poet Jakob Lenz who were challenging the
French-dominated Neoclassical Enlightenment. He immersed himself
in what would later be known as “pre-Romantic” literature — Rous-
seau and his epigones, the graveyard poets, the German Kraftgenies
and schoéne Seelen — and toward the end of the decade embarked on a
one-year tour of Western Europe, where he made excellent use of his
time, meeting with figures like the philosopher Herder. He returned to
a post as editor of the Moskovskij zhurnal, where in the early 1790s he
published the first of his Pis'Ta russkogo puteshestvennika, travel
letters in the tradition identified with Sterne. Around the same time, he
published a series of original tales, the best-known of which, a
Werther imitation called Bednaya Liza, confirmed his reputation as
the leader of a new direction in Russian literature.

Since the question of Karamzin’s “Sentimentalism” involves many
of the same literary-historical problems as the question of Zhu-
kovskij’s “Romanticism”, we will have to make do with the ina-
dequate remark that Karamzin was largely indifferent to the philo-
sophical pressures that opposed Sentimentalism to the Enlightenment
in the West. Karamzin’s “Sentimentalism” took the form of a literary-
stylistic revolution: he encouraged a new generation of writers to
develop a refined “salon style” that would allow them “to write as
they speak” and “to speak as they write”. The second injunction was
as important as the first, since Karamzin conceived of the spoken
language not only as the point of departure, but also as the object of
reform. The new style need not even be particularly “sentimental” in
the heartfelt sense, but only the source for new expressions of senti-
ment, new turns-of-phrase, new imagery and themes. Not coinciden-
tally, Karamzin was the most important translator of his generation,
working from almost all the major modern European languages.
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Among his most important accomplishments in the 1790s was the
Panteon inostrannoj slovesnosti, a library of translated literature, the
very existence of which had world-historical implications for the
development of Russian high culture. The school that sprang up
around Karamzin aspired to an ideal language and an ideal life
approved by Sentimental taste and feeling. A swarm of Karamzinist
imitators began to publish in popular household journals like
Priyatnoe i poleznoe preprovozhdenie vremeni [The Pleasant and
Useful Passing of Time], which were soon overflowing with Youngian
conceits and Ossianic imagery.

Zhukovskij met Karamzin while still a student at the Moscow
University Noblemen’s Pension. The university preparatory classes at
the Pension, founded in the 1770s by the poet Mikhail Heraskov, a
prominent Mason, were an unusual blend of autocratic conservatism
and Western-influenced religious ideals. The boys learned respect for
tradition through the study of Lomonosov and Derzhavin — masters
of the Neoclassical pohvalhaya oda, or civic-laudatory ode — yet
they also read the pietist reflections of the German pastor Christoph
Christian Sturm, whose Betrachtungen uber die Werke Gottes im
Reiche der Natur had been translated in part by Karamzin. Zhukovskij
enrolled at the Pension in January 1797 and soon had success both in
academic and in social pursuits. His instructor in philology, Mikhail
Nikitich Bakkarevich, taught him verse composition in the style of the
pohval haya oda but also encouraged him to explore the Karamzinist
innovations, at first not so much in formal verse as in various types of
lyrical prose: meditations, landscapes, or psychological descriptions
(Petrunina 1987: 48). Zhukovskij’s best friends, the brothers Andrei
and Aleksander Turgenev, were the eldest sons of lvan Petrovich
Turgenev, at one time rector of Moscow University. The Turgenev
brothers were so schwarmerisch about the German Sturm und Drang
that they were known at the Pension as zapisnye nemtsy, or “inveterate
Germans”. Their home was a meeting place for prominent intel-
lectuals, above all the Masonic thinkers who brought a pre-Romantic
influence into Russian culture.

By the autumn of 1797, the teenage Zhukovskij had published his
first two works in Priyatnoe ipoleznoe preprovozhdenie vremeni: the
poem Maiskoe utro and the Youngian prose fragment Mysli pri
grobnitse, both inspired by the sudden death that spring of his half-
sister (and foster mother). Despite its hopeful title, Maiskoe utro
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already expressed the trademark melancholy of Zhukovskij’s early
style. Glutting his sorrow on a May morning — like Keats on a
morning rose — the sorrowful young poet yearned for another, better
world beyond the grave:

>KusHb, Mo gpyr, 6esgHa Life, my friend, is an abyss
Cnes n cTpajaHui ... Of tears and suffering ...
CuacTnus cTokpart Happy a hundred-fold

TOT, KTO, [OCTUIHYB Is he who, having reached
MwupHoro 6pera, The peaceful shore,
BeuHbIM cNUT CHOM. Sleeps an eternal sleep.1

(quoted in Petrunina 1987: 48)

The accompanying prose fragment is perhaps most remarkable for its
highly-developed rhetorical style, unusual in a novice writer: Zhu-
kovskij’s philology instructor Bakkarevich doubtless understood that
prose allowed for greater freedom of expression than verse. Several
critics have remarked on the rhetorical facility of the passage, its
effectiveness in conveying the onset of night:

Y HOYb packuHysna MOKPOB CBOW, W cpebpucTas syHa siBUNacb B TUXOM
cBoeM Benenenuu. Mopdeil momaBaeT MaKoBOK BETBUIO, WU COH C Lene6Ho
yallel HUCNycKaeTcs Ha 3emnat. Bce Tuxo, Bce MOAYMT B MPOCTPaHHON
0651aCTU TBOPEHWS; He C/bIWHO PaboTbl Ky3HEYMKa, U TPenu COMoBbS He
pasgarTcs y)e nmo poule. CnuT patali, CMUT BOJ, BepHbI ToBapwly TPyLoB
ero, CNUT BcA HaTypa, (quoted in Petrunina 1987: 48749)

Already the night has extended its cover, and the silver moon has appeared in
its silent majesty. Morpheus nods with his poppy wand, and sleep from his
healing chalice pours down upon the earth. All is quiet, all keeps silent in the
spacious realm of creation; inaudible the work of the grasshopper, and the
trills of the nightingale no longer resound within the grove. The plowman
sleeps, the bullock sleeps, faithful companion of his labours, all of nature
sleeps.

The parallel structure of the first two sentences sets up a syntactic
pattern that is retarded and hushed in the third sentence by the double
repetition of falling silence (vse dho, vse molchit). The repetition in
the final sentence (spit ... spit ... spit), with its inverted poetic attribu-
tive (vernyj tovarishch trudov ego), is characteristic of Zhukovskij’s
early rhetorical style as exemplified in the Elegy.

1 Here and in the following the translations from Russian are mine.
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The boy developed quickly under the influence of Bakkarevich,
absorbing in equal measures both the Russian Neoclassical tradition
and the new Karamzinist trend. His work on the pohvalhaya oda
resulted in a bold “declamatory” style appropriate to public reading. In
December 1797, for example, he read a commencement ode of his
own composition in which he lauded the autocracy of Paul I.

O Magen! O MoHapx /t06e3HbINA! O Pavel! O beloved monarch!

Mog cunbHOK TBOEW pPyKOi Beneath your mighty hand,

MbI He cTpawmmcs 6ypb, HeHacTbs: We fear not storm, nor foul weather:
CNOKOWHbBI 1 611@>KeHHbBI Mbl. Blessed and calm are we.

(Zhukovskij 1999:1,23)

The oratorical culture of the Pension encouraged this overstated
attack, with powerful rhythms and a heavy use of apostrophe and
descriptive epithets (lyubeznyj, silhoyu, etc.). Meanwhile, the young
poet continued to publish in Priyatnoe i poleznoe preprovozhdenie
vremeni. The commencement address he delivered at the age of fifteen
in December 1798 already contained a fully-developed system of
sentimentalist cliches, imported wholesale into Russian with the
disdain for reality characteristic of the Karamzinist epigones:

MocmoTpuTe Ha cero Ao6poro, YeCTHOro MOCENAHUHA, OKPYXEHHOro MHOro-
YMCNEHHbIM cemeiicTBOM. Kak oOH pgososneH! >XenaHus ero ymepeHHbl, U
cyacTve obuTaeT B ero xwxuHe. C NpULIECTBMEM [HA BbIXOAUT OH Ha
fenaHve cBoe, U ¢ 604pOCTbIO, C YAOBO/AbLCTBMEM, MPUHMMaeTCa 3a paboTy.
Korga >ke cuibl ero HauyHyT crabeTb UM BOCTPEOYHOT MNOAKPENSIEHUSs, OH
BO3BpallaeTcs [AOMOM; >KeHa W [eTW BCTPeyalT ero, M C HEeXHOCTbIO
NpvemMNIoT B 00bATUSA. YMepeHHbIl 06ed, MpUNpPaBeHHbI APY>XeCTBOM W
nwoboButo, YTONAET ero rosof; Mnocne KpaTkoro OT[OXHOBEHUSA, CHOBA
NPUHMMAETCA OH 3a paboTy', W nepecTaeT TPYAUTbLCA TOrfda, KOrfa COsHLe
nepectaeT ocselaTb 3em/t0. HOYb HACTynaeT, — COH ero TUX W KOpoT, u
COBeCTb, MONYallas B AyLlle ero, 3acbiNaeT ¢ HAM BMecTe. TaK MPUXOAUT ero
JeHb, Tak MpoifeT M XU3Hb ero. Bpema pykok cBoeto y6enuT Bnacbl ero u
MOKPOeT u4eno mopluHamu. CmepTb, cuA nNpefBecTHULA ero 6/1axeHCTBa,
TUXUMU  Waramm MnpubnamnsnTcs K Hemy, U OH C Y/IbIOKOK HENopoYHOCTH
6pocuTca B ee 06bATUA. (quoted in Etkind 1973: 66)

Behold this good, honest villager, surrounded by his numerous family. How
happy he is! His desires are moderate, and fortune dwells in his hut. With the
arrival of day he goes out to his affairs, and with cheerfulness and satisfaction
applies himself to his work. When his powers begin to wane and demand
fortification, he returns home. His wife and children greet him and receive
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him with tenderness in their embrace. A moderate lunch prepared with
friendship and love alleviates his hunger; after a short rest he applies himself
anew to his work, and he ceases to labour when the sun ceases to shine upon
the earth. Night falls — his sleep is quiet and brief, and his conscience,
keeping quiet in his soul, drops off to sleep along with him. As his day passes,
so passes his life. The hands of time whiten his hair and cover his brow with
wrinkles. Death, the herald of his bliss, approaches him with quiet steps, and
with a smile of chastity he casts himself into her embrace.

The Russian peasant, rarely a virtuous figure even in the best of lights,
devotes himself in this stylistic system to cheerful labour and tempe-
rate joys in the bosom of his loving family. The young Zhukovskij
made no attempt to reflect the realities either of the Russian colloquial
language or of Russian life, but fully in the spirit of the Karamzinist
epigones directed both language and life toward a sentimentalized and
thus presumably a “Europeanized” ideal. Even death is described as
the “herald of bliss”, an image from the Youngian churchyard. As
Veselovskij put it, Russian reality has become “folk life seen from the
window of the manor house” (Veselovskij 1999: 49).

Zhukovskij’s talent as a translator developed concurrently with his
rhetorical gifts. He practiced translation in both directions, honing his
skills in exercises assigned for the purpose of linguistic training,
initially in French and later in English and German. A letter
Zhukovskij and a classmate posted to the Neoclassical poet Derzhavin
on New Years Day 1799 documents a particularly successful transla-
tion from Russian into French:

Kind sir! Your works, it may be, do just as much honour to Russia as the
victories of [Catherine’s Field Marshal] Rumyantsev. Reading with
admiration “Felicity,” “Monument to a Hero,” “The Waterfall,” and such, we
so often turn to thoughts of their immortal creator and say: L'He is a Russian,
he is our contemporary ’. Captivated by the rare, inimitable beauties of your
ode “God”, we have made bold to translate it into French, and we present our
translation to your judgment. Forgive us, kind sir, if the rude brush of copyists
deformed \obezobrazila] the superb painting of a great master. In order to
retain all the power, all the sublimity of the original, it is necessary to have
your great spirit, it is necessary to have your ardent pen. (Zhukovskij 1985:
204)

The letter is remarkable on three counts. The first is Zhukovskij’s
recognition of the importance of literature to Russia’s sense of
national identity, not only through his comparison of Derzhavin to a
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military field-marshal covered in glory, but more tellingly through his
expression of delight at Derzhavin’s greatness, specifically as a
contemporary Russian. The second is Zhukovskij’s recognition of the
fact of linguistic deformation: he sees translation in Neoclassical
terms as the rude copying of an ideal work. But the third point follows
closely upon this: he invokes the translator’s spiritual affinity with the
original author (“it is necessary to have your great spirit”) and thereby
anticipates the Romantic aesthetics of genius. He was already
constructing a self-styled, quasi-Romantic interpretive philosophy on
an essentially Neoclassical foundation.

The high point of Zhukovskij’s career at the Pension came shortly
after these pieces were written, when the headmaster made him
chairman of the “Society of Pupils”. At weekly Wednesday meetings,
the boys discussed their favourite works, read and critiqued their own
compositions, compared translations, and put together an anthology
entitled Utrennaya zarya, or The Dawn. Although Andrei Turgenev
was already a student at the university, the members included several
other figures who would influence Zhukovskij’s personal life and
literary career: Aleksander Turgenev, A. F. Merzlyakov, the brothers
Andrei and Petr Kaisarov, and Aleksander Voeikov, who would later
marry Zhukovskij’s niece. The little circle attracted the attention of
Karamzin, among others, who occasionally dropped in on its
meetings.

Zhukovskij and the Elegy

Zhukovskij graduated from the Pension in 1800 and after an unhappy
stint at the Main Salt Bureau began to earn his living as a translator for
Moscow booksellers. He composed his first unpublished attempt at
Gray’s Elegy in 1801 and his second, successful attempt in May-
September 1802. Both were strongly influenced by Andrei Turgenev,
whose original Elegiya, almost certainly written in friendly compe-
tition, was published by Karamzin in the Vestnik Evropy in July 1802,
From a strictly hermeneutic point of view, both Zhukovskij and
Turgenev understood that the genre of the vernacular elegy remained
undeveloped in Russian lyric poetry in comparison with the
pohvalhaya oda. But where Turgenev attempted an “original” work,
Zhukovskij took the more cautious approach of translating a well-
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established model of the genre. His genius consisted in selecting the
model with just the right combination of features: strong enough
semantically to exemplify the genre, but weak enough poetically to
shed its verbal texture without also losing its most powerful effects,
exactly the consensus that was later reached by the English critical
tradition. The critic S. S. Averintsev notes that the mature Zhukovskij
habitually looked for this combination of strength and weakness in an
original: a work which “having a sufficiency of meaning in itself, did
not attain perfection and as it were awaited the translator in order
finally to realize it” (Averintsev 1996: 138-139). In this sense,
Zhukovskij was not so much interested in transmitting Gray’s Elegy to
a Russian audience as he was in using it to deploy Karamzinist
techniques through the widest possible range of lyric registers — in
this way perfecting his “sentimental education”.

The opening stanza in Gray, for example, sounds the first of its
lyric registers: landscape painting or paysage. The dimly-illuminated
pastoral setting is a trademark of the Sentimentalist style that Zhu-
kovskij had already carefully studied in prose. The young poet chose a
verse form close to but not identical with the English “elegiac stanza”.
He used iambic quatrains rhyming ABAB, but he replaced the
pentameter with a hexameter line strongly articulated into two equal
hemistichs, a line better suited to the natural rhythms of the Russian
language. Moreover, he gave the lines alternating feminine and
masculine endings, a technique rare (because quite difficult) in
English but common in Russian. The respective opening stanzas are
below. The italics are mine.

The Curfew tolls the knell ofparting day,

The lowing herd wind slowly o’er the lea,

The plowman homeward plods his weary way,

And leaves the world to darkness and to me.
(Gray 1966,11. 1/1)

Ye 6refHeeT AeHb // CKpbIBasiCh 3a ropoto;

LymsAwume ctaga // TonnATca Haf peKoit;

YcTanblii CenstHUH // MeAnTenbHON CTONOK

WpeT, 3agymaBLumnCh, // B Wanall CrOKONHbI CBOWA.
(Zhukovskij 2000,11. 1-4)

Gray’s mid-18th century discursive style is relatively unadorned. Of the
nine nouns in his opening stanza, only three are provided with epithets,
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and only one — through the idiom “weary way” — with a simple
adjective. Each line corresponds to a grammatical period. Zhukovskij by
contrast provides four of his seven nouns with adjectives, interpolates
an image in place of “weary way”, and enjambs the final sentence. In
contrast to the spare discursive style of the original, he deploys both the
powerful “declamatory” rhythms of the pohvaVnaya oda and the facile
descriptive resources of the Karamzinist style. His interpolation in the
third line — medlitelhoj stopoyu (“stopa” in Russian can mean
“metrical foot”) — not only replaces a wooden cliche but brilliantly
announces the slowing of the verse in imitation of the villager’s slow
homeward tread. This rhythmic effect occurs in the final line, with
forward movement suggested by the enjambed verb placed in the first
iamb (idet), retardation by the inserted past participle (zadumavshis),
and dead halt by the rhetorical inversion of adjectives and noun (shalash
spokoinyj svoj). Zhukovskij maintains the present tense because it
supports the intimate elegiac tone, but he throws out the striking final
image, with its lyrical “me”. As Toporov among others has shown, the
elision results in a self-consistent pattern of deformation: Zhukovskij
transfers the semantic force of the poem from a largely irrelevant
narrator to the villager himself (Toporov 1981: 229ff; Etkind 1973: 58-
64).

The traces of Zhukovskij’s oratorical and philological training in
this opening stanza and throughout the poem exemplify the overall
transition within Russian literature from Neoclassical to Senti-
mentalist and by extension to Romantic poetics. A thorough analysis
is beyond the scope of this essay and in any case has been made many
times. Commentators delight in gathering examples of the conventio-
nal adjective-noun combinations that Zhukovskij deployed from the
Karamzinist lexicon (for example, Etkind 1973: 60). A harvest of the
first four stanzas provides: tumannyj sumrak (1.5), mertvyj son (1.6),
unylyj zvon (1.8), dikaya sova (1.9), drevnij svod (1.9), polunochnyj
prihod (1.11), bezmolvnoe vladychestvo (1.12), and grob uedinennyj
(1.15). Favourite epithets of the Karamzinist school appear throughout
the poem in various combinations and grammatical constructions:
mertvyj and chuvstvitelnij, of course (four and three times), but also
spokoinyj, nezhnij, unylyj, tomnij, and tihij (twice each). Some of
these expressions figure into the following stanzas, which demonstrate
how Zhukovskij both deformed his original and remained remarkably
faithful to its imagery and tone:
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Beneath those rugged elms, that yew-tree’s shade,
Where heaves the turfin many a mould’ring heap,
Each in his narrow cell for ever laid,

The rude Forefathers of the hamlet sleep.

The breezy call of incense-breathing Mom,

The swallow twitt’ring from the straw-built shed,

The cock’s shrill clarion, or the ecchoing horn,

No more shall rouse them from their lowly bed.
(Gray 1966,11. 13-20)

Mo, KPOBOM YepHbIX COCH U BA30B HAK/NOHEHHBbIX,
KoTopble OKpecT, pa3BecuBLUNCH CTOAT,

3fecb npaoubl cena, B rpobax yeAMHeHHbIX,
HaBeku 3aTBOPACL, CHOM HENPOO6YAHbLIM CMAT.

JeHHULbI TUXWIA Tnac, AHS KOHOTO AblXaHbe,
HW KpUKW NeTyxa, HW 3BYYHbIli Fy/ poOros,
Hu paHHeln NacToOYKM Ha KpoBne LwebeTaHbe -
HUWUTO He BbI30BET MOYUBLUMX U3 TPOGOB.
(Zhukovskij 2000,11. 13-20)

The second stanza here contains an exemplary concatenation of
stylistic features. The first three words (Dennitsy tihij glas) can almost
be taken to illustrate the epochal transition as a whole: a favourite
Karamzinist epithet, tihij, is inserted as a modifier into the highly-
poeticized noun-cluster dennitsy glas. Zhukovskij’s style is a mixture
of Sentimental and Neoclassical diction (in this case an emotive
adjective framed by two faintly archaic nouns) as a technique for
insinuating intimacy while at the same time elevating tone. The
repetition that follows — in the inverted poetic attributive dnya
yunogo dyhan e — recalls the style that Zhukovskij mastered in his
Youngian prose fragments. The same can be said of the parallel struc-
ture in the next three lines (ni ... ni .. ni .. nichto). The final line of
the stanza compresses the semantic thread “rude forefathers of the
hamlet sleep” = “them” into the substantive adjective pochivshij (lit.
“those who have fallen asleep”). Elsewhere Zhukovskij deploys the
opposite technique, expanding Gray’s laconic injunction to “Ye
Proud,” for example, into the famous periphrasis: A vy, napersniki
fortuni osleplenny (L 37). All of these rhetorical techniques are not
only characteristic of Zhukovskij’s interpretive facility but exemplify
the overall Karamzinist style.



414 George Rickert

Conclusion

By the mid-1810s, a critique of the Karamzinist sign system led by the
philologist Aleksander Shishkov — a critique that included many
forceful attacks on Zhukovskij himself — would begin to shape the
Russian literary language toward a new synthesis. It was in this period
that we can properly begin to speak of a Russian Romantic Move-
ment. The French translation theorist Antoine Berman once called the
Romantic period the “fascinating origin” of modem literary con-
sciousness (Berman 1992: 1). If Selskoe kladbishche stands today at
the “fascinating origin” of modem Russian poetry, however, it does so
not by virtue of a “Romanticism” that it imported wholesale from
abroad, but rather by virtue of a “Romanticism” that distilled orga-
nically within Russian culture out of its dialogue with other cultures.
Zhukovskij’s accomplishment in Selskoe klabishche was not merely
to reinscribe Gray’s elegy into the sign system of the Russian
language. It was to deploy the Karamzinist idiom within the widest
possible range of lyric registers as a model for other Russian poets
working in the style. In this sense, it exemplifies Lotman’s dictum that
‘The elementary act of thinking is translation” — the translation made
it possible for Russian poets to think in an entirely new idiom.
Consider this remarkably successful stanza:

B3owna 3apA — HO OH C 3aper0 He ABNANCA,

Hun kK nBe, HMW Ha X0/IM, HMN B NIeC He Npuxognn;

OonaTb 3apA B3owWla — HUrge oH He BCTpeyasca,

Moli B30p ero nckama — WUCKasl — He Haxogwun.
(Zhukovskij 2000,11. 121-4)

Stripped of unnatural poeticism, strikingly modem, it already antici-
pates the fully- naturalized Russian verse of the Pushkin era. It was in
this way that Zhukovskij’s “sentimental education” became identified
not only with Karamzin and his school at the turn of the 19th century
but with an overall and ongoing project of cultural Bildung. The
nineteen-year-old translator of the Elegy thus not only fulfilled the
Karamzinist imperative for Russian poets “to write as they speak” and
“to speak as they write” but provided a sophisticated model for new

languages of description, languages later imitated and assimilated by
generations of Russian poets.
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I‘IepeBo,q KaK BOCNMNTaHWMe 4yBCTB!:
Cenbckoe Knagéuiie XX YKoBCKOro

Cenbckoe kKnagouile XXykoeckoro, nepesof Elegy Written in a Country
Churchyard Tomaca Ipesi, 3aHMMaeT 0co60e MEeCTO B PYCCKOW nutepa-
TYpHOW mcTopun. Bnepsble mepesog 6bin ony6nnkosaH B 1802 rogy u
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BbI3BaU1 TaKyl0 BOMHY MojpaxaHuii y 6onee NO3LHUX PYCCKUX MO3TOB,
4YTO €ero CTai CuWTaTb «BEPCTOBbIM CTO/60OM PYCCKOI nMTepaTypbl»,
KOTOPbI 0003HaYM/ He TOMbKO TPaHuLy MeXay ABYMS KynbTypamu
(pyccKoli 1 aHTIMIACKOIA), HO X FpaHnLy B CaMol PYCCKOI nnTepaTtype, —
nepexos OT K/IaCCMUMCTCKOW 3CTETUKM K POMaHTU4ecKoi. [Mepesog
YKYKOBCKOrO MOXHO 4MTaTb KakK KOHEYHbI/i UTOr MpoLecca ero jIMYHOro
LTYANpPOBaHUA 3HAKOBOWM cucTembl CceHTUMeHTanu3ma (KaK €BpOo-
MelicKoro TaK M PYCCKOro), KOTOpbIi MO34Hee BOcco3ganca (YKe «uv-
MepcoHanbHO») B €r0 POAHOIN Ky/nbType 3aHOBO. YKYKOBCKMIA He MpocTo
nepenoXxun npomssegeHne pes Ha pPyccKuidi A3blK, OH MOMb30BaNCA
MepeBOAOM Kak paboyMm CpeAcTBOM, pa3BMBas PYCCKUIA CEHTUMEH-
TANUCTCKNIA (KapaM3UHCKMIA) CTUAb Ha 60nee LUMPOKOW LuKase vpu-
YECKOro peructpa, cosfasasd Takum 06pa3om NpUMep 4SS BCEX PYCCKUX
noatoB. B 3ToM cMmbicne nepeBof YKYKOBCKOro SBASETCS MpeKpacHol
WNIIOCTPaLMeli 3HaMEHWTOO BbiCKasbiBaHWst KOpus JloTMaHa «MepeBof,
ABNAETCA 3/1EMEHTAPHbIM aKTOM MbILUNEHNUS» — €ro MepeBof MO3BOMNN
PYCCKMM M03TaM AymaTb B COBEPLUEHHO HOBOW, HO BCE e He B Yy)Oid
3HAKOBOW CUCTEME.

Tdlge kui tundekasvatus: Zukovski Sel’skoe Kladbistse

Vassili Zukovski Selskoe Kladbistse, t6lge Thomas Gray teosest Elegy
Written in a Country Churchyard, asub vene kirjandusajaloos erilisel
kohal. Teose esmatriikk avaldati 1802. aastal ning leidis hilisemate vene
poeetide seas nii laialdast jaljendamist, et seda hakati pidama “liheks vene
kirjanduse verstapostiks”, mis ei tahistanud mitte ainult kahe kultuuri
(vene ja inglise) vahelist piiri, vaid ka piiri vene kultuuris endas — (ile-
minekut neoklassitsistlikult esteetikalt romantilisele. Zukovski Gray-
tdlget vBib lugeda kui ihe uksikisiku sentimentalismi mérgististeemi (nii
euroopa kui vene) tudeerimise protsessi l8ppsaadust, mis siis hiljem
ennast tema kodukultuuris tervikuna taasl®i. Zukovski ei pannud Gray
luuleteost lihsalt vene keelde Umber. Ta kasutas tdlget kui té6vahendit,
rakendamaks vene sentimentalistlikku (karamzinistlikku) stiili koige
laiemal v&imalikul lGdriliste registrite skaalal, luues nii eeskuju kdigile
vene poeetidele. Selles médttes on Zukovski tdlge heaks illustratsiooniks
Juri Lotmani kuulsale lausele “tdlge on elementaarseim mdtlemise

akt ta tdlge vBimaldas vene poeetidel mdelda téiesti uues, ent ometi
mitte vGdras margisusteemis.
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O NoHATUM «nepeBOA»
B Tpygax KOpusa JloTmaHa

CwuneBu Canynepe
Department of Semiotics, University of Tartu
Tiigi str. 78, 50410 Tartu, Estonia
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Abstract. The notion of “translation” in the works of Juri Lotman. The
present article deals with the concept of “translation and other related
concepts (“re-codification”, *“exact translation”, “adequate translation”,
“equivalence”, “transformation”) in the works of Juri Lotman, demonstrating
among other things possible relations with the ideas of Roman Jakobson and
Louis Hjelmslev. Two main areas of research have been distinguished where
the concept of “translation” clearly stands out. First are Juri Lotman’s works
on structural poetics, where he discusses mainly the specifics of translating
artistic texts. The other is his articles on the typology of cultures where
translation is seen as a dialogue, the principal operational mechanism of
culture.

Wckatb mma HO. M. JloTMaHa B CnpaBO4YHMKax N0 nepeesogy —
3aHATMe 6ecnofiesHoe. B uuncne TeOpeTMKOB MepeBofa Mbl €ro He
HaligeM. B TO Xe Bpems, «nepeBoA» W 6M3KME K HEMY TEPMWUHbI B
Tpygax JloTMaHa 3aHMMaloT BaXHOe MeCTO, 3a4acTytlo 06pasys Hekui
KOHTPanyHKT» ero TeopeTuYecKnX n3blCKaHMIi.

MOXHO BbIAeNUTb fBa «MNUKa» B [AUHAMUKe MOAB/IEHWUA Cno0Ba
«MepeBof» Ha CcTpaHuuax TpygnoB JloTmaHa. [lepBblli cBfA3aH ¢
yBfieyeHnem J1oTMaHa CTPYKTYpPanuCTCKON MO3TUKOWM, C MOSIBNEHNEM
«TPUNOTUN», KyAa BXOAAT «JleKuWuM Mo CTPYKTypasnbHON NO3TUKe:
BeegeHue. Teopusa ctuxa» (1964), «CTpyKTypa XYLOXeCTBEHHOrO
TekcTa» (1970) n «AHannM3 NO3TUYeCKOro Tekcta: CTpyKTypa cTuxa»
(1972). PaccmoTpeHMe WX B KavyecTBe TPUNOrMU BMOJSIHE ONpaBAaHo,
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TaKk Kak BTopas MoHorpatusal sensetca gopaboTaHHbIM W [onof-
HEHHbIM BapMaHTOM MepBOro, a TPeTbs KHWra Ha Ty e Temy oOblia
npegHasHavyeHa And «CTYLEeHTOB, NpenojaBaTefieil BY30B U yumTenei-
CNOBECHUKOB». Mpu CpaBHEHUN 3TUX TPeX KHUT HanbGONbLUEe YKUCNO
TEKCTOBbLIX COBNajeHnin HabnfaeTca B NepBOil U TpeTbeld.

BTopoli MWK CBA3aH C pasMbllINIEHUSIMU Haj (DEHOMEHOM Ky/b-
Typbl, Haf ee TUNONOTMYECKUMMN XapakTepucTukamu. Ecnu B «Tpuno-
FMM» CNOBO «MepeBof» MOABASANOCH NPEUMYLLIECTBEHHO B CBOEM, TaK
CKasaTb, KJ/acCMUeckKoM, nMTepaTypoBefYECKOM 3HayeHWu, TO B
rpynne TEKCTOB «BTOPOro MNUKa», KynbTypoNnoro-TUMNOAOrUYEcKoro,
«nepesoA» ucnonb3yetcs SloTMaHOM B 60nee 0606l EHHOM CMbICAE.
Boobuie, xpoHonoruyeckoe pasgeneHuve TyT HenmpaBOMepHO, TaK Kak
Ha BPEMEHHOI OCK 3TU TeKCTbl COCYLEeCTBYIOT, UAYT NapannenbHo.2K
TOMY >Xe JIOTMaH MOCTOSAHHO «LMUTUPYeT» CaMOro cebs, ofHM 1 Te Xe
MbIC/IN NOBTOPAIOTCA C pasHbIMM BapuauuMsiMM BO MHOXECTBE paboT
(0cO6EHHO 3TO KacaeTCd «CKBO3HbIX» TeM W MOHATUNA, a K TakuMm,
HECOMHEHHO, OTHOCUTCA U «MepeBoa»).

BaxHo To, 4TO B 060uX cnyyasax JloTMaH 18 pPasbACHEHUs CBOWX
OCHOBHbIX MOJ/IOXKEHMWI MOMb3yeTcs MNOHATWEM rMepeBoja, U B cuiy
pa3HOCTM KOHTEKCTOB 3TO MOHATWME MOJiyvaeT pasHOe CofepXKaHue.
VIMEHHO 3TV M3MEHEHMA Mbl W NONbITAEMCS B AajbHeiluem npocne-
OUTb.

MepeBoj — NepexkoaMpoBKa

B pamkax «Tpuioruv» npaBOMepHO paccMmaTpuBaTb Clyyai npume-
HEHWNS TEpPMUHA «MePeBOL» HapsAAy C «NepPeKofUpPOBKON», T. K., €C/IU B
«Jlekynax no CTPYKTypanbHOW noaTuke» (B AganbHeiiwem [ACI)
BCTPeYaeTcs TOMbKO «nepeBof» (KOHYaeTcs 3Ta KHWUra r/1aBoii
«[MpobnemMa cTUXOBOro nepesofa»), T0 B «CTPYKType Xy[OXECTBEH-

Ans cneunmanncTtoB, Kak oxapakTepu3oBan 3To u3gaHue M. Jl. Tacnapos
(Facnapos 1994: 11).

Mbl pewnnm UCKAUYUTL U3 faHHOro o630pa «Te3ncbl K CEMUOTUYECKOM)'
n3yyeHuto KynbTyp» (MBaHoB 1 gp. 1998), T. K. HeNb3s1 C YBEPEHHOCTbIO CKasaTb,
KaKue MbICNW Te3nCcoB MNpuHagnexat KOHKPeTHO JloTMaHy, a Kakue — ero
coaBTOpaM. B To Ke BPeMA MMEHHO 3[jeCb MOXHO HaiTU TakKue MOHATUA, KOTOpble

HanpsMylo cBfA3aHbl C Halleli Temoil (TpaHcnAuusa, TpaHcdopmaumsa, TpaHcno-
HMUpoBaHue).
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Horo TekcTa» (CXT) rnaBeHCTBYeT «MNepekogmpoBka». B «AHanuse
noatmnyeckoro TekcTa» (AMT) ynoTpebneHne 060MxX CNOB CXOAUT Ha
HET, YTO MOXHO 06BACHUTbL Tem, 4To B AMT foNA TeOpUM — MeHb-
lwas, YemM B ABYX APYTMX KHWUTax, rnaBHoe BHMMaHWe TYT HanpasfieHO
Ha KOHKPETHbIA aHann3 CTUXOTBOPHOIO TEKCTa.

Cpasy HYXHO 0roBOpuTLCA, YTO rOBOpSA O nepesBofe (T. e. NbITasCh
ero TEOPeTUYECKN OCMbICNINTD; CyYan «HEHAYYHOTro» MCNOJib30BaHUA
HamMW He y4uTbiBanuchb), JIOTMaH MMeeT B BWAY CTUXOTBOPHLIA ne-
peBoj, TakK Kak B «TPUMOTMMU» UMEHHO N033ua ABNASETCH 06BHEKTOM ero
nccnepgosaHns. B To e BpeMa MHOTMe TeopeThyeckue npeanochbiiku
JNloTmaHa 6e3yCnoBHO KacaloTcid U MPUMEHWMbl K XYAOXECTBEHHOMY
TEKCTY KakK TakoBOMY.

BaXHbIMWU COCTaBAAOLWMMMN CTPYKTYpasbHOW NO3TMKU JloTMaHa
SIBNAIOTCA MOHATUA CTPYKTYP COAEPXaHWs W BbIPaXeHus; C 3TUMMU
NOHATUAMWN Hepas3pbIBHO CBA3aHblI U paccy>XXAeHusa JloTMaHa 0 TOYHOM
M afleKBaTHOM NepeBOfe, O YeM MONAET pedb HUXe.

B cTpyKType BbIpa)XXeHWs OCHOBHYI pO/ib UrpaeT (OHONOrMYec-
Kaf CTPYKTypa A3bIKa;

Bce (hOHeMbl fsi3blka BOCMPUMHMMAlOTCA BO B3aMMHON COOTHECEHHOCTM, B
cucTeme, KoTopasi B CTUXe CTaHOBUTCA CTPYKTypoii cogepxaHusa [.].
IMoCKONbKY HauuoHanbHO-CBOeO6pasHan (hoHoMorMyeckas CTPyKTypa TekcTa
CTAHOBWUTCA B M033MM OCHOBOW KOHCTPYKLWW MOHATUI, HenepeBOAUMO-
HauMoHanbHasa npupoja CO3HaHWSA BblpaXkaeTcs B MO033MW C 3HAYUTENbHO
6onblLUeli CUMOI, YeM B HEXYOXKECTBEHHOM TeKcTe. (JlotmaH 1964: 109)

[Janblie oH nofTBepXgaeT CBOK MbICAb, YTBEPXAas, 4YTO JEKCMKO-
CcemMaHTMYecKasd 3HaYMMOCTb (POHEM M MOP(PEM B NOITMYECKON peymn
3HaUYNTE/IbHO Bbllle, YeM B HEMO3TMYECKON, MO3TOMY B MO3TUYECKON
peun «CTPYKTypa BbIpaXXeHWs CTaHOBUTCSH CTPYKTYPOU cofepXaHus»
(tam >xe, 110). 3TO0 06CTOATENLCTBO CBA3aHO M C BBOAMMBLIM JIOTMa-
HOM TEPMUHOM «apXMCeMa», KOTOpbIi

06pasoBaH Mo aHanoruu ¢ «apxudoHemoli» Tpy6euKoro gna onpejenceHnsa Ha
YPOBHE 3HauYeHWW eAWHWUbI, BKAlOYawlieli Bce 06LLMe 3NeMeHTbl NeKCUKO-
CeMaHTUYeCKOW onnosuuuun. «Apxucema» UMeeT ABe CTOPOHbI: OHa YyKasbl-
BaeT Ha o6Liee B CEMAaHTWKe YJSIEHOB OMMO3MLUM U, OLHOBPEMEHHO, Bblfenset
anddepeHumpyOWw e 3NeMeHTbl Kaxaoro n3 Hux. (Jlotman 1964: 102)

Kak apXI/quOHEMa, TaK U apXucema ABNAKOTCA KOHCTPYKTaMu, T. €.
apxucema He faHa B TeKCTe HEMOCPeACTBEHHO. Apxmucema sBNsAeTca



420 Silvi Salupere

eAuHNLEl CTPYKTYpbl COAEepXaHus, HO ee MNOABAEHWE HEBO3MOXHO
«BHE JaHHOI A3bIKOBOW CTPYKTYpbl BblpaXKeHUs» (Tam xe, 110).

Mcxoaa M3 BbllWeckasaHHOro, nosaydvaetcsa, 4to Ans JloTmaHa B
NO3TMYECKOM TEKCTe OCHOBHOe YyJapeHue nmnajaeT Ha CTPYKTypy
cofepXxaHus, Kotopas Kak Obl «BTArMBaeT» B Ceb6A WU CTPYKTypy
BblpaXKeHUs.

Bonee nogpo6HO BONpPOCHI, Kacakumecs nepesoga, ocBeLlaloTcs B
CXT. TlepBble 4eTblpe rfiaBbl KHWUIK, TAe [alOTCA TeopeTuveckue
NpeanocnblKN  U3YYEHUA CTPYKTYpPbl XY[LOXECTBEHHOro TeKCTa,
ABNAKOTCA HOBbIMW MO cpaBHeHuto ¢ JICI. U3meHunca n npumexse-
Mblli MeTasA3blK. B MHTepecylwWwem Hac CMbICTOBOM MO/e MOSIBUIUCH
ABa TepMUHA: «NepeKOAMPOBKa» U «nepeBog». [pnyeM KMEHHO
«MepeKoaupoBKa» BBOAUTCA KaK TEPMWH, C MHOXECTBEHHbIMU
00bACHEHMAMKU. CABUT 3TOT MOXHO OOBACHUTL TeM, 4TO MOf BAMS-
HWEM TEOpUM MHGPOPMaLMKM B CTPYKTYPANUCTCKUX TPYAax pasfeneHve
«KOL — coobweHMe» 3aMeHW/0 OCHOBOMOMOTrartLy  COCCHo-
PUaHCKY AUXOTOMUID «A3blK — peub». Kak 06bACHAET cam JI0TMaH:

A3blK BbICTyMaeT KakK HEKOTOPbIA KoA, Npu MoMoLM KOTOPOro BOCMPWHW-
mMal Wi gewndpyeT 3Ha4YeHWe WHTepecyloLlero ero coobweHusa. B stom
CMbICNe, NO3BONASA Cebe W3BECTHYK CTeneHb HETOYHOCTM, MOXHO OTOX-
JEeCTBNATbL pasfefieHne CUCTEMbl Ha «peub» U «A3bIK» B CTPYKTYPHON
NNHTBUCTNKE N «coobLleHne» U «KoA» B Teopun WHGopmauuu. (JSloTmaH
1998:25)

B CXT (B03MOXHO, 4TO noj BAMAHMeM EnbmcrieBa, Ha KOTOpPOro
MMEETCA CCbISIKa) BMECTO «CTPYKTYPbl BbIPAXEHUA» U «CTPYKTYPbI
cojepxaHus» JloTMaH Tenepb MNOMb3YeTCA  NPEUMYLLECTBEHHO
«MMaHOM/CUCTEMOI BbIpPAXEHUS» W «MNaHOM/CMCTEMOW cofiepxa-
HnA»3 (CnpaBefMBOCTU pafM Hafo CKa3aTb, YTO «MiaH BbIPKEHUA»
oaunH pas BcTpetuncsa n B JICI (JlotmaHn 1964: 109)).

«[epekoampoBKa» (Tak e, Kak B JICIT «nepeBoj») COOTHOCMTCA C
CUCTEMON KaK BblpaXeHWs, Tak u cofepxaHus. Cp: «[lepekogupoBka
OAHON CUCTeMbl BblpaXXeHUA B APYryt (Hanp, 3BYKOBOW B rpagm-
yeckyto)» (JlotmaH 1998: 46), unu:

3 WCTOKM OTOXAECTBJIEHUSA «CUCTEMbI» WU «CTPYKTYPbl» MOXHO HakTu yxe y
depanHaHpa ge Cocciopa, KoTopbllii B cBoem «Kypce 06LWWel NUHTBUCTUKU»
NOBCEMECTHO MO/Ib3YeTCA CMNOBOM «CuUCTeMa», WMesA B BUAY WMEHHO TO, 4TO B
CTPYKTYypann3me cTaanm HasblBaTb «CTPYKTYpPOli» (3TO OTYET/IMBO BUAHO XOTS Obl
no npegmMeTHOMY yKasaTento K «Kypcy» — cm.: Cocciop 1977: 684-685).
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Ypes3BblyailHO Naof0oTBOPHAsAs B GONbLIMHCTBE C/y4yaeB M BO3HUKawLWas B
CBA3N C WHTePAUCLUNANHAPHBIMKU npobriemaMn MnepeKogMpoBKa C OfHOrO
A3blka Ha APYroii unan packpbiBaeT B 04HOM, Kak Mpexje Kasanocb, 06beKTe
06beKTbl ABYX HayK, WAM BeAeT K CO34aHWI0 HOBOW 06/1aCTW NO3HaHuA, C
HOBbIM, eil Npucyw M mMeTassbikom. (JToTmaH 1998: 30)

B 3TOM BbICKa3blBaHUM MOXHO YBWAETb CXOACTBO C «WUHTPASIUHI-
BUCTMYECKUM nepeBofoM» PoMaHa AkobcoHa.4

YTBepxgas cpasy nocne 3T0ro, YTo «eCTECTBEHHbIW A3blK B NpuU-
umne gonyckaet nepesof» (Tam e, 30), JloTmaH nposoAuT 60nee
WM MeHee UYEeTKYI0 TrpaHb MeXAy «A3bIKOM» (XY[0XeCTBEHHOr0
TeKCTa, KyNbTypbl, MMpPa) N «eCTECTBEHHbIM fA3bIKOM». JTO pasfese-
Hue B 60nee MO3fHMX TeKCTax CTaHOBUTCA 4eTye.5 PasnunyeHue 3To
BMAHO M Ha (DoHe (yHAameHTanbHoro and TMK noHaTra mopenu-
pytoLLel CUCTEMBI:

6.1.3. Kak cuctema cuctem, 6asumpytouianaca, B KOHEYHOM CcuyeTe, Ha
€CTeCTBEHHOM f3blKe (3TO M UMeeTCH B BUAY B TEPMUHE «BTOPUYHbIE MOAENN-
pyloL e CUCTEMbI», KOTOPble MPOTMBOMNOCTABAAKTCA «NEPBUYHOW CUCTEMEY,
TO eCTb €eCTeCTBEHHOMY £3blKy), Ky/nbTypa MOXeT paccmaTpuBaTbCA Kak
nepapxmsi NonapHo COOTHECEHHbIX CEMUWOTUYECKUX CUCTEM, Koppenauyus
MeXJy KOTOpPbIMW B 3HAUYMTE/IbHOW CTeMeHW peanunsyeTcss Yepe3 COOTHECEHUe
C CUCTeMOli ecTeCTBEHHOTO fA3bika. (MBaHOB 1 ap. 1998 [1973]: 26)

[anee nepekogMpoBKa HamnpsMylo CBsA3bIBAeTCS C NMPo6iemMoii comep-
KaHUS:

Mpy nepeKoAMPOBKEe MeXAY OMpeAefieHHbIMW MapamMy 3/1eMeHTOB, PasHbIMU
no ceoeil mpupoge, GyAyT yCTaHaB/NMBaATbCA COOTBETCTBUSA, MPUYEM OfWH
3/IeMEHT B CBOeli cucTeMe 6yfeT BOCMPUHUMATbLCA KaK 3KBUBaNEHTHbIN

«BHYTpUA3bIKOBOM MNepesBof, WM MNepenMMeHoBaHWe — UHTepnpeTauus
BepbanbHbIX 3HAKOB C MOMOLLbI APYTMX 3HAKOB TOr0 Xe fA3blka» (AKko6coH 1978:
17).

BCnoMHUM U3BECTHOe BbiCKa3biBaHWe JloTmaHa: «®PaKTUUYeCKM MofMeHa
TepMUHA «A3bIK» TEPMUHOM «KOA» COBCEM He TakK 6e3omacHa, KakK KaxeTcs.
lepMnH  «Kof» HeceT npeAcTaBfieHWe O CTPYKType TONIbKO 4TO CO3[4aHHOMN,
WUCKYCCTBEHHOW W BBEEHHON MrHOBEHHOW [OroBopeHHoCTblO. Koj He
nogpasymesaer WCTOPUU, T. €. TMCUXOOTMYECKM OH OPUEHTUPYeT Hac Ha
MCKYCCTBEHHbIN fA3blK, KOTOPbIA W npegnonaraeTca naeanbHOW MOAeNblo A3blKa
BoO6OLe. «HA3bIK» >Xe 6ecco3HaTeNbHO BbI3bIBaeT y Hac npeacTaBneHue 06
NCTOPUYECKON MPOTSHXKEHHOCTU CYLLecTBOBAHUA. H3blIK — 3TO0 KOJ MJIOC ero
uctopusi» (Jlotman 1992: 13).
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apyromy B ero cucteme. lMofo6HOe nepeceyeHWe ABYX Leno4vek CTPYKTyp

[MmetoTca B BUAY MnaH BbIpaXeHWS W NiaH CofepXaHus C. C.] B Hekoeil
obuleli ABYyeAWHON Touyke Mbl 6yfeM HasblBaTb 3HaKOM, Mpu4yem BTopas W3
uenoyek — Ta, C KOTOPOW ycTaHaB/iWBaeTCA COOTBeTCTBUMe, — 6OyfeT
BbICTYNaTb KaK COAep>aHue, a nepBas — KaK BblpaxeHue. CnejoBaTtesibHO,
npobnema cojepxaHusi ecTb Bcerja npob6nema nepekoanposku. (JloTmaH
1998:46)

Mpsamoe ykasaHWe Ha cTaTbto AKO6GCOHa, rae NPUBOAUTCA W3BECTHOE
pasfeneHne Tpex TUNOB nepeBofa (MHTeP- W WHTPAIMHIBUCTUYECKUIA
M WHTEPCEMUOTMYECKMWIA) MO3BOMSET MPOBECTU CPaBHEHUE MEXAY
3TMM pasfefieHneM W npegnaraemoii JIoTMaHOM Knaccudukaumei
pasHbIX TUNOB MepeKOANPOBKM, TeM 60/ee, YTO TYT UMEKOTCA CEMaH-
TUYECKW MOXOXMWEe 3NEeMEHTbl: BHYTPeHHWe/BHewWwHMe Yy JloTMaHa,
UHTpa- 1 UHTep- y AKobcoHa. Mpu 6amxKaiilueM pacCMOTPEHUM He Tak
BCe NMPOCTO M 04HO3HAYHO.

NloTmaH BbigensieT BHYTPEHHIO MNEpPeKOAMPOBKY, B KOTOPOI
Yy4acTBYHOT:

CEMMNOTMYECKME CUCTEMbI, MPETEHAYKLINE Ha YHWBEPCANbHOCTb, KOTOpble
NPUHUUNNANBHO He [OMNYyCKalT MNOACTAHOBKM 3HAYEHWI U3  CTPYKTYpbl
Lpyroro poga. 34ecb Mbl 6yaeM UMeTb [eN0 C PensyMOHHbIMU 3HAYEHUAMMU,
BO3HUKaKWLWMMN B pe3ynbTaTe BblPpaXeHWS OAHOr0 3/IeMeHTa 4epe3 apyrue
BHYTPUW OAHOW cucTembl. (JToTmaH 1998: 47)

B cxeme $Ko6coHa 9TOMY, Ha MepBblii B3rNAsA4, COOTBETCTBYET
WUHTPaNMHIBUCTMYECKWI A NepeBod. HO B KayecTBe npumepoB JloTMaH
MPUMBOANT 3[4€Cb MaTeMaTUYeCKUe BbIPKEHUS U HEMpoOrpamMMHy U
He CBA3aHHYIO C TEKCTOM MY3bIKY, T. €. HUKaK He «MHIBUCTUYECKUE»
CUCTEMBI, YTO CKOpEe HamoOMMWHAeT OAHOMNAHOBYI CEMMWOTUKY WM
cuMBONMYeckue cuctembl S1. EnbmcneBa, Tem 60/ee, YTO MpUBEJEH-
Hble NMPUMepbl COBMAAAIOT:

[..] MoryT nu 6bITb onpefeneHbl C 3TOW TOYKM 3PEHUA KaK CEMUOTUKMU,
HanpuMmep, TaK HasblBaeMble CUMBOMIMYECKUE CUCTEMbI MaTeMaTUKW W NOTUKN
UM HEKOTOPbIX BWAOB UCKycCTBa, Hanpumep Mysbiku. [..] TepmuH
CUMBOJIMYECKME CUCTEMbl MpeanonaraeTcs WCMNonb3oBaTb A8  TaKuxX
CTPYKTYP, KOTOble MOFYT 6biTb MHTepPNpeTUpoBaHbl (T. €. KOTOPbIM MOXeT
6bITb MOAYMHEH MaTepuan cofepXaHus), HO KOTOpble He ABMAANOTCS ABynna-

B cHocke JloTmMaHa cpeAu MNpo4YMx aBTOPOB yKa3sblBaeTcA W cTaTbA PomaHa
AKo6coHa «O NMHIBUCTUYECKUX acneKTax nepesofa» (AkobcoH 1978 11959J).



The notion of “translation ™ in the works ofJuri Lotman 423

HOBbIMM (T. €. MPU HaNIM4YUN KOTOPbIX NMPUHLUMN NPOCTOTbI He NMO3BOJISIET Ham
aHKaTanusmpoBaTb Gopmy u cogepxaHue). (Enbmcnes 1960: 367, 368)

BHewWHAA nepekoanpoBKa (B KOTOPOW «3KBUBANEHTHbIE 3/1IEMEHTbI
obpasytoT napbl, 06beAUHAEeMble B 3HaKW. [..] 3KBWBABNEHTHbIMU
OKa3blBatOTCA Pa3HOTUMHbIE CTPYKTYPbI») pa3fensietcs, B CBOK 0ue-
pefib, Ha MAapPHYHD BHELLUHIOW MEPEKOAMPOBKY, rae MNPOUCXOANT
«CcbnvkeHne [ABYX pAAoB [Uenoyek niaHa BbipaXKeHUs W nfaHa
cogepkaHus — C. C] — Hambonee pacnpoCTpaHeHHbI cnyuyaii
006pa30BaHUA 3HAYEHMIN B eCTECTBEHHbIX A3blKax» (JlToTmaH 1998: 48).
MpuBefeHHbIN AKOOGCOHOM WHTEPAWMHIBUCTMYECKMNIA NepeBOA7 34ech
paccMaTpuBaeTCs KakK OAWH U3 NPUMeEpPOB TakoW NepeKkojupoBKuU, rhe
«3KBMBA/IEHTHbIMW OKa3blBaOTCA PA3HOTUMHbIE CTPYKTYPbI»:

XO0TA TPYAHO YCTAHOBUTb MPUHLUNMANBHYO pasHULY MeXAy TaKMMu BUAaMu
NepeKoAMpPOBKM, KakK MepeBOs 3BYKOBOW (OpMbl B rpaduueckylo unm c
OfHOro fA3blKa Ha APYrOW, C OAHON CTOPOHbI, W fellN(pPOBKa cofepXaHus, ¢
APYroi, ofHaKo 0YeBUAHO, YTO YeM Aanblue OTCTOSAT B3aMMOypaBHMWBaeMble B
npouecce nNepeKoAMpPOBKM CTPYKTYpbl APYr OT Apyra, 4eM OT/IWYHee WUX
npuvpoaa, TeM cojep)aTenbHee O6yfeT caM aKT MepPeKIYeHUss W3 0fHOM
cucTeMbl B Apyryto. (JlotmaH 1998: 48)

Takum 06pa3oM, OLHOTUMHLIMU OKa3biBAOTCA KaK onepayus nepeko-
OVPOBKM CO 3BYKOBOI hopMbl Ha rpadyuyeckyto (T. e. B paMKax nnaHa
BbIPaXEHWS), TaK W MepeBof C 0HOr0 A3blKa Ha APYroii, UTo ouyepes-
HOWM pa3 CMyXWT ANs Hac AOKa3aTeNbCTBOM TOFO, 4YTO «MepeBoa»
3[eCb NOHMMAETCS KaK MpocTo nepe-BoA.

HakoHel, BO BTOPWUYHBLIX MOAENUPYIOLWNUX CUCTeMax Habwo-
JaloTcsl 1 MHOXECTBEHHbIE BHELUHWE MepeKOAUPOBKM, XapakTe-
pusytoLmecs:

CONMXKEHNEM He ABYX, & MHOTMX CaMOCTOATENIbHbIX CTPYKTYp, NMpuyem 3HaK
6yfeT cocTaBNATb YXXe He 3KBUBANEHTHYK napy, a MNy4yoK B3aWMO3KBU-
Ba/leHTHbIX 3/1EMEHTOB pa3Hbix cucteMm. (JlotmaH 1998: 48)

«MexbsA3bIKOBOI nepeBod, WUAM CO6CTBEHHO MepeBod, — WHTepnperTayus

BepbasibHbIX 3HAKOB MOCPEACTBOM Kakoro-nubéo gpyroro asbika» (Ako6coH 1978:
17).
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TYT MOXHO YNOBUTb CXOACTBO C WMHTEPCEMWUOTUYECKUM MNEepeBooM
AKOB6COHA8, a TakKe C MHOrOMNAaHOBbIMWU (KOHHOTaTUBHLIMMU) CEMUO-
TuKamu EnbmcneBa (0C06eHHO, ecnv MPUHATL BO BHUMAHWE, YTO peyb
3ecb MAET O «BTOPUYHBIX MOLENUPYIOLLUX CUCTEMAX»):

NTak, npeAcTaBnfeTca nNpaBWbHbIM paccMaTpMBaTb KOHHOTATOPbl Kak
cogepXaHue, ANA KOTOPOro JAeHOTaTMBHAasA CeMUOTUKA [et0 MOXeT ObiTb
eCTeCTBEHHbIN fA3bIK — C. C.] CNyXWUT BblpaXeHWeM, W 0603Ha4aTb 3TO
COZlepXXaHne U 3TO BblpaXeHWe KakK CEMUOTUKY, UMEHHO KOHHOTATUBHYIO
cemMnoTuky. (Enbmcnes 1960: 373)

Ha nepBblil B3rnsg TYMaHHOE YTBEpXAeHUe:

nnaHbl BbIpaXeHUs W codepXxaHuWs (ecnnM He KacaTbcs Bompoca 06 UX
obpaTmMocTn) 6osee MAM MeHee eCTeCTBEHHO BbIAENSAOTCS MpPU Nepekoan-
poBKax TpeTbero Tuna. OcTanbHble Xe cnyydyam  (BHYTPeHHWe 1
MHOXEeCTBEHHbIe BHELWIHWE) MO CYTU Aena, He nojaarTca MOAOGHON WHTep-
npetauuun. (JlJotmaH 1998: 48)

NOATBEPXAAET Hawy MbICNb, 4YTO BAUAHME EnbmcneBa 3fecb 6onee
CyWecTBEHHO, 4YeM BAMAHMe $Kob6coHa. [na JloTMaHa BaxkHee
NOAYEPKHYTb CEMUOTMYECKUIA acnekT NEepekofMpPOBKWU, a He rnepe-
BOAYECKWIA.

Mpo6rema NepekofupPOBKM [NA HEro HacTO/NbKO BaXHa, 4TO
BMOCNEACTBMM OH BO3BpALLaeTCA K Heil CHOBa, Temepb YXXe B CBA3M C
npo61emoii 3KBUBaNEHTHOCTHU:

MepekoAMpOBKa OpPraHU4yecky cBs3aHa C MPOGAEMOW 3IKBUBASEHTHOCTH.
Bonpoc 3ToT npuobpetaeT 0coGoe 3HauyeHUWe B CBSI3U C TeM, 4YTO 3IKBUBa-
NIEHTHOCTb 3/IEMEHTOB Ha Pa3fINUHbIX YPOBHAX SBASETCSH OLHUM W3 OCHOBHbIX
OpraHM3yLWmnx NPUHLUNOB MO033UKU W, LIMpPe, XYLOXECTBEHHOW CTPYKTYpbl
Boob6uwe. (JTotmaH 1998: 56)

MepekogMpoBKa 3N1EMEHTOB OfHOr0 CTPYKTYPHOrO YPOBHA CpeacT-
BaMMW [pYroro B Xyf0XEeCTBEHHbIX CTPYKTYpax Ha3blBaeTCA «BHYTPEH-
HOW cemaHTUKoON» (JlotmaH 1998: 83). JloTmaH 3aHOBO onpegensiet
«BHYTPEHHIOO MEPEKOAUPOBKY», YTOYHSA, 4TO BHYTPEHHEW OHa
ABNSETCA C TOYKM 3pPEHUS [AHHOrO YPOBHA U UYTO «Ee MOXHO

«MexcemMunoTnyeckunii nepeeof, WAN TpaHCMyTauus, — WHTepnpeTauyus

Bep6asibHbIX 3HAKOB MOCPEACTBOM HeBep6anbHbIX 3HAKOBbIX CUCTEM» (IKOGCOH
1978: 17).
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paccmaTpMBaTb Kak YacTHbI Clyyaih NOCTPOEHWS TeKcTa Mo CUHTar-
MaTU4YecKol OCuU», a TakXe TO, 4TO OHa NOAYMHEHA «BPEMEHHON
nocnegoBaTenibHOCTU» (TaM >e). ITO MNOATBEPXAAeT chenaHHoe
BbllUe MpPefMon0oXeHWe, YTO TYT FNaBeHCTBYET MMEHHO NnaH Bbipa-
XEHUS.

TpaHcopMupyeTca U MNOHATUE «BHELWHeA NepeKoANPOBKU»,
KoTOpas yXe He pasjenserca Ha fBa nogBuia W SBNSETCS 4YaCTHbIM
CnyvyaeM «MOCTPOEHMSA TekcTa No napagurmaTudeckoil ocum (ocu
3KBMBaNEHTHOCTE)» (JloTmaH 1998: 83), T. e. Ha MepBOe MeCTO
BbIXOAUT MaH COfepXXaHus.

BecbMa WMHTEpPECHOW u MHoroo6eulalolwein BbIFrASAUT npegno-
XeHHas J10TMaHOM cucTema OnpefeneHns 3KBUBANEHTHOCTW nepe-
Bofa. CHauyana npoBoAuTCA MOAPOOGHbLIA aHann3 (OHONOTMYECKOro
YPOBHA CTUXa (MPUMEPOM CAYXMUT YeTBepocTulne LiBeTaesoid). JIoT-
MaH BbISIBNSIET (HOHOIOrMYECKYH YMOPAAOYEHHOCTb TEKCTa, pacno-
naras B Tabnuue napbl C/IOB MO BO3pacTaHUKO MOLWHOCTM (COBNageHue
(boHem B cermeHTe) (Jlotman 1998: 90-92). [Janee npepnaraetcs
COCTaBUTb MOAOGHLIE TabAuUbl M Ha CAefyHLWMX YPOBHAX (rpaMma-
TUYECKOM, JIEKCMKO-CEMaHTUYECKOM, WHTOHALMOHHOM, CUHTaKCKu-
YECKOM U1 Ap.) TaK, YT0bbl Moay4nnach

Hanbonee 06bLEKTUBHAA KapTWHA CBA3aHHOCTW 3/1EMEHTOB B TeKCTe. Buaumo,
Hanbosbluasi CBA3AHHOCTb Ha OfHWX YPOBHAX W HaWMeHblUas Ha APYrux
co3fakT Hanb6onee BbIF0O4HblE YyCNnoBuA AnNa BO3HUKHOBEHUA BTOPUYHbIX
3HaYeHWn. STUM Mbl, BO-MEPBbIX, MOJy4YaeM KpWUTepuu CTemneHW opra-
HU30BAHHOCTN TeKCTa (YTO MOXeT 6biTb OYeHb MOMIE3HbIM MpU OMpPefeneHnmn
3KBWBANEHTHOCTM nepeBoja [BbigeneHo MHow — C. C.], MNOCKOAbKY
BeIMYNHA MOLWHOCTMN nNepekpewmnBarownxca NOAMHOXECTB MNepeBOAHOrO
TeKcTa HensbexxHo 6yfeT pacxoAnTbCs C OPUTMHANOM, O4HAKO CTeMeHb Ta Xe,
4T0 M B NOANIMHHUKeE, CBA3aHHOCTW CeMaHTUYECKUX CEerMeHTOB MOXeT
[OCTUraTbCs 3a CYET PeryMpoBKN KOHCTPYKLWUW APYTUX ypPOBHeEN). (JToTmaH
1998: 93)

KoHeyHo, Takas nporpaMma O4YeHb TPYAOEMKas M Ha NpakTuKe TpyQd-
HOBbIMOMHMMan. Bce >e, nepsble MNOMbITKM YXe wumeoTca. Ham
KaXKeTcs, 4To Hambonee 61M3KO K peanusauum Takoro nogxofa K
onpefjesnieHNI0 3KBMBANEHTHOCTU mnepesogda nogowen Mwuxann Jleo-
HoBuY acnapos (Facnapos 2001 [1975]).

PaccyxzeHus JToTMaHa 0 «NepekoanpoBke» U «nepesoge» B CXT
NPUBAEKNN BHUMaHWe W PeHaTbl SlaxMaHH B ee CTaTbe O LLeHHOCTHbIX
acrnekrax CeMUOTUKU KynbTypbl JToTMaHa:
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B ofHOM MecTe, nojyepkusas po/ib «MNepeKoaupoBKU», [J/ToTmMaH] paxe
roBOPUT 0 BO3MOXHOCTW YCTaHOB/IEHWS O[HO3HAYHOr0 CMbICNa Xy[0XeCT-
BEHHOr0 TeKcTa NyTeM MepeBOja €ro COAepXaHWs Ha Hexy[0XecTBEHHbI
A3blK. (JlaxmaHH 1995: 13)

YnomaHyTtaqa uutata JloTMaHa BbIrnaguT Tak: «CrepoBaTtenbHo,
CTPOro OfHO3HauyHOe oOnpefeneHWe 3HaYeHUA XY[OXEeCTBEHHOW MoO-
Lenn BO3MOXHO /Wb B MNOPAAKE MEepeKojMpPOBKU ee Ha A3blK
HEXYAO0XECTBEHHbIX MOAeNUpYyWmUx cuctem» (JlotmaH 1998: 77).
Ham KaxkeTcd, 4TO TYT CMbIC/I0BOE YyjJapeHue najaeT Ha «CTpOro
OflHO3HAYHOEe», a He Ha «MNepeKoAMpoBKY». W yTo JloTMaH MMeeT B
BMAY, YTO B XY[LOXXECTBEHHOW MOJENN COCYLLECTBYHOT pasHble 3Haye-
HUA, KOTOpble «MepLalT», «co3gaBas MrpoBoi addekt». Mpu nepe-
KOAMPOBKE HA HEXYA0XXECTBEHHbIN A3bIK Mbl MOAYYaeM AULbL OLHO U3
BO3MOXHbIX 3HauYeHWi, W Npu 3TOM BCerfa OCTaeTcs «Henepe-
BEfEHHbIN» 0CTaTOK (Tam >Xe).9 HenpaBomepHOW npeacTaBAseTcs u
3aMeHa «fA3blka HEXYLOXXECTBEHHbIX MOAENMPYIOLIMX  CUCTEM»
PeHaToii JlaxMaHH Ha «HeXY[LOXEeCTBEeHHbI fA3blk». Befb B Takom
cnyvae BbiCKa3aHHaa Ha cefytolleil ctpaHuue Mbicib JlIoTMaHa:

XY [OXXECTBEHHbIE N HEXYAOXECTBEHHble MoAenu o6najatT pasHol Benu4u-
HOW un3mepeHuii. MNepeKognpoBKa ABY- WM MHOFOMAAHOBbIX XYA0XECTBEH-
HbIX TEKCTOB Ha N060A OAHOMNNAHOBbIN Hexy A0XECTBEHHbIN A3bIK10 He gacT
OTHOLIEHWS OfHO3HAYHOro cooTBeTcTBMA. (JloTmaH 1998: 78)

onposepraet WHTepnpeTtauuto JlaxmaHH1L Hao6opoT, 3aTum npume-
pOM Mbl XOTUM MOAYEPKHYTb, 4YTO TeKCTbl JloTMaHa No MHOMMM
napametpam 6/M3KW K XY[OXECTBEHHbIM, W MO3TOMY MO3BONAKOT
MHOrOYNC/IEHHbIE WHTEpPNpeTaunMm Ha HexXy[oXKeCTBEHHOM (Hayu-
HOM?) A3blKe.

Xopowo WANKCTPUPY eT MbiCNb JloTMaHa NPUBEAEHHbIV UM >Xe npumep:
«BepoATHO, BCE WUCTOPUYECKM WMMEBLUME MECTO MWCTONKOBaHWSA «EBreHmsa OHe-
rmHa», ecnum K HUM npubaBuTb Te, KOTOpble ewe BO3HWUKHYT, [...] 6ygyT
cocTaBNATb 06NacTb 3HAYeHWl i MNYWKWHCKOrO pomMaHa B MNepeBoje Ha
HEXYAO0XECTBEHHbIW A3bIK» (JToTMaH 1998: 78).

NHTepecHbIi BONpOC 0 TOM, KakMM MOXeT ObiTb 3TOT «at060l ogHonna-
HOBbI HEXY A0XXEeCTBEHHbIW A3bIK» OCTAETCA 3a paMKaMu HacTosLlel cTaTbu.

Tem 6onee, 4TO B yMNOMSIHY TOW cTaTbe JlaxMaHH COALEPXUTCA MHOXECTBO
WHTEpPeCcHbIX HabnaeHN U KOHCTPYKTMBHON KPUTUKK, KacawLmxca JoT.Ma-

HOBCKOFO MOHVWMaHUA 3KBUBANEHTHOCTU, NMepeKoANPOBKMU, CTPY KTy P BblpaXKeHust
N cofiepXaHus.
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NTaKk, Hanbonee HacblleHHbIM TEKCTOM MO WHTEPECYloLeMy Hac
Bonpocy okasanacb CXT. B Tpetbem TekcTe Tpunorum, ATIT,
«MepeKkojMpoBKa» BCTpeyaeTCA TONbKO [Ba pa3a M HWYEro HOBOrO K
BbILLECKA3aHHOMY He npubasnseT, a Cl0BO «MNepeBofA» MOABNAETCA
TONbKO B €ro MOBCEAHEBHOM 3HayeHUM, 6e3 TeopeTu4yecKoih pednek-
cum. B TO Xe BpemfA, MMEHHO TYT WMEETCH CCbI/IKA Ha KNacCuky
nepesogoBeaeHns — kHury W. W. Pee3snHa u B. KO. Po3eHuBeiira
«OCHOBbI 00Liero n malinHHoro nepesoga» (Mocksa, 1964), — Ho
TONbKO KakK Ha OfMH W3 WCTOYHWMKOB, OTKYAa MOXHO MOYEpPrnHyThb
«3HaHWE OCHOBHbIX MONOXEHWA COBPEMEHHOr0  fA3bIKO3HAHMUS»,
Heob6XxoAuMoe «Ana MOHUMaHUS fanbHelwero matepuana» (JloTmaH
1972: 21). Tem He MeHee, Y Hac eCTb BCe OCHOBaHMA npejnonaratb,
YTo KakK 3Ta KHura, Tak W pgpyrve wusgasaswuecs B 1960-e rofbl
ny6nukaumMm no TemaTuke (MawwWHHOrO) nepesofa 6biAM JOCTYMHbI
JlotmaHy n Bonpocbl 3Tu ob6cyxganuce B pamkax TMLW (cpeawn
Hanbonee yBfieYEHHbIX 3TOW TemMaTUKON MOXHO Ha3BaTb Bsuecnasa
Bc. iBaHoBa n Vcaaka PeB3nHa). HECOMHEHHO 3TO BAMAHME YYBCT-
BYETCA B pasmblliNeHnsax JloTMaHa Haj BOnpocaMy 3KBUBaNEHTHOCTH,
TOYHOrO U afleKBaTHOToO nepesofa.

TOuYHbI - afeKBaTHbIN MepeBof

Bnepsble pasninune MexXgy TOYHbLIM W afileKBaTHbIM MepeBOAOM
BBOAMTCA JToTmMaHoM yxe B JICIT:

camblii TOYHbI MNepeBOj MO3TMYECKOrO TeKcTa BOCMPOM3BOAUT /Wb
CTPYKTYpY COfepXaHus B TOW ee yacTu, KoTopas obla y MO3ITUYECKON K
HEenmoaTM4eckoi peyn. Te e CeMaHTUYECKMe CBA3M M MPOTUBOMOCTaB/IEHUA
coflepXXaHusl, KOTOpble BO3HMKAKT B pesysibTare CEMaHTU3anuu CTPYKTypbl
BbIP&XEHNA, 3aMEHATCA MHbIMW. OHM HenepeBOAMMbI, Kak HemnepesBojuMbl
VWAWOMBI B CTPYKType cogepxaHusa. [..] Mo3ToMy NPpUMEHNUTENbHO K NO3TU-
YECKOMY TEeKCTY npaBu/ibHee roBOPUThL He O TOYHOM MepeBo/e, a 0 CTpem/e-
HUM K YHKLMOHaNbHOW afjekBaTHocTH. (JToTmaH 1964: 110)

JloTMaH 34ecb He YTOYHSET, YTO OH WMeeT B BWAY MOJ «TOYHbLIM
nepeBofoM» (B MPOTMBOMOCTAB/EHUM «afekBaTHOMY»). Ham Ka-
XeTcs, uto B CXT, rae J/IoTMaH roBOPMT O pPasHOi npupoje 3KBMBaA-
NEHTHOCTW BO BTOPUYHbLIX MOAENUPYIOLLUX CUCTEMAX U B CTPYKTypax
MepBUYHOrO (TMHTBUCTMYECKOTO) TUMA, MOXHO HaliT OTBET Ha 3TOT
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Bonpoc. NTaK, B eCTeCTBEHHOM s3blke (BeAb MMEHHO 3TO WMeeTcs B
BUAY NOA «CTPYKTYpamMu MepBUYHOTO TUMa»)

9KBMBANIEHTHbIMW (HA CEMAHTUYECKOM YPOBHE) CUYMTAKTCA 3NEMEHThI,
OfJHO3HAYHble MO OTHOLWEHU K 06LLeMYy [eHOoTaTy, KO BCeli cemMaHTUYecKol
cucTteMe B LENOM M K N060MY ee 3nemMeHTY, Befyline cebs 04MHaAKOBO B
OAMHAKOBOM OKPYXEHUW W, Kak CcnejcTeue, nojjarwolmecs B3auMHOW
nepectaHoBKe. MNpy 3TOM Heo6XOA4UMO Y4UUTbIBATb, YTO 3HAUUTENbLHO Yalle,
YeM MonNHaa cemaHTM4YecKas 3KBUBaSIEHTHOCTb, C KOTOPO B OCHOBHOM 6yfeT
UMeTb [ieNo nNepeBOfYUK, a He YenoBeK, MNPOM3BOAALLUI CceMaHTUYecKue
TpaHchopmauum B npepenax OAHOr0 A3blKa, BCTPeyaeTCcs CemMaHTMYecKas
3KBMBA/IEHTHOCTb Ha onpejeneHHOM ypoBHe. (JTormaH 1998: 56)

Takum 06pa3soM WMMEHHO «MOMHAA CEMaHTUYeCKas SKBUBANIEHTHOCTb»,
T. €. OJHO3HAYHOCTb MO OTHOWEHUID K «OOLIeMYy [JeHoTaTy»
COCTaBNsAeT CYyTb MOHATUA «TOYHOTO nepeBoga» A4na JloTmaHa.

MHOro mecta OTBEAEHO BOMpoOcaM «TOYHOrO NepeBoja» B OLHOW
M3 NporpaMMmHbIX cTaTeil JloTmMaHa «®eHOMEH KynbTypbl» (1978).
Ecnn npucmoTpeTbCcsd, TO HanMLO CXOACTBO C TO/bKO 4TO NpuBe-
LeHHOoW umuTaToi n3 JICI: onsTb rOBOPUTCS O MAaHe COAepXaHus u
BblpaXXE€HUSA, BHOBb COMOCTAaBNAKTCA TOYHbIA U afeKBaTHbI nepe-
BOAbI:

MpegctaBum cebe aBa A3bIKa, L1 n L2, ycTpoOeHHble NPUHLMUNMANLHO CTO/b
pasnMyHbIM 06pa3oM, 4TO TOYHbIN MepeBof [BbigeneHo MHowo — C. C]c
OAHOr0 Ha ApYroi npefcTaBnsieTc BOOOLLE HEBO3MOXHbIM. [pesnonioxum,
YTO OAWH M3 HUX 6YAeT A3bIKOM C AUCKPETHbIMMW 3HAKOBbIMU eAvHULAMM,
NMELWUMN CTabUNbHbIE 3HAYEHWUSA, U C NINHEWHON nocnefoBaTe/IbHOCTLI0
CMHTarmMaTMyecKoi opraHuM3auuu TeKcTa, a PYroi 6yaeT xapaKTepu3oBaTbCs
HEeANCKPEeTHOCTbIO WM MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOW (KOHTWHYyanbHOI) opraHusauuein
anemeHToB. COOTBETCTBEHHO W MNNaHbl COAEpPXaHWA 3TUX £A3bIKOB OyayT
NOCTPOEHbI MPUHLUUNMANBLHO pasInYHbIM 06pa3om. [OTa MbICNb SBAsSETCA
COMHUTENbHOW, He BWUAHO HW OAHOM OYEBWUAHONM NPUYUHBI, NOYEMY [OSKHA
6bITb MPUHLUUNNANBHAA pa3HMLUa B nnaHax cogepxaHua. — C. C.] B cnyvae,
ecnin Ham noTpebyeTcs nepeAaTb TeKCT Ha A3blke L1 cpejctBamu fAsbika L2,
HW 0 KakoM TOYHOM TMepeBOfe He MOXeT WATW peuun. B nydywem cnydae
BO3HUKHET TeKCT, KOTOpPbIi B OTHOWEHWU K HEKOTOPOMY Ky/bTYpHOMY
KOHTEKCTY CMOXeT paccMaTpuMBaTbCsl KaK afieKBaTHbl/i nepsomy. (J/loTmaH
2000c: 569)

Ho eule 60MbWNIA MHTEpeC NpeAcTaBASAOT M3MeHeHUs. Tpexae BCero
HY)XXHO 06paTWTb BHWMaHWe Ha MOHATUE «S3bIK», MOA KOTOPbIM TyT
MMEeeTCs B BUAY He eCTECTBEHHbIN A3blK, a «A3blK» B 60/1€e LLUMPOKOM,
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CEMUOTMYECKOM CMbicie (Kak JToTMaH, HanpumMep, roBOPUT O «A3blKaxX
KynbTypbl»), B TO )Xe Bpems, onucaHue fA3blka L1 COOTBETCTBYeT
NMOHWMaHWIO eCTECTBEHHOrO A3blKa, a A3blKk L2 MOXeT ObITb, Hanpu-
Mep, KakKUM-HWOYAb BU3yasbHbIM $A3bIKOM WAWM MY3blKasbHbIM, FAe
TPYZAHO BblAENUTb AUCKPETHbIE efUHULbI.

Ho MOXHO MHTepnpeTupoBaTb 3TO M TaKUM 06pasoM, 4YTO TO/bKO
npy nepeBoje C OAHONO AMCKPETHOTO fi3blKa Ha APYroi LUCKPETHbINA
A3bIK MOXXHO FOBOPUTb O «TOYHOM MepeBOfe», T. K. B TAKOM Cly4ae
MepeBOf OCYLLEeCTBNSETCA HAa YPOBHE AUCKPETHbIX 3HAKOB. Korpga e
Mbl UMeeM [eNn0o C HeAWCKPEeTHbIM A3bIKOM, [fAe T[NaBeHCTBYeT
«TEKCT», W Tfe Ha MepBOM MecTe CTPYKTypa COfepXaHus, rhae Bce
CeMaHTU3NpYeTCs, TO U O NEePeBOSE TYT MOXHO FOBOPWUTb TONLKO Ha
YPOBHe BCEro TekcTa. 3TO (PYHKUMOHaNbHbIA NOAXOA, Pe3ynbTaToM
KOTOporo 6yaeT afieKBaTHbI NepeBof.

Takaa TpaKTOBKa MOATBEPXAaeTcs chnegytowei untaTo:

HeBO3MOXHOCTb TOYHOrO MepeBOJa TEKCTOB C [AWCKPETHbIX HA3bIKOB Ha
HeJNCKPETHO-KOHTUHYaNlbHble U 06paTHO BbiTeKaeT M3 WX MPUHLUNNANTBHO
PasIMYHOro ycTPOCTBa: B AUCKPETHbIX A3bIKOBbIX CUCTEMAaX TEKCT BTOPUYEH
Nno OTHOLIEHWI0O K 3HaKy, TO ecTb OT4YeT/IMBO pacnajaetca Ha 3HaKw.
BbigennTb 3HaK KaK HEKOTOPYI WCXOAHYI 3/1eMEHTapHYl eAuHuLy He
cocTaB/fisieT TPyAa. B KOHTUHyanbHbIX A3blKax MepBWYEH TEKCT, KOTOPbIA He
pacnajaeTcsi Ha 3HaKu, a cam SB/AETCA 3HAKOM WAM M30MOp(eH 3HakKy.
(JloTmaH 2000c: 572)

MpefcTasnseTcsa, 4YTO 3[eCb COAepXKaHWe MOHATUA «TOYHOro nepe-
Bofa» JIoTMaHa 6/1M3K0 K TOMY, YTO B NepeBOAOBEAEHUN Ha3blBaeTCs
«BYyKBa/IbHbIM MepeBoAoM».12

B KHUre «BHYTpPU MbICAAWMX MUPOB» MpPeXHWe UAen npegcrarT
nepeg Hamu B 60/1ee M3bICKAHHO-HAay4YHO (DOPMYNMPOBKE:

BooGpasvM TpaHchopMmauuio Tuna «cleHapuidi  (MAM  Xy[OXeCTBEeHHOe
CNOBEeCHOEe MOBEeCTBOBaHME) — KUHOMUAbM» UMK «1M6peTTo — omnepax». Mpu
TpaHcopMaumMax 3TOro Tuna TeKCT C  OnpefesieHHbIM  KOMM4YeCTBOM
KOOPAMHAT CMbIC/I0BOrO MPOCTPaHCTBa MpeBpallaeTcs B Takoil, 418 KOTOPOro

30eCb ymecTHO npuBecTM onpedeneHue euwie OAHOMO ydyacTHUKa TMILLU,
MesTepa Topona, KOTOPbI/i B TO BPeMA YCUIEHHO 3aHUMasncs Teopueil nepesoja,
paspaboTtaB OpuUruHanbHyl TWUNosioru nepesoga (Ha Martepuane WMEHHO
CTUXOTBOPHOro nepeBofa): «TOYUHbIV MNepeBOA ABNAETCS aBTOHOMHbLIM aHanu-
TUYECKMM MepeKoaMpoBaHMeM, T. e. MaH BbIPaXXeHUS MOANIMHHMKA ABNAETCA He
NpocTO LJOMUHAHTHbBIM — MM NepeBoj U ncyepnoiBaetca.» (Topon 1982: 17).
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MepPHOCTb CEMWOTMYECKOr0 MpOCTPaHCTBa pPe3ko Bo3pacTaeT. AHanornyHoe
ABMIEHNE MMeeT MecTO W MpU npeBpalleHN CA0BECHOFO0 (HEXYAO0XecTBeH-
HOF0) TeKCTa B XYAO0XXeCTBEHHbI. [03TOMY KaK MeXJy 3nemMeHTamMu, Tak u
LLe/IOCTHOCTbIO  XYAOXXECTBEHHOT0 W HEXY[O0XEeCTBEHHOro TEKCTOB He-
BO3MOXHO OAHO3Ha4YHOe OTHOWEHWEe W, C/Ief0BaTe/lbHO, HEBO3MOXEH
B3aWMHO-0HO3HAaUYHbI/i NepeBof. BO3MOXHbI NULIb YCNOBHas 3KBUBaNeHT-
HOCTb W pasNnyHble TUNblI aHanoruu. (JlotmaH 1996: 188)

O603HayYeHHble 3[eCb MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIE aHANOrMU  HauMHaloT
UrpaTb 3aMeTHYI POfib B OMpPefesieHnn MepeBofa B KauyecTBE LEHT-
pasbHOro MexaHu3Ma Ky/nbTypbl.

MepeBof KaK OCHOBHOW MeXaHW3M KynbTypbl

Pa3paboTka CEMMOTUYECKON TEOPUM KYNbTypbl HAYMHAETCA B CTaTbsAX
NotmaHa koHua 1960-x — cepefuHbl 1970-X rr. n odopmnsercs B
KHUTe «BHYTPU MbICAALMX MUPOB» (BNEPBbIE BbILI/IA HA aHTINACKOM
B 1990 rogy). AunHamuKy pa3BUTUS NOTMAHOBCKOW MbIC/IM XOPOLUO
onucan rops YepHoB:

Ecnn  BbIXOJ Ha Teopuilo KynbTypbl MNepBOHavanbHO Obll  CBA3aH C
OCMbIC/IEHUEM MexaHW3Ma PYHKLMOHUPOBAHUA KyNbTypbl, TO B Aa/ibHeNLLeM
paccMoTpeHUne SIBIEHUI nuTepaTypbl U UCKYCCTBa, ObiTa U MOBeLEHUS 4epes
KyNbTYpPONOrMYecKyo MNpuU3My MO03BOANAO CO34aTb €AUHYI0 KOHLEeNnuuo
CEMUOTUYECKOTO MexaHW3ma KynbTypbl, ee 0600U,eHHYIO Mogenb. (YepHos
1997 [1982]: 9)

BaxHOW cocTaBasitoleli 3TOW MOAeNN CTaHOBUTCS WMMEHHO MepeBos,.
CHayana OH [eK/japupyeTcsa Kak aHanor TWUMOMOTMYEcKoro Cco-
MoCTaBNEHUS KYNbTYp:

[...] Tvnonorunuyeckoe conocTaBneHuWe npegcTaBnseT coboil aHanor akty
nepe.soja: Mexpay ABYMS pas/iMUHbIMKM TeKCTamMu YCTaHaB/WBAETCH 3KBU-
Ba/lEHTHOCTb W BBOAATCA OMNpeje/eHHble MpaBuna cooTBeTCcTBUSA. (JloTmaH
2000a [1970]: 455)

B panbHelileM nepeBof CTAHOBUTCS aHa/lOTOM aKTa KOMMYHUKaLUW:

Taknm 06pa3oM, akT KOMMyHuMKauuu (B NOGOM [OCTATOYHO C/I0XKHOM M,
cnefoBaTeslbHO, KY/NbTYpPHO LEHHOM Cfiyyae) cliefyeT pacCMaTpUBaTb He Kak
NnpocToe nepemeleHne HEeKOTOPOro COOGLIEeHMS, OCTAlOLLerocs afeKBaTHbIM
camomy ce6e, M3 CO3HAHWA agpecaHTa B CO3HaHWe afgpecaTa, a Kak MepeBof
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HEKOTOPOro TeKCTa C A3blKa MOEro «A» Ha fA3blK TBOEro «Tbl». (JToTmaH 2000b
[1977]: 563)

Wcecnenys deHoMeH KynbTypbl, JIoTMaH BbipaxkaeTcs 60fee KOHK-
peTHO, YTBEPXAasi, YTO WMMEHHO «CTPYKTypa YC/0BHO-afieKBaTHbIX
MepeBOJOB MOXET BbICTYMaTb B KayecTBe OAHOW M3 YMPOLLEHHbIX
Mofeneil TBOPYECKOrO WHTeNneKTyanbHOro npouecca» (JloTmaH
2000c: 570).

lMoHATME «YCNOBHO-a[leKBATHOr0 MepeBoja» TECHO CBA3aHO C
NMOHVMaHWEeM MbICAAWEro YCTPOWCTBa, KOTOPOE He «MOXeT 6biTb
OfHOCTPYKTYPHbIM W OAHOA3bIYHbLIM: OHO 0643aTefIbHO [LO/KHO
BK/OYaTb B Ce65 pa3HOA3bIYHbIE W B3aMMOHENepeBoOAUMbIe CEMUOTH-
yeckne 0bpaszoBaHmA» (TaM Xe).

YKazaHHas  «HenepeBOAMMOCTb»  (KOTOpas  XapakKTepusyeTcs
«OTCYTCTBMEM OAHO3HAYHbIX COOTBETCTBUIi» ' MEXAY 3NeMeHTamu
CTPYKTYP pasHbiX A3blKOB (CM., Hanp.: JlotmaH 2000d: 607)) koppe-
NVpyeT C «MNepeBOAUMOCTbIO», pe3ynbTaTOM KOTOpPOW W fABnseTcs
«YCMOBHO-aAeKBaTHbI nepeBog» 4. 34eCb KpailHe BaXHO, YTO «MeXa-
HW3M HeafeKBaTHOro, YC/OBHO-3KBUBANEHTHOr0 MepeBoja CAYXUT
CO3[4aHMNI0 HOBbIX TEKCTOB, TO €CTb SIBASETCA MeXaHW3MOM TBOP-
Yyeckoro MbliwneHus» (JlotmaH 2000d: 608). O6paw,aet Ha cebs
BHUMaHMWe TO, UTO «afeKBaTHOCTb» U «3KBUBAMEHTHOCTb» CTaNu
CMHOHUMaMKn. 15

BmecTo cnoBa «nepeBof» TYT MnpefnaraeTca MCMOMb30BaTb CNOBO «TPaHC-
thopmaums», YTO KOCBEHHO [OKasblBaeT W3MeHeHWe B MOHMMaHUW COAepXaHus
MOHATUA «MepeBod» (ecn MPUCMOTPETLCA, TO MO CyTW cleaylollee onpejesieHne
coBMajaeT C TeM, Kak paHblue JIOTMaH onpefensn «TOYHbIA MepeBoA»): «Ecau
MeXJay 3TUMM A3blKamK CyLLecTBYeT OTHOLUEHWNEe OfHO3HAYHOr0 COOTBETCTBUSA, TO
noslyumBLUNIACA B pesynbTaTe nepeBofa T2 HeMb3si CUMTATb HOBbIM TeKCTOM. Ero
BIMO/IHE MOXHO 6y/fleT oxapakKTepn3oBaTb Kak TpaHcopMaLuilo UCXO[HOTo TeKcTa
B COOTBETCTBUM C 3aflaHHbIMU npasunamu» (JToTmaH 2000d: 607).

Cp.: «Mexpay CTPYKTypamu 3TUX JBYX A3bIKOB yCTaHaB/NBAOTCA OTHOLIEHUA
YCNOBHOW 3KBUBaneHTHoCcTU» (JloTmaH 2000d: 607).

Cp.: «CylHOCTb npouecca KOMMYHMKaLUKM npeacTaBndeTcs, TakuMm o6pasom,
B TOM, YTO HEKOTOPOe COO06LeHMNe B pesynbTaTe 3aKO4UPOBAHUA-AEKOANPOBAHNSA
nepefaeTca OT nocblnawwero K nony4yatento. lNpu 3ToM camas OCHOBa aKTa B
TOM, 4YTO BTOPOW Mnony4aeT TO camoe coobuieHue (MAM MNONHOCTbIO emy Mo
HEKOTOPbIM MNPUHATBLIM NpaBMiaM 3KBMBaseHTHOe), KOTOPOe mMepejan MepBblii.
HapylwieHne afiekBaTHOCTM BbICTynaeT Kak fJeekKT B (YHKLUOHUPOBAHUMN
KOMMYHUKaLWOHHON uenu.» (JTotmaH 2000b: 559-560).
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B KHure «BHYTpM MbICNAWNUX MWUPOB» (KOTOpas BO MHOIOM
COCTaBfieHa M3 HaMMCaHHbIX paHblle CcTaTeil) BHOBb MOBTOPSAOTCA
NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIE  aHanormm W MNOAYEPKMBAETCA  TBOPYECKWi
XapakTep akTa fnepesoja:

CaMblii  (haKT BO3MOXHOCTM MHOTFOKPaTHOro XyZAOXecTBEHHOro mMepeBosa
OfHOT0 M TOF0 >Xe CTUXOTBOPEHUS Pa3NYHbIMU MNepeBOfYMKAMU CBUAE-
TeNbCTBYeT O TOM, YTO BMECTO TOYHOFO COOTBETCTBMA TeKCTy T] B 3ToMm
cnyyae cCOMOCTaB/IeHO HEKOTOPOe MpocTpaHcTBO. J11060/ M3 3amo/HALWMX
ero TeKCToB tb t2, t3.. tn 6yAeT BO3MOXHOI WHTepnpeTauuein WMCXOLHOrO
TekcTa. BMecTo TOYHOro COOTBETCTBUA — OfHa W3 BO3MOXHbIX WHTep-
npetayuii, BMeCTO CMMMeETPMYHOro npeobpasoBaHWA — aACUMMETPUYHOE,
BMEeCTO TOXAecTBa 3/1eMeHTOB, cocTaBaswwux T] m T2, — ycnoBHas ux
9KBUBANEHTHOCTb. [...] BO3HMKawWWin B 3TUX CAy4Yasx TeKCT Mbl byfem
paccmaTpuBaTb KaK HOBbI/, a co3fjalowWwunii ero akT nepeBofja — KaK
TBOpYecknit. (JlTotmaH 1996: 15, 16)

B nocnegHeli, ntorosoii kHure JlotmaHa «KynbTypa 1 B3pbiB» (1992)
«MepeBoj» BHOBb BbICTyMNaeT B KAY4eCTBE OCHOBHOMO MOHATHSA:

CuTyauymns, Korga MMUHUManbHOW CMbICIONOPOXAAIOLLEA efuHNLEl ABNseTCA
He OAVWH A3bIK, a ABa, CO3jaeT Lenyt Lenb noc/ieAcTBUiA. Mpexje Bcero, cama
npupoAa WHTENNEeKTyallbHOr0 akTa MOXeT O6blTb OMMcaHa B TepMUHAaXx
nepesoja, OonpejefieHNe 3Ha4yeHUs — TMepeBoj C OJHOFO fA3blKAa Ha APYroW,
npuvyeMm BHeA3blKOBas PeasnibHOCTb MbICAUTCA TaK Xe, Kak HeKoTopblii A3blK.
(JTotmaH 2000e [1992]: 17)

W HTepecHbIM 1 HOBbIM 3[eCb OKa3biBaeTCA NOABEHWNE «BHEA3bIKOBOW
peanbHOCTU», KOTOpas «MbICIUTCA TaK e, KaK HEKOTOPbIA S3bIK».
Janee y JloTMaHa nosBnseTcs elle ogHa «peanbHOCTb»:

CeMMOTMYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO NpeAcTaeT Nepej HamMW Kak MHOrocnoliHoe
nepeceyeHne pasIMYHbIX TEKCTOB, BMEeCTe CK/afblBAOLINXCA B OMNpPefeseH-
HbI NNacT, O CMOXHbLIMW BHYTPEHHUMMW COOTHOLUEHUAMU, PA3HOW CTeNeHbHO
nepeBOAMMOCTM W MPOCTPAHCTBAMW HemnepeBOAMMOCTM. [Mof 3TWM NaacToMm
pacnosioXkeH nnacT «peasibHOCTU» — TOW peanbHOCTU, KOTOpasi opraHu-
30BaHa PasHoO06pasHbIMU fA3bIKAMW W HaXOAWTCA C HUMMU B MepapXuyeckoii
COOTHeceHHocTM. Ob6a 3TW nnacta BMecTe 06pasyldT CEMUOTUKY KynbTypbl.
3a npegenaMm CEMUOTUKU KYNbTypbl NEXWUT peanbHOCTb, HaxoAALasacs BHe
npeaenos fAsbika. (JlTotmaH 2000e: 30)

HO M K 3TOii «BHelWHel peanbHOCTU» KMMeeTCs AOCTYN B MOMEHTbI
B3pPbIBa, U Mbl ONATb MOXEM FOBOPUTbL O CBOEOGPA3HOM «MEepeBoae»:
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WTak, BHeWHAS peanbHOCTb 6blfa 6bl, cornacHo npefcTaBneHnsMm KaHTa,
TpaHCLUeHAeHTanbHOW, ecnu  6bl  nnacT  KynbTypbl 06nagan  OfHUM-
eANHCTBEHHbIM 513bIKOM. HO COOTHOLIEHNSA NepeBOJMMOro 1 HenepesoAMMOro
HacTONbKO CNOXHbI, YTO CO3AalOTCA BO3MOXHOCTM MpOpbIBa B 3anpefe/ibHoe
NPOCTPaHCTBO. OTY MYHKLMIO TakXXe BbIMOMHAIT MOMEHTbI B3pblBa, KOTOPbIE
MOryT co3flaBaTb Kak 6bl OKHa B CeMMoTM4YecKoM nnacte. (JlotmaH 2000e: 30)

LleHTpanbHOe MOHATME CEMUOTUKMU KynbTypbl JlIoTMaHa — «CEMMWO-
cthepa» — TakKxKe He ob6xoauTcsa 6e3 nepesBoja:

CTpyKTypa cemuocepbl acuMMeTpuyHa. OTO BblpaxaeTca B CuUcTeMe
HarpaB/ieHHbIX TOKOB BHYTPEHHUX MepeBOAOB, KOTOPbIMW MpOHM3aHa BcA
Tonwa cemuocdepbl. [lepeBoAg ecTb OCHOBHOW MeXaHU3M CO3HaHUA.
BblpakeHne HeKOTOPOI CYLIHOCTW CpeACTBaMU [PYroro sisbika — OCHOBa
BbISIBNIEHNA MPUPOAbI 3TOM cylwHOCTH. (JToTmaH 1996: 254)

3aK/ioyeHune

MoXHO C YBEpPEHHOCTbIO CKa3aTb, YTO TeMaTuKa Nnepesofja 3aHMMana
B pabotax Opua Mwuxaunosuya JloTMaHa BaXHOe MeCTO YXe
HauMHas C ero yBfieYeHUs CTPYKTYpanbHON No3TUKOW B Havane 1960-
X. B 1977 rogy OH BblgenseT cpefn MpoYux posb «Xy[0XeCTBEHHOrO
nepesofa»:

WccnepoBaHus Takux, Kasanocb 6bl, Cyry6o rymaHuUTapHbiX cdep, Kak
CTPYKTYpa  XY[OXECTBEHHOr0o  TeKCTa, MeXaHu3M  XYAO0XXeCTBEHHOrO
nepesofa |BbigeneHo mHoo — C. C.], npupoga meTad)opuyecKoro co3HaHus,
C OAHOW CTOPOHbI, W PasNUYHbIX (POPM CEMUOTUYECKOr0 MOAEUPOBAHUS
MMpa: MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX, MWU(MOMOrMUYECKMX W NPOYMX Mogenen — ¢
APYroii, n3yyeHne camoil NpUpPoAbl CEMUOTMYECKOTO MOSUTIOTUIMA N acUM-
MEeTPWU CEMMOTUYECKNX MOAeNeil, co3aaBaeMblX Ye/10BE4eCTBOM Ha MpPOTsXe-
HUW ero WCTopuW, NPUOGPeTalT B CBETE CKa3aHHOro COBEPLUEHHO HOBbIA
CMbIC/l, BK/OYasACb B LWIWPOKYK o6uieHayyYHyl nepcnekTusy. (JloTmaH
2000b: 566)

NTorom 3Tux pa3MbILIJI'IeHVII7I CTano noHunmMaHue Ll'eHTpal'IbHOVI ponn
nepesofia B MbICINTENIbHOM neATeNnbHOCTN 4YenoBeKa, ero KOMMYHW-
KaTMBHO LLeHHOCTW:

Mbl FOBOPWAM, YTO 3MIEMEHTAPHbI/ aKT MbILLMEHUS eCTb MepeBod. Tenepb Mbl
MOXEM CKasaTb, UTO 3/1eMeHTapHbl/i MexaHW3M nepeBoja eCcTb Awasnor.
Ovanor nogpasymeBaeT acvMMeTPWIO, acUMMeETPUS >Ke BblpaxkaeTcsi, BO-
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nepBblX, B PasMyMM CEMUOTWUYECKOW CTPYKTYypbl (3blKa) Y4YacTHUKOB
avanora W, BO-BTOPbIX, B MOMEPEMEHHOW HamnpaBNeHHOCTU COOBLLEHUIA.

(NotmaH 1996: 268)

MepeBOf OCMbICASETCS KaK OCHOBHOW WHCTPYMEHT CEMUOTMYECKOro
nccnefoBaHUs, W MPUMEHEHME 3TOr0 MHCTPYMEHTa BO3MOXHO BO
MHOrMX cepax Hayku. Hanpumep, roBops 0 BO3MOXHOCTU MCTOpU-
YeCKOi HayKu, JIOTMaH BCTymnaeT B cnop ¢ KOAMHIBYLOM, KOTOPbIi

npegnosaraetT CHATb AHTUHOMWIO MeXAy «MUpoM D eofocUsi» U <MUPOM
McTopuka» nyTem WX MOAHOW uAeHTUUKayun. MyTb CEMUOTUKN NPOTUBOMO-
NIOXEH: OH nojpasymeBaeT NpefebHOe 06HaXKeHWe PasIMUnii B UX CTPYKTY-
pax, onuWcaHuWe 3TUX PpasIMyMii U TPaKTOBKY MOHMMaHWS Kak MNepeBofa c
OAHOTrO f3blKa Ha Apyroi. [...] MoaTomy, B TaKO Mepe, B KaKOW WMHCTPYMEHT
CEMMOTUYECKOrO WCC/MefOBaHNA eCTb MepeBOf, WHCTPYMEHTOM WCTOPUKO-
Ky/NbTYPHOr0 M3y4YeHUs [O/DKHA CTaTb TUMOMOrUA c 0653aTefibHbIM Y4eTOM
MUCTOpPUKa U TOro, K KaKOMy TUMy KynbTypbl NPUHAANEXUT OH cam. (JloTmaH
1996: 383) [BbigeneHo mHoto — C. C.]

NTak, yxxe cama noctaHoska HO. M. JZloTmMaHOM Bonpoca nepesoja
(WMHTEPNUHTBUCTUYECKOTO W WUHTEPKYNbTYPHOTO/MHTEPCEMUOTUYEC-
KOr0; TOYHOrO, afleKBaTHOro, 3KBUBAIEHTHOrO W T. M.), a Takxke MnyTu
paspelleHMs UM 3TOro Bonpoca (BepHee, BOMPOCOB), C OLHON CTO-
POHbI, OTPaXarwT MHOXECTBEHHOCTb, B3aWMOMNEPENeTeHNE W, OTYaC-
TW, HepaspewummocTb Tex npobnem, KoTopble cTosnu nepes JloT-
MaHOM: «CBOE» W «YY>K0e», YCNOBUSA KOMMYHUKALUN N BO3MOXKHOCTU
avanora v 1. 4. C gpyroi ke CTOPOHbl — MpPeABOCXULLAIT LenblIi
pAf4 aKTyanbHbIX Tem M nNpobsiem B ceMMOTUKe nepeBofalb nocnegHux
15 ner.

Cp., Hanp., cojepxaTenbHylw cTatbto 3. CroTucte wn . Topona, rge, B
yacTHoCTU, rosopuTcsa: «CeMMOTUKA MepeBOfa KaK 4YaCTb HayKu O MepeBofe
nosgonAna paccMaTtpumsaTb Mnpo6semMbl MepeBOAMMOCTU MO-HOBOMY, HayuHas C
A3bIKOBOW KapTWMHbI MUPa M KOHYaA (PYHKUMAMMW NepeBOLHOr0 TEKCTa Kak TekcTa
KynbTypbl» (CtoTucTe, Topon 2006: 196).

17 CraTba HanucaHa npu nogaepxke rpaHta ETF Ne 5717 n B pamkax pa6oTbl
LleHTpa Mo Teopuun KynbTypbl.
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“Tolke” moiste Juri Lotmani téddes

Vaatluse all on “tdlge”, sellega seonduvad ja seda tapsustavad mdisted
Juri Lotmani toddes (“Umberkodeerimine”, “tdpne tdlge”, “adekvaatne
tolge”, “ekvivalentsus”, “transformatsioon”; muuhulgas tuuakse vélja
vOimalikud seosed Roman Jakobsoni ja Louis Hjelmslevi ideedega).
Tuuakse esile kaks pohilist valdkonda, milles “t6lke” mdiste selgelt
eristub. Esimene on seotud Juri Lotmani strukturaalse poeetika alaste
uurimustega ja siin arutletakse eelkdige kunstiteksti tdlke isedrasuste (ile,
teine saab alguse kultuuritiipoloogiat kasitlevates artiklites, kus tdlget
vaadeldakse kui dialoogi, p&hilist kultuuri toimemehhanismi.
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Abstract. Flow anything acts depends upon what it is, both as a kind of thing
and as a distinct individual of that kind: “agere sequitur esse” — action
follows being. This is as true of signs as it is of lions or centipedes: therefore,
in order to determine the range or extent of semiosis we need above all to
determine the kind of being at stake under the name “sign”. Since Poinsot, in a
thesis that the work of Peirce centuries later confirmed, the proper being of
signs as signs lies in a relation, a relationship irreducibly unifying three dis-
tinct terms: a foreground term representing another than itself — the
representamen or sign vehicle; the other represented — the significate or
object signified; and the third term to or for whom the other-representation is
made — the interpretant, which need not be a person and, indeed, need not
even be mental. The action of signs then is the way signs influence the world,
including the world of experience and knowledge, but extending even to the
physical world of nature beyond the living. It is a question of what is the
causality proper to signs in consequence of the being proper to them as signs,
an indirect causality, just as relations are indirectly dependent upon the inter-
actions of individuals making up the plurality of the universe; and a causality
that models what could or might be in contrast to what is here and now. To
associate this causality with final causality is correct insofar as signs are
employed in shaping the interactions of individual things; but to equate this
causality with “teleology” is a fundamental error into which the contemporary
development of semiotics has been inclined to fall, largely through some
published passages of Peirce from an essay within which he corrects this error
but in passages so far left unpublished. By bringing these passages to light, in
which Peirce points exactly in the direction earlier indicated by Poinsot, this
essay attempts a kind of survey of the contemporary semiotic development in
which the full vista of semiosis is laid out, and shown to be co-extensive with
the boundaries of the universe itself, wherever they might fall. Precisely the
indirect extrinsically specificative formal causality that signs exercise is what
enables the “influence of the future” according to which semiosis changes the
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relevance of past to present in the interactions of Secondness. Understanding
of this point (the causality proper to signs) also manifests the error of reducing
the universe to signs, the error sometimes called “pansemiosis”.
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1 This essay was developed out of exchanges with Susan Petrilli in connection
with her preparation of the Thomas A. Sebeok Fellow Plenaiy Lecture for
presentation at the 33rd Annual Meeting of the Semiotic Society of America, 17
October 2008, now published in the first “Sebeok Fellow Special Issue” of The
American Journal of Semiotics 24(4): 1-48 (2008), which is why the two texts
cross on various theoretical points.
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In my book, Basics of Semiotics (1990; 2005), | examined the many
parts and aspects of semiotics in its development as the “doctrine of
signs”, in order to sort out the basic notions. There are subdivisions of
semiotics, to be sure; but there is no “higher order” of knowledge that
is independent of the action of signs, not in the sphere of finite
beings.2 Having seen the parts in relation to the whole, here | would

In an interesting terminological development, Susan Petrilli has spoken of
semiotics as a “metasemiosis”, not in the sense of going “beyond semiosis”, but in
the sense of establishing the sphere wherein semiosis becomes an explicit element
within, a part of, conscious awareness — a term to mark that boundary between
animals which use signs but do not know that there are signs, and semiotic animals:
animals which, besides making use of signs, are able to come to know that there are
signs and to study the implications of sign activity. There is some merit to this way
of speaking, and I have used it myself in the Appendix to Ch. 6 in Deely 2005; but it
is a usage that carries some rather serious dangers of creating misunderstanding. The
mischievousness of this prefix “meta-" has a long history indeed.

On the positive side, inasmuch as semiotics is the name for knowledge
acquired thematically by study of the action of signs, we may legitimately speak
of "metasemiosis” as a singular process of semiosis itself wherein human animals
go beyond the use of signs generically common to all animals (and to nature itself
in its process of development toward a future with possibilities imprevisible
within any synchronic horizon of the past as a network of dynamically interacting
individuals or “substances”) to recognize the existence of signs as a distinct form
or mode of being, and to study the action of signs precisely as consequent upon
that mode (for “as a thing exercises existence, so does it act upon and is acted
upon by its surroundings” — agere et pati sequitur esse).

On the negative side, the use of “metasemiosis” creates a temptation to speak
also of “metasemiotics™, as if there were or could be for human animals a realm of
knowledge independent of the use or action of signs, whereas in fact not even
angels are capable of such a knowledge (Deely 2004b). The chief characteristic of
such a usage (as | have actually explored at some length: see Deely 2008a:
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like to present an attempt to see the whole of semiotics in relation to
its parts, in three senses: first, in the sense of how we got to where we
are today as students of the action of signs, the 20th centuiy transition
from semiology to semiotics proper; second, in the sense of con-
sidering the reach of the action of signs quite independently of human
study or awareness of it, but perforce doing so from within anthropo-
semiosis and with the help of linguistic communication in particular;
and third, in the sense of the ethical implications for human conduct
that grow out of the awareness of sign-action, what Petrilli and Ponzio
(2003; Petrilli 2003) have termed so felicitously “semioethics”.

Semiotics is itself a manifestation or result of the action of signs —
but then so is the whole of human knowledge. So one of the first
questions | want to face in this essay is: why did it take human inquiry
so long to find a focus in the action of signs, and even then, why did it
take so much longer to get beyond that anthropocentric study of signs
originally known as “semiology”?

1. Why so late?

To say that all knowledge is by way of semiosis is not the same as to
say that there are nothing but signs in the universe.l Even though

Section 14-14.5) is oxymoronicity. For just as all knowledge is by way of signs,
so all knowledge of signs thematically developed — whether the signs studied be
external human artifacts or events of nature, or the internal signs of cognition and
cathexis — is “semiotics”.

Of course, given the famous “arbitrariness” of linguistic signs, prodded by
stipulation, conventionality can always step in. “Metasemiotics”, one might say, is not
the oxymoronic usage that Todorov suggested, nor the Humpty-Dumpty usage
occasionally indulged by Ponzio, but simply that branch of semiotics restricted to the
study of “metasemiosis” as the unique feature of anthroposemiosis which distinguishes
the human use of signs. Yet “metasemiotics” thus narrowly specified would in effect
be a throw-back to the Cartesian notion of res cogitans, prescissively separating human
being from the larger world of animals and nature within which the action of signs
determinately situates us. In the terms of Aquinas (e.g., see his Summa, Part 1 Question
90, “Concerning the knowledge of the separated soul”), we would be inquiring into the
semiosis possible for the individual human who has survived bodily death, in effect
reducing “metasemiotics” to a version of Husserl’s phenomenological “epoche”. This
is not the most promising side-path along the way of signs, though perhaps it has some
theological interest.

3 See the Stjemfelt-Deely exchange: Stjemfelt 2006, Deely 2006b.
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everything that we can come to know can also, and normally does,
come to be a sign in various contexts (by reason of entering into
further and various triadic relations), there is more to being than the
being of signs.

In fact, the being of signs — constituted, as Peirce and Poinsot
unknowingly agreed,4 by the triadic relation unifying that relation’s
foreground support or “vehicle” with what it signifies to or for some
third, and grounded in the equiprimordiality of the being of relations
with the being of material individuals or substances — cannot exist
independently of individuals as interacting, any more than those indi-
viduals can exist apart from their interactions or without provenating
in and through their interactions intersubjective relations. Being in
whatever mode and relation as a mode of being are coextensive
(which is why signs can take us “everywhere in nature™'), but being is
more than the being of relation; and even the being of relation is wider
than the being of triadic relation. So all signs in their proper being are
triadic relations, and all relations are suprasubjective respecting the
being of individuals related, but not all relations are sign relations:
whence “the universe is perfused with signs but does not consist
exclusively of signs”, as | would word a final formula for expressing
this matter.6

But consider how important semiotics has come to show semiosis
to be. Semiosis, the action of signs, is the key to how the future, by an
indirect and indeterministic influence on the present, rearranges the
relevance of the past; so that not only is semiosis at the heart of human
understanding, but even the physical evolution of the early universe in
the direction of being able to support life, together with the subsequent
evolution of life itself, is no longer a pure question of chance and vis a
tergo (as such authors as Dawkins7 and Dennett8 try to argue). All
these processes of development as an “upward” movement in nature
require to be understood as involving the action of signs in their
proper and distinctive relational being as signs.

Yet if this be true, if semiosis is a basic process at work somehow
in all of nature, and if indeed all thought, not just human intellectual

4 Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis Book I, Question 3; Peirce 1904: CP 8.332.
Emmeche 1994: 126.
See Peirce 1906a: CP 5.448; Deely 1994: 160, Gloss 40 on L|265.
Dawkins 1976, 1989.

* Dennett 1995.
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thought, is in signs, then how is it that semiotics — the awareness of
semiosis — is such a late-comer in the theater and repertoire of human
knowledge? And why, when the human animal finally did, in the mid-
20th century, begin to start to commence to thematize the problem of
how to understand the workings of signs — why did the majority so
engaged see the project initially and almost exclusively in terms of
human language and culture?

2. The difficulty of realizing the ubiquity
of signs in human awareness and in nature

That which is closest to us is the most difficult to perceive. Nothing is
closer and more intimate to the experience of all animals than the
action of signs. Whence it is that the action of signs is among the
things of which it is hardest for us to become thematically aware, and
hence will be among the last that we will realize as providing an
object of inquiry. Here I am only expressing a summary agreement in
this matter with Charles Peirce (1901: CP 1.134):

It is extremely difficult to bring our attention to elements of experience which
are continually present. For we have nothing in experience with which to
contrast them; and without contrast, they cannot excite our attention. [..]
roundabout devices have to be resorted to, in order to enable us to perceive
what stares us in the face with a glare that, once noticed, becomes almost
oppressive with its insistency. This circumstance alone would be sufficient to
render philosophical observation difficult — much more difficult, for
example, than the kind of observation which the painter has to exercise. Yet
this is the least of the difficulties of philosophy. [...] Quite the worst is, that
every man becomes more or less imbued with philosophical opinions, without
being clearly aware of it. [...] But even if they are right, or nearly right, they
[i.e., the opinions thus arrived at inconsciently or quasi-inconsciently] prevent
true observation as much as a pair of blue spectacles will prevent a man from
observing the blue of the sky. [..] The more a man is educated in other
branches, but not trained in philosophy, the more certain it is that two-thirds
of his stock of half-conscious philosophical opinions will be utterly wrong,
and will completely blind him to the truth, which he will gradually become
unable so much as to conceive. [...] And by a beginner in philosophy 1wish to
be understood as meaning, in the case of an educated man, one who has not
been seriously, earnestly, and single-mindedly devoted to the study of it tor
more than six or eight years. For there is no other science for which the
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preparatory training requires to be nearly so severe and so long, no matter how
great the natural genius of the student may be.

The problem is compounded by the fact that signs in their constitutive
being as relations are invisible to sense, for the senses can be directly
aware only of material objects that are related (sign-vehicles), not of
the signs themselves (the triadic relations that make the material
objects of sense-experience come to be called signs in the first place).
Thoughts, that is, psychological states as sign-vehicles, are even
harder to realize in terms of semiosis; for here even the sign-vehicles
and not only the relations they support are not directly accessible to
sense.9 The semiosis most intimate to us is the most imperceptible
element in the whole of our experience.

Aristotle made the point that not eveiything that appears to us an
individual entity really is an individual, but eveiything that really is a
natural unity within a species is a substance. Whence “substance” is a
category of being that must be understood, but cannot be directly
perceived as such by sense. The same is true of relations as suprasub-
jective realities, but even more so: for we can at least perceive and form
direct images of individuals, even if not of substance as such; but we
cannot at all lay before the eyes a visible analogue of what a relation is,
only the consequences of changing relations. No wonder that the
philosophers in general have had such a difficult time in realizing the
singular reality of relations as the only form of mind-independent being
which remains exactly what it is essentially even when circumstances
render it mind-dependent! Everything that contributes to the difficulty
in understanding the singular reality of relation as a mode of being
contributes every bit as much to the difficulty in understanding what
constitutes signs in their proper and distinctive being. For, since all
signs have their proper being in relations, signs cannot be understood
apart from relations, even though not all relations are signs: and
relations are not the whole of being.

“The word ‘sign’ when applied to the concept”, grants Maritain (1959: 389),
“does not exactly leap to the tongue”, even though it marks a critical step forward
in technical exposition.
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2.1. Seeing the whole of being: subjectivity,
suprasubjectivity, intersubjectivity, objectivity

Recall Aristotle’s response to the idea that the whole of reality is
simply One and the appearances of Many in this respect are illusory:10
“The world is either one or many, but of the many each is one.”

2.1.1. Subjectivity, at the base of intersubjectivity

It is not an illusion that there are irreducibly many different things in the
world and not simply one substance with varying manifestations, he
considered. But in order for there to be many there have to be several
ones. Diversity, in other words, to be ‘real’, requires many ones; and
these ones thus are subjectivities — things separate from one another,
existing in themselves. Distinct natural units, true “individuals”, are
what Aristotle called substance. A substance is a subject of existence,
the prime instance of subjectivity. Yet he also pointed out that
subjectivity is only relatively and not absolutely independent, for in
addition to substances with their characteristics or individuating
accidents there are also relations without certain of which subjects of
existence (however else they may vary) could not exist at all. Even
substance is relative, not in the sense of being a relation, but in the sense
of needing relations in order to be, so that, as Ratzinger has put it,"
alongside substance, and interweaving substances into the universe as a
whole, “relation is discovered as an equally valid primordial mode of
reality”. No substance can be without involving itself in relations; no
relations can be independently of substances. Individuals are relational
beings, but relations are not individuals.

So far so good, but a problem remains: as the 21st century goes
forward, perhaps no word is more used and less thought about than
“relation”. Howeuver, it is crucial to semiotics that this cease to be the
case, for a so-called “sign” of the sort one can hear or point to that
fails to connect the signified to some third party fails ipso facto

10 Aristotle C.348-347BC, Metaphysics, Book. Ill, chap. 4, 1001 b6.

1N Ratzinger 1970: 132. See also Cobley 2004. And cf. Poinsot 1632: Tractatus
de Signis, “Second Preamble”, Article 1, esp. 80/1-11, where “distinguitur ab
omni entitate absoluta” is understood as “distinguished from every subjective
being” or “from the being of every subjectivity”.
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actually to be a sign.12 Thus the sign has its being in a triadic relation,
a relation connecting irreducibly three terms; but, while all relations
are over and above the subjectivity of individual being, not all
relations are triadic. The situation bears examination.

2.1.2. The being of relations: suprasubjectivity and intersubjectivity

The discussion of relations, if not of signs, begins in the time of Plato
and Aristotle, and it is Aristotle especially who focuses the question of
whether there is a mode of being properly called “relation” which is
irreducible to substance with its inherent accidents.’ Now “substan-
ce”, as we have just indicated, means primarily an individual subject
of existence (like you or me, like fido or a pet cat, like a rose bush or
an elm tree), while “accident” means first of all the inherent or
identifying characteristics which set off one individual from another.
So the combination of substance + accidents in this sense means quite
simply SUBJECTIVITY, everything that separates one thing from
another.

By contrast, relations connect or unite otherwise distinct
subjectivities. “Far or near”, notes Poinsot,14“a son is in the same way
the son of his father.” Causality depends upon proximity; not so the
pure relations which follow upon causal interactions. In the order of
physical being, or ‘nature’ as what obtains prior to and independently
of the advent of human beings, Aristotle’s argument was that relations
exist dependently upon the subjective characteristics of individuals,
but in their being as relations they are not reducible to the
subjectivities on which they depend: they are over and above those
subjectivities, and precisely over and above those subjectivities as
linking orjoining them as otherwise separate. So one day your parents
had sex, and you resulted. That activity on your parents part was thus
causal, but the relation it gave rise to, linking you singularly to that
man as father and that woman as mother, survived the causal activity
that the relation in question presupposed but is clearly distinct from

2 See Deely 2001b; 2003.

lhe Greek texts of Aristotle on this point of relation as a mode of being
irreducible to the subjectivity of individuals related are cited and discussed in the
I ditorial Afterword (Deely 1985: 473-479, esp. notes 112, 113, and 114.

Poinsot 1632: Tractatus de Signis, Second Preamble, Article 1. 85/8-12.
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(clearly, because the relation obtains long after the causal activity in
question ceased).

While substance and accidents thus are subjective, relations by
contrast are INTERSUBJECTIVE, between subjects. So far, moreover,
we are only considering the situation of relation in the order of the
physical universe independently of the existence of any animals.B
Note in particular that while there cannot be something between
subjects (something “intersubjective”) without that something being
over and above the subjects related,16 neither can there be something
between subjects in this sense of “intersubjective” unless both subjects
here and now exist. Intersubjectivity presupposes subjectivity at both
“ends”, so to speak, of the relation.

But what about one-sided relations, to subjects that may have once
existed but don’t exist here and now any longer, as is the case with
someone’s fascination with Napoleon? And even more problematic,
what are we to say about relations to what has never existed — think
of poor Ponce de Leon wandering about the Florida Keys in search of
the Fountain of Youth, and the like.

2.1.3. How objects differ from things even when they are one and
the same existent

So we come to the consideration of objects which may or may not be
things, but cannot be objects except as terminating a relation from a
knower (whether virtually, as in physiosemiosis and phytosemiosis,
however, or actually, as in zodsemiosis and anthroposemiosis). To
make headway here, it becomes necessary to realize that of the three
components of a relation — the supporting base of the relation in
subjectivity, or fundament; the relation itself, a suprasubjective mode
of being; and the terminus of the relation, that to which the relation
points and with which it connects the subject “in” or upon which the
relation is founded — it is the relation itselfthat makes the fundament
to be a fundament and the terminus to be a terminus.17 Consider two
triangles similar on the basis of their shape: the shape is subjective,

15 See the “Editorial AfterWword” to Poinsot’s Tractatus, Deely 1985: 472/~175.
16 See the wholly italicized sentence on this point at below in subsection 2.1.4
(middle of third paragraph).

17 See Deely 2007b: 119-136, esp. 125-130.
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part of the individuality of each triangle. Yet the shape of the triangle,
whether considered as founding or as terminating a relation of simila-
rity, remains unchanged in its subjectivity when the other triangular
thing ceases to exist. Thus, for two triangles to be similar, there must
be two triangles. But if one triangle is eliminated, the remaining
triangle is no longer related thereto, nor is its unchanged shape the
fundament or terminus of the no-longer-existing relation. This con-
sideration, based on an example of a merely dyadic relationship,
however, holds for the case of relations as relations, and hence also for
triadic relations.

Enter animals. Animals are distinguished by having not merely a
physical but also a psychological subjectivity. Psychological subjec-
tivity is distinguished by always giving rise to relations of apprehen-
sion (both cognitive and cathectic, by the way); but these relations
now are never dyadic, but always triadic, for their terminus stands as
something revealed to or for the animal whose psychological state is
in question. The direct terminus in the case of a triadic relation,
however, is precisely a significate, an “object signified”, as we say
under the influence of modem philosophy — but then without
realizing that the qualification “signified” here is actually redundant,
for there is no other kind of objectivity. Whence, just as to every foun-
dation or fundament corresponds a terminus, while it is the
suprasubjective reality or character of the relation itself which makes a
fundament as such or terminus as such, so a relation founded upon (or
provenating from) psychological subjectivity will necessarily have an
objective terminus (whether actually or virtually, as above noted),
regardless of whether that terminus also has a subjective being or not.

So one lover looks for another after an earthquake, not knowing
whether that other is alive or dead, any longer existent or not: if no
longer existent, the lost one terminates the relation purely objectively;
but if still alive, the lost one terminates the relation subjectively as
well as objectively, the worry on the searching lover’s part being not
to know which (actually an all-too-normal condition among animal
kind).

So we see that the essential being of relation is not necessarily
intersubjectivity but much rather suprasubjectivity.18 And supra-
subjectivity, when grounded (or, rather, founded) in psychological

B Deely 2004c.
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subjectivity, is the cause of or reason for the difference between
objects existing actually as object (whether that object be also a thing
existing subjectively or intersubjectively), and things (which need not
be objects in order to be). Objective relations differ from mere
physical relations (such as relations between cause and effect) by
involving thirds, irreducibly so; while in nature apart from animals
‘thirdness’ can be degenerate and virtual rather than actual. In the
order of phytosemiosis actual thirdness may occur, but it is never
purely objective. Purely objective reality as actual rather than virtual
would seem to occur only in the world of animals, and is recognizable
for what it is (thanks to “metasemiosis”) only in the world of human
animals — semiotic animals, as we now put it.

Now a dyadic physical relation of cause and effect, say, can as
such be assimilated to an objective relation and so come to be known
for what it is; but a sign relation never reduces to a cause-ejfect
relation,19 even when/if a cause-effect dyad is subsumed into a
semiosic triad, as happens, for example, when clouds become for
animals signs of rain.

2.1.4. Suprasubjectivity and objectivity in contrast
to physical environment

All right. Now we come to the lifeworld of animals, the Umwelt, or
“Objective World”, where things not only exist “as they are ‘in
themselves’” (bumping an empty cardboard box in the dark will not
likely hurt you, whereas bumping into the point of a sharp metal
object normally will), but also exist, and most importantly, “as they
are "for the animal’.” Thus the Umwelt is a ‘creature of experience’, a
tapestry woven of relation existing suprasubjectively always, but
intersubjectively only in part. And the relations generically specific to
the Umwelt, moreover, are always triadic — always sign-relations,
even when involving dyadic relations of cause-effect interactions.
Here we discover not only that objects differ from things in being
necessarily rather than contingently involved in relations of
awareness, but also that "object ” — far from being a mere alternative
or synonym lor “thing” — is simply a disguised way of saying

19 See Poinsot’s Tractatus of 1632: 137 note 4.
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‘something signified”, or ‘Significate” (this last being a term
respecting which English dictionaries for some reason tend to be
aversive). We discover also not only that all thought is in signs, but
that so also is all sensation — while distinctively within cognition and
irreducibly (or “irremediably”) involving causal (dyadic “cause-
effect”) interaction between an animal’s body and material bodies of
the physical environment surrounding the animal’s body — a matter
of sign-relations.20

In the physical universe prior to life, it seems to me that we have
only degenerate and virtual Thirdness, yet sufficient to move the
environment through its physical causal interactions in the direction of
introducing and supporting life. After the advent of life virtual third-
ness becomes actual, yet remains in the order of intersubjectivities,
i.e., relations as intersubjective, but three-way and not only two-way.ZL
With the advent of animals thirdness becomes not only virtually but
actually objective as well as physical. The suprasubjectivity of
relations, in contrast to and presupposed by intersubjectivity, emerges
as the irreducibly essential nature of their singular being, inasmuch
as intersubjective relations exist only under certain existential con-
ditions which do not define the whole range of circumstances within
which relations that are suprasubjective but yet not intersubjective
can obtain. Suprasubjectivity thus proves to be presupposed by
intersubjectivity, but not reducible to intersubjectivity. And thirdness,
the “reality” enabled by semiosis, while normally involving sensible
things, yet is itselfnever directly sensible. Thirdness presupposes the
suprasubjective being of relation as understandable but not directly
perceptible (not even when it obtains intersubjectively as well). Only
human animals with their root capacity for language as Sebeok identi-
fies it,2" traditionally termed intellectus or “understanding”,b can

J See the Tractatus de Signis (Poinsot 1632), Book I, Question 6, esp. 205/35-
209/32, 211/29-212/34 and to a lesser extent 213/8-22. See further Deely 2008c:
Chap. 6. on the distinction between first and second-level instrumental signs, the
latter of which (“sign” as originally defined by Augustine in the late 4th century)
is actually at a third level of signification respecting concepts.

2L See Krampen 1986; Deely 1986.

Ibough the point had many anticipations in Sebeok’s earlier writings (e.g., 1963,
1978 inter alia), Sebeok introduced this notion of a “root sense of language” (in
contrast with linguistic communication) most dramatically in his 1984 address of June
2 at Victoria College of the University of Toronto (Sebeok 1986). Thereafter it became
amajor theme of his thought on questions of “language”. See Deely 2007a.
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come to know that there are signs (whence arises the postmodern
definition of human beings as semiotic animals).

In coming to know that there are signs and that their activity —
semiosis — pervades nature, not only as humans are part of nature
(the “semiological fallacy”, as we might call it), but throughout the
whole of nature, semiotic consciousness works a transforming effect
upon human responsibility. Heretofore conceived primarily in cultural
terms, as the responsibility each individual “as human” has for their
own actions, or as the responsibility an individual has by reason of a
position in society, it now becomes apparent that “human responsi-
bility” extends to the whole of life, by reason of the fact that the
consequences of human conduct affect the very conditions of survival
not only for our own species but for all those other species as well
with which our survival is bound up. A whole new vision of the “unity
of nature” follows upon the acquisition of semiotic consciousness,
wherein ethics itself is revealed to be a fundamentally semiosic pheno-
menon. Whence the appropriateness of the new term “semioethics” for
the realization of the global impact and extent of the human exercise
of responsibility in its species-specific conduct. We will return to this
point in concluding this essay.

What needs to be emphasized at the present juncture is not yet the
ethical implications of semiotic consciousness, but rather the manner
in which the singularity of relation makes semiosis possible in the first
place as an indirect influence of a future merely objective upon the
present physically actual as well as partially objective (whether
actually or virtually).

2.2. The singularity of relation as enabling thirdness

The most central point for being able to explain why signs in their
distinctive action transcend nature/culture, objectivity/subjectivity,
inner/outer, etc., is what can only be called the singularity of relations.
This singularity consists in the indifference of relations, according to
their own being as suprasubjective, to the various subjective and even
intersubjective classifications or ‘divisions’ of being in terms of the

23 See Deely 2002.
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here-and-now reality of the physical environment.“4 The Latins distin-
guished: being as able to exist whether or not known, they called ens
reale; being which depends on being known in order to be, they called
ens rationis. Being as known, then, whether ens reale or ens rationis,
is the considered meaning of objective being in its full actuality as
objective. Thus *“reality” as experienced and known is neither ens
reale nor ens rationis preclusively or exclusively, but a socially
structured combination of both based initially, or “first ofall™, upon
the bodily type ofthe cognitive organism.

2.2.1. Objective world in contast to physical environment:
the Umwelt

As the doctrine of Umwelt reveals, all animal experience (including its
human segment), while it consists objectively of both types of being
(the stars, say, as illustrating ens reale, the city limits of Bari — or even
the stars again, but now as constellations of the zodiac upon which
astrologers depend! — as illustrating ens rationis), does not reduce
simply to either type, but requires an interweave of both. Now expe-
rience has its being as a network of relations, what Sebeok so aptly
dubbed “the semiotic web”; and the strands of these relations — the
threads of the fabric of experience — reveal a pattern consisting of both
mind-dependent and mind-independent objectivities together forming
the public “realities” which individuals must negotiate as a whole.

But, and here is the key, relation is the only mode of being found
in ens reale that can also be found with its essence whole and
unchanged in the order of ens rationis; and nothing but relations
constitute the order ofens rationis through and through. These are the
strands of pure objectivity in that semiotic web we call “experience”
(or Umwelt). True, we invent fictional “substances”, such as Sherlock
Holmes or Hamlet, which are indeed ens rationis. But their actual
being as public objects is a pattern of relations modeled on our
experience of individuals (i.e., actual substances) which are not
fictional: the fictional objects in such cases are not what their models
are, namely, subjective and intersubjective beings; yet the fictional

1 See the Tractatus de Signis (Poinsot 1632), Book | opening paragraphs, esp.
117 18-118/18, and (even more specifically) 118/1-10.
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objects are, as “beings patterned after” something their models as
subjectivities are not — namely and specifically, relational in their
own positive being. By contrast, mind-dependent relations patterned
on our experiences of intersubjectivity are in their positive being what
their patterns are also. Whence ens rationis as a whole, in its full
extent as contrasted with ens reale, includes at bottom nothing but
“beings patterned after”, pure relations; while pure relations are also
found intersubjectively in the order of ens reale along with subjective
being (along with individuals and the inherent characteristics of
individuals). Objectivity, thus, the semiotic web of “the universe as
experienced”, is a mixture of subjectivity and suprasubjectivity, but of
the suprasubjective elements some are also intersubjective and some
only suprasubjective, the whole meanwhile remaining throughout (as
suprasubjective, involving subjectivities and intersubjectivities objec-
tified but never reducing thereto) public in principle.

2.2.2. The place and role of the Innenwelt

We see then that experience, in its difference both from the subjec-
tivity of the individual experiencing (even while modifying and
depending upon that subjectivity) and from the subjectivities and
intersubjectivities found within the world of things objectively
experienced as independent of the experiencing, along with the
aspects of these objects which turn out to purely objective (like the
false accusation of “being a spy”, when it is false; or “being a witch”;
etc.), is a suprasubjective network or web of relations founded upon
the psychological states (the ‘passiones animae”) of animals,
subjective qualities of the individual animal, indeed, but consisting no
less in the relations thence provenant incorporating within their
termini as a whole also subjective characteristics of things in the
environment along with some of the relations provenant therefrom
independently of the qualities of the Innenwelt in its contrast with the
Umwelt. Thus the suprasubjective web of relations both between
Innenwelt and Umwelt and also within the Umwelt itself are, as
relations, indifferent to the circumstances that make, for example, one
and the same relation at one time “real” and another time “unreal”, but
“objective” equally in both cases. The line is not fixed!
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Thus the suprasubjectivity of relations is the basis for the prior
possibility of semiosis as an action of signs verifiable within the
orders of ens reale and ens rationis alike, yes, but, far more impor-
tantly, verifiable as able to pass back and forth between the two orders
with positive character as triadic relation unchanged. For triadic
relations, while differing in their irreducible triadicity from (even
when including) dyadic relations (of cause/effect, say), yet participate
wholly and necessarily in the being definitive of every and all relation
as relation, which is suprasubjectivity.

So the dinosaur bone, once actually related to a dinosaur in the
order of ens reale, here and now has lost that relation, while yet
continuing to exist as fundament therefor (and here and now a kind of
“substance” or natural individual in its own right). And should the
fossil bone fall into the hands of a trained paleontologist, the structure
of the bone, itself a subjectivity, will yet be able to “tell its distinctive
story”, for the paleontologist on the basis or fundament of the bone
will recreate as ens rationis the very same relation of bone to dinosaur
which formerly (i.e., under other circumstances, the circumstances of
temps perdu) was an ens reale.”® The circumstances under which any
given relation is formed, in short, are what determine whether the
relation itselfis ens reale or ens rationis. The social construction of
reality as more than bare ens reale depends on this, the basis indeed of
the prior possibility of semiosis, as | said above.2%

2.2.3. Whence semiotics takes its “point of departure”,
finds its “proper standpoint”

It is the being of relation, thus, relation as a singularity within being,
that provides the standpoint for the doctrine of signs as transcending
the divisions of subjectivity and objectivity alike, inner and outer,
nature and culture.2r

Very interesting is the fact that relation viewed in the exclusive
perspective of ens reale turns out to be the “least” form of being, ens

See the Editorial Afterword to Poinsot’s Tractatus, Deely 1985: 4757176, and
502 note 147.
2% And cf. Tractatus de Signis 60/26-44.

And it is the privilege of Poinsot to have been the first to say this in opening
his Treatise on Signs, 117/28-118/18.
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minimum, the hardest to recognize at all as reale,2* because admitting
of no direct sensory instance, perception giving us related things but
never relations as distinguished from related things: only intellect can
make that separation. Language, in the secondary sense of verbal
language (or, more generally, linguistic communication), turns out to
depend upon this very ability of intellect to manipulate relations as
irreducible to related things.2

Moreover, when we consider that finite being is more than ens
reale, and far more the higher we ascend the semiosic (or “evolutio-
nary”) ladder from nonliving matter to living matter to animals to
semiotic animals to semioethic animals. Being, finite being, does not
reduce to ens reale but finds its highest reality among material crea-
tures in the objective world of human existence and life — the Um-
welt (or Lebenswelt, if you want to insist on the difference between
semiosic animals and semiotic animals) which does irreducibly consist
of a mixture or admixture of ens rationis with ens reale, particularly
in the suprasubjective character of experience as presenting to us the
world not only as it is but also as it could be and even should be, if we
may speak so boldly. Which of course is the point at which ethics
transforms into semioethics, in the sense that the latter presupposes
the recent advantage of a community of inquirers having attained to
semiotic consciousness (although even incognizantly “ethics” was
really “semioethics” all along).

Ens minimum at the moment of the “big bang”, but already then
making communication possible and semiosis virtual — such is the
singularity of relation. As matter complexified, forming star systems
and planets on the way to introducing life, relations become
increasingly important, till finally, at the human level, they virtually
make possible truly human life and personhood by enabling and
constituting the difference between authenticity and inauthenticity in
social affairs. Interdependency is not only real already at the level of
pure ens reale\ but community and personhood transcend subjectivity

28 Yet pure relation, this very ens minimum we are told (by Augustine and
Aquinas), constitutes the being of each one of the three persons of the yet
substantially one godhead, whose inner life consists of a communion of persons.
Thus communication wherever it occurs, in the finite order or in God, consists in
pure relations, so that what is least in the finite order of ens reale is greatest in the
infinite being of God. Such an irony!

29 Deely 1980; 2002.
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and intersubjectivity precisely by consisting in a network of now
indeed of semiosic relations. From ens minimum in the “big bang”,
relations ascend to ens magni momenti in the living world, and ens
momentissimi magni with the achievement of semiotic consciousness,
“metasemiosis”, at which point they enable (semio)ethics as the final
whole of human existence, recognizing its responsibility not only for
its own actions but for the whole of — precisely — the things in
themselves making up the reality of the physical surroundings of the
planet sustaining semiotic animals as part of the biosphere as a whole.
Again we shall return to this point in our conclusion.

3. The necessity of linguistic communication for developing
any science, including the doctrine of signs

That part of semiotics which studies signs and the action of signs spe-
cifically in the realm of human culture has been called “semiology”.
For several generations of thinkers in the 1960s and after, semiology
was thought to be the whole of the cenoscopic science of signs; and
the primary focus of these “semiologists” was usually, among cultural
artifacts, linguistic communication, called “language” and conceived
in terms of the conventional or “arbitrary” aspect of the signifier/
signified (“signifiant/signifie”) connection, as emphasized in the work
of Ferdinand de Saussure.3

The whole enterprise was largely misguided from the first, and the
question | want to address is: Why would so many keen minds be led
down a wrong path for so long? Peirce, outside professional circles of
philosophers, was ignored by and large in the heyday of semiology,
and it was not until the intervention of Sebeok in 1963, with his
pioneering notion of zodsemiotics, that semiotics began to emerge not
simply as an alternate name for what semiology was doing, but as the
proper name for any doctrine of signs that aimed to take account of
the full extent of semiosis, and not delude itself into thinking that only
human beings make and make use of signs, and that only within the
realm of culture properly speaking are signs truly at play as signs.

0

Saussure 1916. See Deely 2001a: Ch. 16, “Semiology: Modernity’s attempt to
treat the sign”, 669-688.



456 John Deely

3.1. Why did semiology precede semiotics when the need
to study signs first became generally accepted?
Here | want to examine, or try to outline at least, the “common sense”
grounds which enabled the semiology in the misguided sense — that
is to say, semiology conceived not as a part within the larger whole of
semiotics, but rather as the whole study of signs and sign action
complete unto itself— to flourish so widely and for so long.

The first reason the Saussurean proposal for semiology had an
immediate and general appeal, 1suggest, is the engrained modem philo-
sophical habit to think in terms of dyads. Sign/signified is an embedded
way of thinking of signs by the 19th and 20th centuries, and words, such
as dictionary items, are, by that same period, the principal example or
instance of signs: there are words, and “what they mean” — signs, with
their significates (although “significate”, curiously, is a term to which
dictionary-makers have been highly resistant).

Missing from this equation, however, is precisely that on the basis
ofwhich words can mean what they mean: the linguistic habits of the
reader of the given dictionary. If | know nothing of English and see
the word “crow” in an English dictionary, although the “meaning of
crow” is spelled out right there before my very eyes, the word remains
“meaningless” as far as 1am concerned. On the other hand, if 1am a
so-called “native speaker” of English (never mind that there is no
more such a thing as “native speaker” than one can be “bom
Christian”) and 1see the word “crow” in an English dictionary, 1have
no trouble at all seeing too “what the word means”. What makes the
difference? Neither the sign nor the signified, but a third factor, a
background factor neglected in the purview of “common sense”,
namely, what Peirce calls the interpretant, the “third factor” on the
basis of which a sign succeeds to direct our attention to whatever it is
that is signified. In this case, of course, the interpretant is the habit-
structure common to speakers of English. But interpretants are not
limited to human animals (though linguistic interpretants are), and
indeed, as Peirce famously said, need not even be mental. (But that is
another story.)

Il one looks only at the sign/signified dyad within language, the
relation between the two appears indeed “arbitrary”, “unmotivated” by
anything intrinsic to the sign. But once one adverts to the conside-
ration that, absent the habit-structure enabling the sign to signify, the
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sign fails in its signifying function, the illusion of arbitrariness begins
to fade. Of course the meaning of a word can begin in a stipulation;
but a stipulation to succeed begets a habit among linguistic commu-
nicators, and unless that habit takes hold the stipulation goes a-
glimmering. And even the attempt at stipulation that “X shall mean Y”
presupposes in the consciousness of the stipulator awareness of Y, an
awareness which he or she must communicate to another in discourse,
on the basis of those singular psychological states that we call
“concepts”.

In Saussure all of this is blurred, for he himself conceived of both
signifier and signified as psychological realities, rather than as
external things, such as written words and material things known in
their externality. That in Saussure and in semiologists generally the
sign is conceived of dyadically and primarily (if not exclusively)
linguistically is a simple matter of fact. As to “common sense”, the
dyadic idea of sign and signified seems evident, so to semiology the
analysis of sign in terms of signifiant/signifie appears clearly as the
path to be followed.

But it comes down to this, as far as | can see. We have already
considered above the question of why the study of sign activity
became so late a focal point of intellectual concern in philosophy’s
long history, even though nothing at all is more dependent upon the
action of signs than that very history! When, in the early-to-mid 20th
century, the question of the sign — what it really consists in and how
does it act — finally did become a central focus of inquiry in the
general intellectual culture, it took the initial form of “semiology”
(i.e., a culturally centered, linguistically oriented study): in the first
place, because “metasemiosis” occurs only in that sphere; and, in the
second place, because apartfrom linguistic communication there is no
entryway into that sphere as such, where alone the study of signs —
any signs — becomes possible.

So there is again some “common sense” grounds for thinking that
language as linguistic communication — the dominant and species-
specific means of human communication which alone makes culture
as distinct from and in some ways superordinate to (though more
accurately assimilative and elevative of) animal social organization —
is the main, if not the whole, show when it comes to the action of
signs. But, as has so often proved to be the case with “common sense”
(in scientific matters cenoscopic and ideoscopic alike), just as the
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revolution of the sun about the earth turned out to be a zodsemiotic
illusion within anthroposemiosis, so too has the impression that
linguistic communication and human culture contains the whole story
of the action of signs in the universe proven to be yet another
anthroposemiotic illusion.

3.2. The linguistic approach, necessity and limitations

To study anything, we perforce take our departure from within
anthroposemiosis. Anthroposemiosis transforms the animal Umwelt, a
world of objects closed to the difference between objects and things,
into a Lebenswelt, an objective world wherein human understanding
can avail itself of an ability to investigate “the way things are”, along
which path what is first discovered is the most basic difference within
objectivity so far as science is concerned. That most basic difference
can be described thus. On the one hand are objects of experience
which reduce to our network of social interaction as grounding our
experience of them (much the way that the habit of speaking English
underlies our ability to recognize words in dictionaries) — such as
flags signifying cities, counties, or countries; the movement of the sun
around the earth; or boundaries separating counties, states, or
countries; and the like. On the other hand are objects of experience
which do not reduce to our experience of them, such as rocks and
stars, lions and tigers, and the physical world in general.

The medieval Latins, as we saw above, called the former nonens,
also “entia rationis”; the latter they called ens, also “ens reale”. Being
interested above all in “reality” (ens reale), and deeming that mis-
takenly for the whole story of “how things are”, they — the Latins —
neither emphasized nor realized the point (at least not until, as the
Latin Age drew to its end, Poinsot made the point explicit3l) that
whoever would study the being and action proper to signs required to
establish a standpoint superior to, a standpoint transcending, the
difference between ens (as ens reale) and nonens (as ens rationis). For
while the question of signs perforce concerns a “mode of being” (the
being proper to signs), that mode of being involves the singularity
whereby relation alone among the modes of ens reale remains

3l Poinsot 1632: opening paragraphs of Book |, Question 1, of his Tractatus de
Signis.
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unaffected in its positive structure as objectively terminating
suprasubjectively regardless of changes of circumstances which make
a relation as terminating one moment to have a terminus that exercises
also a mind-independent existence and at another moment (often,
needless to say, to the surprise of the knower) to have that same
terminus but now possessed of existence only mind-dependently. The
change affects only the subjective or intersubjective status of the
terminus (i.e., its status in ens reale), not its objective status as
significate. Not every terminus is a significate, but every significate is
aterminus, regardless of its further status in the order of ens reale.

Whence, while the being of signs is indeed a question of being, it
is at the same time a question of more than being, for the “being of
signs” as triadic relations precisely enables an action of signs that
results in nonbeing as well as being. Deception among animals
depends upon it, as does outright lying among human animals; but a
future at variance with the limited possibilities of any given present in
“ens reale” depends upon it too — and hence the very possibility of
what has heretofore been called “evolution”. Concerning the
irreducibility of objective world (Umwelt) to the physical environment
can well be applied a formula stated by Maritain in a different
context: “the paths of non-being, once one has, by a kind of inverted
intuition, become conscious of it and of its formidable role in reality,
are as difficult as those of being".“ It took Sebeok’s assimilation of
the Umwelttheorie of Jakob von Uexkiill’4 for semioticians fully to
recognize that the objective world of animal experience is, in every
case, a species-specific world composed of an interweave of mind-
dependent and mind-independent relations in an ever-changing
proportion and mixture.

Maritain 1966: 32.

Precisely here is the place where semiotics assimilates the ethical insights of
I mmanuel Levinas (e.g., 1974) that, in Petrilli’s summary (2008: 203), “the being
of social communication has an otherwise than being”, where ‘being’ means ens
reale, and ‘otherwise than being’ means above all the element of ens rationis
essential to the constitution of every Umwelt in its difference from the physical
environment.
5 Cf. Deely 2004a.
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3.2.1. What language as semiosis consists in

So, to “begin at the beginning”, we perforce take our departure for the
study of signs (as for anything else) from within anthroposemiosis; but
insofar as anthroposemiosis is semiosis, our first question equally
perforce has to bear on what semiosis is, for the linguistic commu-
nication upon which human animals so crucially and species-speci-
fically rely is not an autonomous realm, as Analytic philosophers of the
early and mid-20th century deluded their successors into thinking, but a
question of one type of sign among (many) other types, including types
which linguistic communication presupposes and depends upon.3 So
even if we wish and in some sense must begin with linguistic signs,
among the first questions to be faced is “the place of linguistic signs
among signs in general”, as Todorov so well noted/6

Anthroposemiosis is semiosis first of all, but linguistic communi-
cation too “first of all”, if by “first of all” we mean not merely the
‘logically prior’ but the species-specifically distinctive. The problem is
to balance these two senses of “first”. Let us, then, start where we
must in order to communicate with others at the level of metasemiosis,
with language.

Even though language is the indispensable entry and portal to full
participation in any Umwelt as species-specifically human (that is to
say, as consisting of a cultural environment capable of supporting
inquiry both coenoscopic and ideoscopic into the nature of things), to
make of linguistic analysis the very substance of philosophy was
among the final delusions of modernity, for the reasons first suggested
by Todorov37 and spelled out at length by Deely (2006a), namely, that
language itself is, for all its grandeur and centrality to human identity,
life, and culture, but one system of signs among others, one which
achieves autonomy only relatively and while remaining dependent in
the main on the elements of zodsemiosis without which even the
highest achievements of speculative discourse in science and
philosophy would implode.

What makes language in the sense of linguistic communication
possible in the first place is the distinctive capacity of human
understanding to objectify realities which cannot be reduced to

3%  Deely 1980.
36 Todorov 1978: 40. See Deely 2006a.
37 Todorov 1978: 40.
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sensory instantiation. In short, the same ability which enables human
animals to wonder whether God exists is the ability which enables
them to manipulate relations in their difference from related things,
and it is this ability to handle cognitively relations in their difference
from related things that make possible stipulations of meaning
exapting the biologically underdetermined human Innenwelt to
express new potential arrangements which are and must often38 remain
invisible to direct sense perception of their “reality”. Communication
takes place in the realm of related things; but linguistic communi-
cation bears more on the relations themselves than on the things —
often precisely in order to introduce arrangements different than what
sense can directly manifest.

3.2.2. Demonstrating the inadequacy of linguistic analysis as an
autonomous approach to philosophical questions

The development of semiotics as the doctrine of signs, that is to say,
as a coenoscopic rather than an ideoscopic science,” gives us one of
the clearest reminders (if one still be needed) that, as far as science
and philosophy are concerned in their proper dimensions as investi-
gative of realities and explicative of the results of those investigations,
the *meaning of a word” cannot possibly be either a simple stipulation
of “what | want it to mean” (what we might call “the Humpty-Dumpty
fallacy”) or an exposure of its “use in a language” (“the Wittgenstein
fallacy”); for both stipulation and established customs of use are at the
service of something else, to wit, the very nature of the object of the
investigation and the determination through that investigation of what
in the object belongs to it independently of its relations to us, and what
belongs to it precisely in consequence of the network of relations

3B An example of an exception would be would be an hypothesis concerning the
existence of some previously unexperienced physical reality, the way that the
planet Neptune was originally proposed theoretically and then actually observed
by human eye. By contrast, a new system of government can be “'put into place”,
but that system cannot be directly observed except in its “parts” — people and
buildings — assigned to official status within the in-itself invisible system con-
sisting “in itself’ in pure relations. Dogs can bite Presidents, but not as Presidents!

Bentham 1816 (esp. Appendix No. 1V, the “Essay on Nomenclature and
Classification”, 1962 11816]: 63-128); Peirce 1905: CP 8.199; Deely 2008c
throughout.



462 John Deely

mind-dependent as well as mind-independent into which it perforce
enters as object — something existing at least in part as cognized or
known — in contrast to the being proper to “things™ as what are what
they are whether or not they are a part of any finite consciousness.

Consider what a dead-end results when we take the linguistic
expression or term “sign” as a dictionary item and make that (*its use
in a language”) as the point of departure as such for would-be semiotic
analysis. Nothing in the nearly four half-page columns on p. 2820 of
our 1971 edition of the Oxford English Dictionary (the latest
electronic edition does not improve on this point) suggests anything
like what has become common knowledge among semioticians
today — thanks not to dictionaries but to the work of Poinsot and,
more recently, Peirce in establishing the purely relational mode of
being proper to signs in their distinctive being.

“In its genuine form”, Peirce advises us,40 “Thirdness is the triadic
relation existing between a sign, its object, and the interpreting
thought, itself a sign, considered as constituting the mode of being
of asign.”

Indeed, we now realize that what the dictionaries heretofore all but
exclusively treat under the entry “sign” are what semiotics today
recognizes rather as but the vehicle occupying that one of the three
positions involved in signification which presents something other
than itself to or for some third. “Being a sign” in the dictionary sense
of sign-vehicle is in itself not a sign at all, inasmuch as what occupies
the foreground position in question within a triadic relation, namely,
the representamen (to use Peirce’s felicitous coinage) can on other
occasions and in other contexts occupy instead either of the two other
positions united in the sign’s relation, namely, that of the significate
(or “object signified”, as we say redundantly) or that of the
interpretant, the “third’ to or for whom the object signified is signified
by the sign (vehicle).

But remove the triadic relation, the being formal and proper to the
sign, and all three — representamen, significate, and interpretant —
either cease to exist (insofar as they are purely objective realities) or at
least fall back into the bare existence of things which have no
necessary relation here and now to a finite knower in order to be as

40 Peirce 1904: CP 8.332, bold face added; Poinsot 1632: 1.3 155/25-29, again
bold added: the irreducibly triadic relation “is the proper and formale rationale
of asign”.
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elements of the physical surroundings. Under such circumstances,
nonetheless, where there may be no sign actually (i.e., fully as
genuine Thirdness), yet there remains the representamen active as a
sign virtually, as we will see both Poinsot and Peirce to say, e.g.:4

while no Representamen actually functions as such until it actually determines
an Interpretant, yet it becomes a Representamen as soon as it is fully capable
of doing this; and its Representative Quality is not necessarily dependent upon
its ever actually determining an Interpretant, nor even upon its actually having
an Object.

In such a case, therefore, the “being of the sign” is a triadic relation
only virtually rather than actually, and that being is, at least for the
moment, and under the circumstances reduced (as it were) to such
being as the representamen has in its interaction with the physical
surroundings as one “thing” among other “things”. As Peirce puts it,4&
the triadic relation itself, therefore, must, as virtual rather than actual.

4 Peirce c.1902/1903: CP 2.275; Poinsot 1632: 126/3-22 makes this same point
as follows: “[...] sufficit virtualiter esse signum, ut actu significet. Et instatur
manifeste in hac: B actu causat et producit effectum, ergo actu in re est causa;
nam ipsa causa non existens in se, per virtutem a se relictam causat et formaliter
causat, quia effectus tunc formaliter producitur. Sic existente signo et
significatione virtuali formaliter ducit potentiam ad signatum, et tarnen formaliter
non est signum, sed virtualiter et fundamentaliter. Cum enim maneat ratio
movendi potentiam, quod fit per signum, in quantum repraesentativum est, etiamsi
non maneat relatio substitutionis ad signatum, potest exercere functiones
substituentis sine relatione, sicut servus vel minister potest exercere operationes
sui ministerii etiam mortuo domino, ad quem dicit relationem, et in qua formaliter
consistit ratio servi et ministri.” — “[...] it suffices to be a sign virtually in order to
signify in act. This can be readily seen in an example: X in act causes and
produces an effect, therefore it is in act really a cause; for when the cause in
question no longer exists in itself, through the virtuality or efficacy it leaves
behind, it causes and causes formally, because the effect is then formally
produced. Just so, when a sign exists and by a virtual signification formally leads
the mind to something signified [which no longer exists in fact], it is nevertheless
not a sign formally, but virtually and fundamentally. For since the rationale of
moving or stimulating the mind remains, which comes about through the sign
insofar as it is something representative, even if the relation of substitution for the
signified does not remain, the sign is able to exercise the functions of substituting
without the relation, just as a servant or minister can perform the operations of his
ministry even when the master, to whom he bespeaks a relation, and in which
relation the rationale of servant and minister formally consists, has died.”

&2 Peirce 1903: CP 1.542.
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“consist in a power of the representamen to determine some interpret-
tant to being a representamen of the same object”;4 or, as Poinsot put
it, “it suffices to be a sign virtually in order to signify in act.”

Of course, as semiotics advances and becomes familiar to more
and more individuals, larger and larger groups within the various
lifeworlds of species-specifically human culture, the dictionaries
themselves will change and reflect new usages of “semiotics and its
congeners” which will indeed, at that future time, give “linguistic
philosophers” a sufficient purchase to ply their wit and analytical
cleverness in ways that have ceased to be semiotically obtuse (not at
all because of their “linguistic method”, note, but simply by virtue of
the inevitable evolution of the language itself “in use”. But we are not
at that future point, far from it; and what we need to do rather is give
creative linguistic expression de novo to the results of investigations
of the action of signs precisely as revealing the being of signs to
human understanding. This will involve, to be sure, stipulations —
some new ways of speaking. And it will involve too taking account of
established customs of “use in the language”. But it perforce goes
beyond both (as does any properly philosophical analysis).

43 Peirce is speaking of “degenerate cases” from the standpoint of genuine
Thirdness; but from the standpoint we are considering we might well call them
“pregenerate” cases. Cf. Deely 1994; Ch. 7.

4 Poinsot. of course, had no idea whatever of the universe as an evolutionary
development, yet his notion of semiosis points precisely in that direction once the
myth of the celestial spheres has been exposed, which makes his remarks on the
point at hand all the more interesting — Poinsot 1632: Treatise on Signs, Book I,
Question 1, 126/3-22: “it suffices to be a sign virtually in order to signify in act.
This can be readily seen in an example: X in act causes and produces an effect
therefore it is in act really a cause; for when the cause in question no longer exists
in itself, through the virtuality or efficacy it leaves behind, it causes and causes
formally, because the effect is then formally produced. Just so, when a sign [as
representamen] exists and by a virtual signification formally leads the mind to
something signified [which no longer exists in fact], it is nevertheless not a sign
formally, but virtually and fundamentally. For since the rationale of moving or
stimulating the mind remains, which comes about through the sign insofar as it is
something representative, even if the relation of substitution for the signified does
not remain, the sign is able to exercise the functions of substituting without the
relation, just as a servant or minister can perform the operations of his ministry
even when the master, to whom he bespeaks a relation, and in which relation
the rationale of servant and minister formally consists, has died.”
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So, just as we have already noted, the task simply does not and
cannot reduce to either or both of those two functions — stipulation
and use — upon which “linguistic philosophy” as such (the “linguistic
turn” of Analytic philosophy after the later Wittgenstein) completely
depends. For the question is not that which the dictionary is designed
to answer (“What is a sign viewed in terms of established usage?”) but
what is a sign in its proper being. Not only is the question of what the
dictionary is designed to answer not yet the question that semiotics
seeks to answer, but that very question of what the dictionary has to
say is quite beside the point inasmuch as the semiotician, as Peirce put
it,43 is rather “in the situation of a zoologist who wants to know what
ought to be the meaning of ‘fish” in order to make fishes one of the
great classes of vertebrates”. If it were up to the linguistic philoso-
phers, we would not to this day have been able to learn that whales are
not a species of fish; nor would we have learned that signs in their
proper being cannot be seen with the eye!

4. In search of the broadest sense of sign

“Taking sign in its broadest sense,” Peirce advises,46 “its interpretant
is not necessarily a sign”; and here our late-modern master of the
transition to postmodernity begins to grope:

we may take a sign in so broad a sense that the interpretant of it is not a
thought, but an action or experience, or we may even so enlarge the meaning
of sign that its interpretant is a mere quality of feeling. A Third is something
which brings a First into relation to a Second. A sign is a sort of Third. How
shall we characterize it?

Concepts, Peirce notes (1904 and elsewhere), if we go back to the
Latins, have more than sufficiently been established as interpretants
which are necessarily signs.47 But what of those interpretants which
are not necessarily themselves signs, or even “something mental”?
What of the action of signs among plants, for example, where animal

4 Peirce 1904: 8.332.
46 lbid.
47 See Doyle 1985, 2001, Deely 2007b: Ch. 12.
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consciousness is not directly involved? But Peirce goes even further
than this, the extension of the action of signs to the whole of the
lifeworld. “Who”, he asks,49 “is the utterer of signs of the weather?”

But he goes in this same manuscript even further still: there are
cases, he tells us,5 where “there must be a sign without an utterer and
a sign without an interpreter”.

In any such case, carefully note, Peirce is not speaking of the sign
in its full sense as a triadic relation provenating from a representamen
but rather of some version of “degenerate Thirdness”, as he calls it,
which is a representamen as such, i.e., a sign-vehicle, a ‘reality’ from
which a triadic relation would provenate did but circumstances permit.
For “if a sign has no interpreter”, he remarks,5l “its interpretant is a
‘would be’, i.e., is what it would determine in the interpreter if there
were one.”

4.1. Why Sebeok’s final view of semiosis as co-extensive with
life is not broad enough

This brings me to the nexus, the crucial node, of the musement 1am
placing before you with this essay: when Sebeok notes® that “life
modifies the universe to meet its needs, and accomplishes this by
means of sign action”, while feeling at the same time “strongly drawn
to Wheeler’s suggestions3 that the fundamental physical constants, the
nuclear and cosmological parameters, and others, are constrained by
the unbudging requirement that life evolve”, is he not suggesting
without realizing it that the development of the physical universe prior
to the advent of life was itselfa product of semiosis, even if that prior

48 The realization that there is an action of signs among plants, “phytosemiosis”,
is rightly regarded as one of the main achievements of the later 20th century, and
indeed the achievement which made the contemporaiy notion of biosemiotics
possible: no life without the action of signs.

49  Peirce c.1907: Ms 318, ISP pages 205-206, a part of 318 that remains
unpublished as of 2008 (see gloss on Peirce c. 1907 entry in the References at the
end of this essay).

5 Peirce c. 1907: EP 2.404.

51  Peirce 1907: EP 2.4009.

52 Sebeok 1985a: 21.

5 Cf. Wheeler 1977; also Whitaker 1988, and Barrow et al. 1988.
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development, as Peirce suggested,% “cannot be fully revealed or
brought to light by any study of the sign alone, as such. Knowledge of
it must come from some previous or collateral source.”

In short, even if we accept Sebeok’s proposition that there is no
life without the action of signs, we have still to ask if the converse of
this proposition, “no signs without life”, is also true? Sebeok, the
principal architect of semiotics as overtaking and absorbing semiology
as but a part ofthe doctrine of signs, was inclined so to think.

But we have to realize that Peirce had a still broader view, and
Poinsot in this same line of thinking gave concrete indications of a
philosophical nature®% to suggest that while indeed semiosis is
essential for living things to maintain themselves as living, there is
also reason to consider that semiosis is essential to living things not
only in their present and actual existence, as Sebeok recognized, but
also to the bringing about within the physical universe of the initial
conditions which made life first proximately possible and then actual
— at which point semiosis passes from all ‘grades of degeneracy’ (or
‘pregeneracy’) to reveal its full and genuine form in the veritable
conflagration of sign activity drawing ever more and more complex
living systems into reality as nature begins its climb, certainly on this
planet (as all but certainly on planets elsewhere) toward that unique
form of life which not only makes use of signs but is able to recognize
that there are signs: the life of the semiotic animal.

For with the human being emerges a consciousness which will
bring with it, as we have seen, and for the first time in the finite
universe, responsibility, responsibility for the future of the species of
animal within which that singular consciousness emerges, but a
responsibility which turns out to extend in principle to every other
animal species as well, because the responsibility is rooted in a form
of knowledge which alone is capable of envisioning the requirements
of the biosphere as a planetary phenomenon and so of taking steps to
bring civilization and culture into line with the requirements which,
unless met, will destroy Gaia — the planetary whole of biosemioses
upon which the flourishing of even human life depends.

5 Peirce c.1907: EP 2.404
% Deely 1994: Ch. 7.
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4.2. Semiosis as cause no less than condition of life

| want to muse out loud, then, pace Sebeok, that the true interpretation
of the formula or maxim “no life without signs” is the one that makes
the action of signs coextensive with the living world, indeed, as
biosemiotics has increasingly demonstrated, but avoids the possible
error (the “quasi-fallacy”, as we might put it)% of making the action of
signs purely and simply a function of life. The most extreme form of
the assertion that semiosis is a function only of life is no doubt
witnessed in Short’s blunder making the purposive behavior of animal
life essential to the function of signs as s.igns.57 But we have to wonder
if even the broader and moderate assertion that life-science is coexten-
sive with sign-science is not already a quasi-error. The text which |
take as a focus for my play of musement on this particular occasion is
the following one from Peirce:

Finally, as what anything really is, is what it may finally come to be known to
be in the ideal state of complete information, so that reality depends on the
ultimate decision of the community; so thought is what it is, only by virtue of
its addressing a future thought which is in its value as thought identical with
it, though more developed. In this way, the existence of thought now depends
on what is to be hereafter; so that it has only a potential existence, dependent
on the future thought of the community. (Peirce 1904: CP 5.316.)

No doubt my musement here presupposes some form of the so-called
“anthropic principle”, according to which the universe is not
indifferent to the existence of semiotic animals, but develops in such a
way and along such lines as to become aware of itself precisely by
bringing about the conditions necessary to sustain such a form of
life.® This idea is new in the context of our understanding of the
universe as a semiosic and evolutionary whole; but even in pre-
evolutionary views of the physical world, the orientation of nature to

5% Recalling Sebeok 1985a: 20.

57 Short 2007, passim; documented in Deely 2008b.

58  “Incidentally,” Sebeok reported (1985a: 21), “Bense 1984 came to the iden-
tical conclusion that the Anthropic Principle is a semiotic principle,” although
Tom confessed himself “at a loss to follow his dense yet exiguous argumen-
tation.”
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the sustenance of life in its highest semiosic form was already a thesis
explicitly held by Thomas Aquinas®among others.

What is new in our consideration is the light that the realization of
how signs work in the universe — semiosis — throws upon the thesis
that the material universe tends so to arrange itself as to bring about
living things, and living things in turn tend to develop in the direction
of semiotic animals. For the action ofsignsfollows upon the being of
signs; and the being proper to signs in their full and genuine form as
triadic relations is not as such the substantial form of a living creature.
Far from it. The being constitutive of signs in their proper being is a
part of that tenuous network of relations without which such
substances — living things — could neither emerge nor survive in the
first place.

4.3. The crucial point over which Peirce and much semiotic
development after him stumbled: the causality proper to signs
as signs

Animals act with purpose. For that matter, so do plants, and even
inorganic substances in their own way. “Purpose” applied to nature
names an intrinsic finality which is observable in the behavior of
“natural units” — that is to say, actual individuals in the sense
Avristotle termed “substances”. Many things that appear to “common
sense” as “individuals” are indeed not individuals in the sense of units
of nature. But whenever we succeed to isolate natural units,
substances natural in the strict Aristotelian sense of “individuals”, we
always find that they act in determinate ways in given circumstances,
and that these “determinate ways” lead to determinate developments
and outcomes in the course of which chance can intervene to alter the
outcome, but not to change the fact that every finite interaction of
individuals in nature is involved with tendencies to outcomes which
accumulate over time, and even incorporate the unexpectancies of
chance interventions to move the universe as a whole to what we may
perhaps describe as a “growth in time”.

Aquinas i. 1259/65: Summa contra gentiles 3; developed in Deely 1969.
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4.3.1. The action of signs vis-a-vis finality

So far we have described what might best be termed a “Darwinian
universe”, one that develops mainly by chance, diverting development
away from status quo, yes, but purely “vis & tergo” (“force from
behind”) style. But notice that Waddington was alone right among the
neo-Darwinians with his insistence on the role of the “epigenetic
system” in its contrast to the “genetic system” as an “anti-chance
factor”, one in addition to, or alongside, natural selection as an anti-
chance factor.® It is this second antichance factor in particular, along
with chance, that opens the door to semiosis as an influence of the
future (a “vis & prospecto”); for chance and finality alike entangle with
the “information concerning possibility” that semiosis manifests or
makes available, with the result of bringing about imprevisible states
of affairs which (so to speak) conspire in the collectivity to first make
the universe suitable for life, then to make living things actually occur
and develop in the direction that will eventually allow the sign to
become aware of itself through the reflection, the “metasemiosis”, of
semiotic animals.6l

Thus purpose permeates nature, but through the interactions of
individuals and collectivities of individuals. The action of signs is
something else again, everywhere entangled with purposes, as also
with chance, indeed, but distinct from both of them. When Peirce
opined C.19026“ that “all causation divides into two grand branches,
the efficient, or forceful”, that is to say, causality in the order of brute
Secondness, “and the ideal, or final” his addition at this point equating
“final” with “ideal” proved to be, not so much for himself as for his
later followers, a near-fatal misstep; for final causality occurs in the
entitative realm of subjectivity primarily and first of all, while ideal
causality is over and above that order, actual in the objective world or
Umwelt of animals, but virtual already in the inorganic realm as
physiosemiosis as also in the organic world prior to animal awareness
as phytosemiosis.

60 See Waddington 1960, 1961; Deely 1969.

61 Deely 2008a.
62 Peirce ¢.1902; CP 1.211.
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4.3.2. The crucial gap in Peirce’s Collected Papers

Among the materials not to be found in the Collected Papers, where
Peirce identifies the causality proper to signs as “ideal, or final
causality”, are the parts of his manuscript 283 of 1906 where Peirce
qualifies his earlier equation of final with ideal causality as perhaps
having been “a too wide concept” which “will do no harm whatever,
provided that a careful division of it be made”, whereupon he
proceeds to show that the “careful division” in need of being made is
precisely the later Scholastic division between final causality, whether
intrinsic (teleonomy) or extrinsic (such as the purposive behavior of
organisms), and formal causality as extrinsic to a subject, that is to
say, as “objective”, whether actually or only virtually.

The distinctions involved here take us well beyond the “four
causes” — efficient, material, formal, and final — identified by
Avristotle as essential to the analysis and understanding of physical
change in the environment. Whereas Aristotle conceived his scheme
of causes in relation above all to the physical environment of
changeable being, the Latins not only took over this scheme in their
philosophia naturalis, but extended its application to the world of
culture and the understanding ofdiscoursed In order to achieve this
extension of causality to include the world of culture as well as that of
nature as independent of culture, they found it necessary to distinguish
both formal cause and final cause as extrinsic as well as intrinsic;64
and formal cause as extrinsic they found it necessary to further sub-
divide between exemplary (the causality at work in art), and specifi-

This full extent of the Latin analysis of causality in original texts is laid out in
Deely 1992: 66n5, and further discussed in Deely 1994: Ch. 6 and Deely 2001a.
In this last work, consult the Index entry CAUSALITY (p. 864), and Chap. 10,
esp. pp. 472-479). The loci for Poinsot’s own complete analyses of causality are
set out in the two notes and following.

The most reliable synoptic summaries of late Latin analyses of causality are
laid out lound in Poinsot’s Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus of 1631—1635. For
efficient, material, intrinsic formal, and extrinsic exemplary formal causality,
consult Poinsot 1633: Questions 10-13, 197al1-287b43 — where, however,
extrinsic specificative formal causality (‘objective causality’), the causality proper
to signs, is mentioned only in response to an objection confusing it with
exemplary causality 245224743, 247a7-14. See not following for the loci of his
direct discussions of objective (extrinsic formal specificative) causality, the
causality distinctive of semiosis as the action of signs.
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cative (which they also termed ‘objective’).6 This last subdistinction,
i.e., of formal causality as extrinsic to a subject but specificative of a
role or function to be performed, they were then able to demonstrate
as the precise sort of causality needed to explain the agere that follows
upon the esse of signs. Poinsot’s analysis on this point, “Whether to
signify, formally considered, is to cause something in the order of
productive causality?”,66 stands to this day as the most historically
authoritative discussion of this question in the literature of semiotics.

4.3.3. Signs as vehicles versus signs as signs

It is well to remember that the original notion of sign in general, as
Augustine introduced it, was the common notion of sign as some
material object which represents something other than itself in the eye
of the beholder. Only gradually did the Latins realize that there are
signs which are not objects first of all, namely, psychological states on
the basis of which objects are presented interpreted as this or that. And
only later still did they come to realize, as would Peirce after them,
that what made material objects or psychological states alike be signs
in the first place was their occupation of the foreground position of
representing another within a triadic relation, whereupon Peirce
concluded that what are commonly called signs are in reality but the
vehicles of signification, while signs in their proper being are rather
the triadic relations themselves without which signs in the common
sense (something that can be seen or heard or touched) would not be
signs at all. Signs in the common sense, the vehicles conveying a
signification, he proposed to term rather representamens, in contrast
to the triadic relation itself which functions as a pure medium of
communication, and nothing more.

Thus there is an important difference between a sign in the
common sense of a vehicle, and a sign in the strict and technical sense

6  The direct discussion of formal causality as extrinsic specification is to be
found in Poinsot 1632, as follows: Q. 17, Arts. 5-7, 595b25-608b7; Q. 21, Arts. 4
and 5, 670al 1-693a31; Q. 22, Arts, I~t, 693a34-715a21; and further in his
biological treatises of 1635, in the context of the discussion of cognitive
organisms: Q. 6., Arts. 2-4, 177bl-198al6; Q. 8, Art. 4, 265b 1-271 b20; Q. 10,
Arts. 1-5, 295bl-339a45; Q. 11, Arts. 1and 2, 344bl-366b34.

66 See Question 5, Book I, of Poinsot’s Tractatus de Signis of 1632.
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of the triadic relation under which that vehicle stands as means of
conveyance. The former Peirce calls “the body of the sign",67 or its
“requisite vehicle”;88 the latter he calls “the meaning of the sign". For
the vehicle or ‘body’ of a signification, as a subjective reality in its
own right (even when it is only a characteristic of an individual, as in
the case of a psychological state), functions more broadly in its own
right than its bare function within a given semiosis. Within the
semiosis, it is the triadic relation and only the triadic relation which
provides the ‘meaning’ of the sign. Yet this meaning can be sustained
or conveyed by various vehicles, for which reason Peirce contrasts the
sign in its “body” to the sign in its proper being as triadic relation as
comparatively “inessential”, inasmuch as the content of the communi-
cation depends upon the latter and only incidentally upon the former.®
Thus we note the crucial distinction between a sign-vehicle and a
s/gw-vehicle: A sign as sign is a medium of communication — that
and that only, existing as such (being a relation) suprasubjectively. A
sign-vehicle is a medium of communication, indeed that, but not
necessarily only that, for the reason that it has a subjective being along
with the suprasubjective being it conveys objectively.

With this distinction in mind, see how Peirce moves toward Poin-
sot’s demonstration that the causality proper to signs is as a specifica-
tive extrinsic formal causality:

A medium of communication is something, A, which being acted upon by
something else, N, in its turn acts upon something, I, in a manner involving its
determination by N, so that / shall thereby, through A and only through A, be
acted upon by N. We may purposely select a somewhat imperfect example.
Namely, one animal, say, a mosquito, is acted upon by the entity of a zymotic
disease, and in its turn acts upon another animal, to which it communicates the
fever. The reason that this example is not perfect is that the active medium is
in some measure of the nature of a vehicle, which differs from a medium of
communication in acting upon the transported object and determining it to a
changed location, where, without further interposition of the vehicle, it acts
upon, or is acted upon by, the object to which it is conveyed. A sign, on the
other hand, just in so far as it fulfills the function of a sign, and none other,
perfectly conforms to the definition of a medium of communication. It is

67 E.g., Peirce 1903: CP 2.222.
6 Peirce ¢.1902: CP 2.111.

1 E.g., Peirce c.1906a: CP 4.6: “One selfsame thought may be carried upon the
vehicle of English, German, Greek, or Gaelic; in diagrams, or in equations, or in
graphs: all these are but so many skins of the onion, its inessential accidents”.
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determined by the object, but in no other respect than goes to enable it to act
upon the interpreting quasi-mind; and the more perfectly it fulfills its function
as a sign, the less effect it has [...] other than that of determining it as if the
object itself had acted upon it. Thus, after an ordinary conversation, a
wonderfully perfect kind of sign-functioning, one knows what information or
suggestion has been conveyed, but will be utterly unable to say in what words
it was conveyed, and often will think it was conveyed in words, when in fact it
was only conveyed in tones or facial expressions. (Peirce 1906: EP 2.391)1

So, while animals, for example, have purpose, signs as signs do not.
Signs convey what they convey, make of it what you can or will. The
smoke of the volcano, does it signify only burning, or also the anger
of the gods? Purpose is normally but always introduced into semiosis
from without, from the entanglement of signs with the behavior of
substances which are not but in spite of themselves become signs.
Thus a given representamen as sign-vehicle, “just insofar as it fulfills
the function of sign and no other function besides”, represents an ideal
limit seldom or never reached in semioses actually occurring among
interacting natural individuals and groups of individuals. A sign as
vehicle of communication is not a mosquito as transmitter of disease
(or a vaccination shot as preventive of disease), though accidentally,
by reason of the vehicle’s properties as subjective in its own right
having an existence which is more than can be reduced to its formal
role as sign, it can become like a mosquito (or a vaccine)! But that is
per accidens to the material status of the vehicle, not per se to its
formal status as conveying the action of sign as sign.

4.3.4. Recognizing the “ideal limit”
in vehicles of communication

Thus, a sign, in the sense of sign-vehicle, risks or may risk to be
mistaken for the material characteristics and causal capacities of that
particular bodily type (cf. Deely 2003). So we must be quite careful
and explicit in using the term *“vehicle” or *“sign-vehicle” for the
representamen in semiosis that we are using the term only in the
precise sense of fundament of the relation of signification grounded in

70 As Andre DeTienne put the matter to me in an email exchange of Sept. 20,
2007: “A good sign disappears in the very moment that an information gets
effectively conveyed's
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the object as presented formally to, not as materially acting upon, the
interpretant — even though the sign-vehicle as, say, a material body in
its own right, exercises other modes of causality along with and inde-
pendently of that causality definitive of semiosis precisely as such. By
contrast with “sign” in the sense of the material or even psychological
vehicle embodying the sign-relation as fundament, a sign formally
considered “just in so far as it fulfills the function of a sign and none
other, perfectly conforms to the definition of a medium of communi-
cation”, thus (continuing Peirce from the 1906 MS 283):

It is determined by the object, but in no other respect than goes to enable it
[that object which has determined the sign] to act upon the interpreting quasi-
mind [the Interpretant] other than that of determining it as if the object itself

had acted upon it.

The sign as a sign is not a vehicle which modifies what it conveys, but
rather one which purely conveys: and so it acts in the order of a formal
cause rather than an efficient cause, yet not as an intrinsic formal
cause, but rather as an extrinsic formal cause specifying its inter-
pretant from without and indirectly, that is to say, via the sign.

If we wish to emphasize this formal element as what is essential to
the sign as vehicle of communication, then, the sign:

may be defined as a Medium for the communication of a Form. It is not
logically necessary that anything possessing consciousness, that is, feeling of

1 Note that, in Peirce’s own text, we are dealing with a matter of formal, not
efficient, causality when it comes to the question of how signs actually
accomplish communication in bringing about their “*proper significate outcome”. |
emphasize this, because it gives us the means from within Peirce’s writings to
correct the actual main flaw in his semiotic, namely, the conflation of all ideal
causality with final causality. In fact, it is just this flaw, uncorrected, which steers
Short off the path to think that, if signs require final causality in the sense of
purpose, this semiosis can only be fulfilled in the behavior of animals. Peirce did
not think that final causality was extrinsically involved in semiosis, but inherently
involved (because he saw it as the only alternative within ideal causality in
contrast with efficiency), not by importation as Short proposes. But in Peirce’s
case this was a matter of confusion, and a confusion in the process of being
overcome, resulting from an oversimplified notion — | am speaking here only
concerning semiosis, not of the broader question of ‘natural classes’ — of ideal
causality so far as concerns the action proper to signs. It is a pity that this was one
aspect of the later Latin writings he did not come across in his many consultations.
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the peculiar common quality of all our feeling, should be concerned. But it is
necessary' that there should be two, if not three, QUASI-MINDS, meaning
things capable of varied determination as to forms of the kind communicated.
[Peirce 1906a: MS793 from EP 2.544n22.]

Peirce then repeats, with the term “medium” substituted for “vehicle”,
the triadic formula which has been familiar and extensively discussed
among the Latins from the late 4th century of Augustine’s work to the
early 17th work of Poinsot, but which Short’s Analytic crowd never
considered or heard of before the 1930s:

As a medium, the Sign is essentially in a triadic relation, to its Object which
determines it, and to its Interpretant which it determines. In its relation to the
Object, the Sign is passive; that is to say, its correspondence to the Object is
brought about by an effect upon the Sign, the Object remaining unaffected. On
the other hand, in its relation to the Interpretant the Sign is active,
determining the Interpretant without being itself thereby affected.

Now we are told the whole point of the reformulation (I add the
SMALL CAPITALS for emphasis of the central point):

But at this point certain distinctions are called for. That which is commu-
nicated from the Object through the Sign to the Interpretant is a form. It is not
a singular thing; for if a singular thing were first in the Object and afterward
in the interpretant outside the Object, it must thereby cease to be in the Object.
The form that is communicated does not necessarily cease to be in one thing
when it comes to be in a different thing, because its being is a being of the
predicate. The Being of a form consists in the truth of a conditional
proposition. Under given circumstances, something would be true. The form
is in the Object, entitatively we may say, meaning that that conditional
relation, or following of consequent upon reason, which constitutes the Form,
is literally true of the Object. In the Sign the form may or may not be
embodied entitatively, but it must be embodied representatively, that is, in
respect to the form communicated, the Sign produces upon the Interpretant
an effect similar to that which the Object itself would under favorable
circumstances.

This may well be the most “scholastic” passage that Peirce ever
penned.72 Certainly it is one of the most scholastic passages, for

7 Houser et al. (EP 2.544n22) emphasize that “the conception of a sign as a
Medium for communication becomes very prominent in Peirce’s 1906 writings.” 1
shall argue that this importance is itself a sign that Peirce was moving toward the
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anyone who actually knows something of the scholastic development
of semiotic among the Latins will instantly recognize in Peirce’s
entitative/representative distinction the clear echo of Poinsot, Scotus,
or Aquinas distinguishing between esse entitativum and esse
intentionale. The above remarks of Peirce on Form as extrinsically
causing the sign respecting its object to produce or be inclined to
produce an Interpretant, when viewed against a greater familiarity
with the late Latin semiotic development than even Peirce had
attained, show that in the late development of his semiotic Peirce was
himself moving beyond the mistaken idea that teleology is as such
(i.e., as “final causality’) proper to semiosis in its own right, and
toward the idea that specificative extrinsic formal causality is rather
the causality proper to the action of signs, as will become clearer in
what follows.73

4.3.5. Tracing the error to its “common sense” source

But at least Peirce makes clear from where (besides from incomplete
readings of his own writings!) arises the error of thinking — the
source of the contrary to fact proposition — that final causality is the
causality proper to semiosis. It is the point over which Peirce himself,
and those who prefer being epigones to being semioticians in their
own right with a responsibility for knowledge of sources in the
development of their subject matter, seriously stumbled:

a sign is ordinarily understood as an implement of intercommunication; and
the essence of an implement lies in its function, that is, in its purpose together
with the general idea [...] of the means of attaining that purpose. (Peirce 1906:
EP 2.389.)

Thus a stop sign has the purpose of controlling traffic. But that
purpose belongs to the stop sign from outside its being as sign. As a

Scholastic recognition that what he called “ideal” causality involved a kind of
formal causality (extrinsic formal causality) and not simply final causality: consult
the references in notes 63-65 above. Certainly from this point of view the year
1906 is much more important than Short’s identification of 1902 (60), “when the
idea of final causation assumed explicit central importance in Peirce’s
philosophy.”

In particular, see notes 77 and 78, respectively, below.
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sign, it can only formally represent to trafficants where their vehicle
should halt movement; but the sign cannot bring about such a halt, nor
does it itself intend to do so. The intention belongs to the legislators
who are not stop signs: it is the purpose of a certain group of animals
introduced into the action of the stop sign as sign from outside the
triadicity in which alone the sign consists. And the sign itself is
indifferent to the purpose to which it happens to be put! The same cry
of a wolf which signifies to another wolf the prospect of sexual
interaction signifies to the nearby sheep a danger to be avoided! The
sign may be and normally is entangled with final causality, but not
because it has a final causality. No. What it has is an objective formal
specificative causality over and above its subjective being as vehicle
ofthat specification.

4.3.6. Modeling “maybe”

But that specification which the sign vehicle conveys to its
interpretant, lying beyond the subjectivity of the environment here and
now, provides, in effect, a modeling of the possible future; and it is
that virtual objectivity that engages irresistably the finalities and
chance diversions at work in and among the subjectivities of nature,
even inconsciently and preconsciently, but most strongly once
awareness becomes part of the environmental scene.

5. “Rendering inefficient relations efficient”

How do signs act? According to Peirce,74 their essential function as
relative beings is “to render inefficient relations efficient.”

Let us start where the action of signs is indeed most clear to us, in
the structuring of the consciousness and experience of each of us as
individual animals. How does the action of signs work in this sphere
of reflective consciousness distinctive of animals — human
animals — able to distinguish relations from related things, and hence
to know that there are signs (i.e., in their proper being as signs —
triadic relations, as Poinsot and Peirce separately and together have

74 Peirce 1904: CP 8.332.
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shown) in their difference from related things functioning as sign
vehicles in the objective world of animals?

Here is the trajectory of these remarks: from the action of signs as
working to transform an initially lifeless physical universe in the
direction of being able to sustain living things, to continuing at work
among those living things first brought about to increase and multiply
them not only as individuals but also as species of increasing
complexity and, with the emergence of animals, consciousness, but a
consciousness which required the development of a biologically
underdetermined Innenwelt in order to be able to model ‘things' not
reducible to sensory aspects of objects and hence in terms of pure
relationships which, exapted, will become linguistic communication as
a species-specifically unique channel of communication opening the
door to the “world” of culture as over and above even though re-
maining as well inclusive of that partially objectified world of phy-
sical things that we call “nature”.

5.1. Semiosis as an influence of the future

If “thought is what it is only by virtue of addressing a future thought
which is more developed”, as Peirce held,” and thought as consisting
in signs is necessarily involved in semiosis, then, if semiosis is even
contingently and, as it were, intermittently involved in the material
interactions of physical things, then the physical environment is what
it is (insofar as semiosis is involved) only by virtue of addressing a
future state of affairs which is more developed, and one eventually,
even though not initially, dependent on the thought of a community
wherever a community of inquirers as semiotic animals has been able
to constitute itself.

Now in human thought, how does the action of signs typically
manifest itself? One principal way is by guiding our behavior in
everyday affairs. | go to meet a friend, or go to a meeting to be chaired
by a particular individual. Unknown to me, that friend, or that chair, is
killed three hours before the scheduled meeting. | go there nonethe-
less, expecting to meet them in person. They are present to me as
objects signified which are also things — or so I think even when the

" Peirce 1868: CP 5.316.
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“also” no longer obtains. My thought as sign vehicle presents them to
me as objects signified, equally when they are and when they are no
longer things in the physical environment able to be encountered “in
person”. Thus signs work as an influence of the future upon the
present, and the meaning ofthe past is shaped by that influence of the
future.

The future as signified or “expected” may or may not turn out to be
the future as it will come actually to be experienced. But the future as
experienced is nonetheless partially shaped by the anticipated future,
even when the anticipations go awry. And there is no anticipation
outside semiosis. Here we have been speaking of conscious semiosis;
but it should be clear that anticipation is of the essence of the action of
signs not only when conscious awareness is involved, but that the very
possibility of conscious anticipation springs rather from the nature of
sign-action which both precedes and surrounds consciousness, even
when it also involves consciousness.

How, then, can all this work in the realm of inorganic nature? Not
constantly, as in the realm of life. But why not intermittently, like a
match struck to light a cigarette which sputters out before it flames
sufficiently to achieve its purpose? As Peirce puts it,76 “it may be that
there are agencies that ought to be classed along with signs and yet
that at first begin to act quite unconsciously.” Thus two events in the
order of brute secondness (causal interaction among physical things)
bring about a new situation which, not at the moment, but at a future
time when yet some third new situation comes about, give rise, for
example, to a first living thing, or at least to a change of circumstance
that makes the remote possibility of life more proximate than
previously? At that moment when emerges the first living substance,
of course, and only then, the flame of sign activity is true and properly
lit. Intermittent sparks become now a conflagration.

But what about those moments leading up to that moment, those
moments wherein the material interactions of things at the level of
secondness yet bring about a thirdness ofpossibility (a “firstness of
thirdness”, as we might say) not at all possible prior to the specified
interaction?77 Such transitions, such “leaps”, must have occurred,

76 Peirce c.1907: EP2.410.

77 Here 1am extending to the physiosemiosic order an observation that Peirce
makes of the anthroposemiosic order (c.1 906: CP 5.489): “It is not to be supposed
that upon every presentation of a sign capable of producing a logical interpretant,
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since otherwise an initially lifeless universe incapable of sustaining
life would have remained lifeless and remained incapable of
sustaining life.

Yet we know that there was de facto a development of the physical
universe which made life proximately possible prior to the advent of
life, and apart from which development life would have remained
impossible. Life lay far in the future at the instant of the “big bang”,
yet all events thereafter occurred “as if” under the influence of that far
future, in the sense of occurring (not in every individual occurrence,
but in the aggregate) as preparatory thereto. In broadest strokes, we
can say that life requires planetary systems, and planetary systems
require stars; yet neither stars nor planets were present in the universe
from the beginning. The future as proximately possible in this or that
way depends upon the present state of things here and now; yet those
things here and now by their interactions bring about further present
conditions which change the possibilities of the future and, at the
same time, the relevancies of the past; because it is always those
“future possibilities” which determine in any given present state of
affairs the relevance of the past thereto.

Thus semiosis, as the virtual influence of the future upon the
present changing the relevance of the past, may well be the essence of
the action of signs, as Peirce suggested as early as 1868,78 even as the

such interpretant is actually produced. The occasion may be either too early or too
late. If it is too early, the semiosis will not be carried so far [...]. On the other
hand,” the occasion may come too late. (Here, then, is the proper place of chance
in the process: central, yet not the very heart of the matter — cf. Deely 1969: 105-
111.) In the extension, yet still following Peirce (now 1904: CP 8.332), “we may
lake a sign in so broad a sense that the interpretant of it is not a thought, but an
action or experience, or we may even so enlarge the meaning of sign that its
interpretant is a mere quality of feeling”, with the yet further qualification
(c.1907: EP2.410) that “it may possibly be that I am taking too narrow a
conception of the sign in general in saying that its initial effect must be of the
nature of feeling, since” — as we mentioned above — “it may be that there are
agencies that ought to be classed along with signs and yet that at first begin to act
unconsciously”, as indeed must be the case wherever it is a question of
physisemiosis, as in nature prior to the advent of life. See Deely 2008a.

Peirce 1868: CP 5.316: “Finally, as what anything really is, is what it may
finally come to be known to be in the ideal state of complete information, so that
reality depends on the ultimate decision of the community; so thought is what it
is, only by virtue of its addressing a future thought which is in its value as thought
identical with it, though more developed. In this way, the existence of thought
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being of signs consists in triadic relations; and these relations enable a
spiral of development whereby the future not only depends upon the
present but beckons the present to draw upon the resources it has from
the past in different ways than heretofore, until we reach a stage where
the future exists as a state of consciousness in the awareness of
animals able to envision that future according to alternatives neither
given as such in nor reducible to sensation and sense perception: at
that moment the human animal begins a line of development which —
slow by slow — falls more and more under its own control of alterna-
tive possibilities, precisely as its understanding of the subjective
constitution of its physical surroundings expands through especially
the idioscopic developments of science in the modem sense, according
to the saying of Aquinas that “the speculative intellect becomes
practical by extension”.

5.2. The transition within semiosis to semioethics

It is this species-specifically human and semiotic capacity to envision
alternatives not reducible to the animal Umwelt of objects perceived
simply as desirable (+), undesirable (-), or safe to ignore (0), which
introduces into the lifeworld or Lebenswelt (the Umwelt as
transformed by language and linguistic communication) the possibility
of science, initially coenoscopic, eventually idioscopic as well. That
science is no different from the perceptual knowledge of all animals in

now depends on what is to be hereafter; so that it has only a potential existence,
dependent on the future thought of the community.” And as we know all thought
to be in signs — thought being not only itself a semiosis but a particular semiosis,
depending in its achievements on yet other semioses which are not thoughts (i.e.,
semioses whose interpretant “is not a thought, but an action” bringing about a
thirdness even if only virtually, and semioses the “agencies [of which! ought to be
classed along with signs and yet that at first begin to act quite unconsciously” —
so it is necessary that thought reveal something of the essence of semiosis as such,
something common to every semiosis, and | am suggesting that that quintessence
of sign action is an influence of the future affecting the present and reshaping the
relevancy of the past. There is not always the achievement of genuine Thirdness
in semiosis — for example, when it is virtual but not yet actual — but there does
seem always to be an influence of the future, which seems to be the meaning of
Poinsot’s formula (a formula which even Short 2007: 53-56 recognizes to be
operative in Peirce’s doctrine of signs). See further Poinsot 1632: 126/1-32;
Peirce c. 1902/1903: CP 2.275; Deely 1994: Ch. 7; 2008b.
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being dependent upon the action and use of signs, but it differs from
the perceptual knowledge of all other animals in being able to consider
and reveal the “way things are” in their own subjectivity, their own
constitution insofar as they are things existing whether or not
cognized. Steel is stronger than cardboard not because either is
known, but because of what each of them differently is in their
subjective constitution as things of the environment; and that “is”
requires recognition of the difference between objects as +, 0, and
objects as sometimes and in various measures things existing —
“things in themselves” in exactly that sense Kant falsely proclaimed to
be “unknowable” — over and beyond our animal attitude towards
them as +, -, 0.

It is the fact that no awareness can be achieved without the
involvement of signs that remains inaccessible to animals unable to
deal with relations in their difference as suprasubjective from things as
intersubjectively related. For relations cannot be perceived, only
related objects; but relations in their difference from objects related
can be understood, and it is this possibility of awareness that
distinguishes human understanding, for it is this awareness that is
essential to modeling the world in ways that do not necessarily reduce
to related objects in the order of material things accessible as such to
sense; but it is this awareness which also introduces, as a consequence
of its unique awareness, the ultimate inescapability of responsibility.

Thus, while all animals in making use of signs depend upon
semiosis throughout their life, since signs in their proper being are not
sense-perceptible vehicles but triadic relations knowable as such
intellectually but not perceptually, only human animals are able to
know that there are signs and not simply use signs. And since the
study of signs presupposes the ability to know signs as such, i.e., in
their difference from the vehicles of semiosic interactions, and that
being proper to signs is revealed precisely through the action of signs
(semiosis), the animal able to know signs in their proper being is most
properly characterized in its distinctness as the semiotic animal, the
animal which rises above bare semiosis by becoming conscious of that
process upon which all knowledge and life depends, as well perhaps
as the process of development which leads up to and initially makes
life proximately possible in a universe initially both lifeless and
hostile to life. Responsibility for the continuance of the possibility in
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its actuality as an ascending development looms from the start as the
horizon proper to the initial distinctiveness of anthroposemiosis.

6. A final frontier in terrestrial semiosis:
The semioethic animal

Metasemiosis, the consciousness that there are signs with the
accompanying realization of our dependence upon signs in all that we
know or can come to know (whence the oxymoronic character of
“metasemiotics” proposed as a term of discourse), reveals thus that the
consequences of actions must be taken into account in deciding what
actions to perform. That is the beginnings of ethics. But ethics has
traditionally been envisaged in terms of taking responsibility for
individual actions, and its semiosic character and roots have remained
concealed in the standard treatments heretofore. As science and
technology have become central to the lifeworld of human culture, we
have begun to see that ethics in the traditional sense is not sufficient
for the good of the species of semiotic animals — or any other
animals, for that matter, inasmuch as semiotic animals are no different
from other animals in depending upon the surrounding conditions of
their physical environment to thrive or even survive.

And thus the individual ethical consciousness of human animals to
behave in ways conducive to the good of the individual precisely as a
member of a community expands to realize that the human community
is a biological reality as well as a cultural one, and depends like every
biological community upon certain conditions being preserved or
developed not just in the human world of culture but in the physical
environment within which that world of culture exists and upon which
the human world, like the Umwelt of every animal whatever, depends
for sustenance. Thus the semiotic animal become semioethical, and
ethics becomes semioethics as an acceptance of responsibility not only
for individual behavior but also for collective behavior, and
responsibility for the consequences of behavior not only within the
culture but also within the biosphere apart from which, like language
divorced from zodsemiosis, the cultural world simply implodes.

Global semiotics, in the human person, implies ethics; but ethics in
the human person as semiotic animal becomes semioethics.
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OT ceMmno3snca K CeMMU0ITHKE: LLIMPOKas
nepcneKkTnBa AencTBUS 3HAKOB

To, KaK 4TO-1M6O [eiNcTBYeT, 3aBUCUT OT TOr0, YeM 3TO «YTO-M6O»
ABNAETCS, MPUYeM, Kak OT Tuna npefmeTa, Tak U OT OMpefeneHHol nny-
HOCTW 3TOro TWMa: agere sequitur esse, T.e. AecTBME ONOCPEAOBAHO Gbl-
TvieM. 3TO CrpaBef/IMBO KaK B C/lyyae 3HAKOB, TakK U B C/lyyae /IbBOB WU
COPOKOHOXEK: CnefoBaTe/slbHO, AN TOro, 4To6bl OnpefenuTb Auanas3oH
UMK pacnpocTpaHeHne ceMmo3nca, HaMm Heo6XoAMMO Npexe BCero ornpe-
[enuTb, K KaKoMy TUMY OTHOCMTCA TO, YTO Ha3blBaeTCs «3HaKoM». Eule
MyaHco yTBepxaan (a cToneTms CNycTa 3TO MOATBEPAUNU paboTbl Mup-
€a), YTO UCTMHHOE CYLLeCTBOBaHWE 3HAKOB B KauyeCTBe 3HAKOB 3aK/i0-
YaeTcs B OTHOLUEHUW, B HepeayuUMpYeMblX B3avMOOTHOLIEHMAX, 00be-
OVHSIOWMX TPW PasfMYHbIX UYeHa: YfieH MepefHEero nnaHa, penpeseH-
TUPYIOLLMIA MHOE, YeM SB/ISETCA OH caM, — penpeseHTameH, WAN HOcU-
TeNb 3HaKa; ApYroW YseH, penpe3eHTUPYeMblid, — CUFHUGUKAT, WU
0603HayaeMblii 0OBEKT, M TPETWIA YMieH, ANS KOTOporo (Mnm KOTOpOMY)
[ienaeTcs BCS 3Ta «penpe3eHTaums Apyroro», — WHTePNpeTaHTa, KoTopas
He 0653aTeNbHO [O/MKHA ObITb YENOBEKOM W Aaxe NpocTo OfyLleBfeH-
HbIM CyLLeCTBOM. TeM cambIM, [AeicTBME 3Haka — 3TO cnocob ero
BO3JENCTBMA Ha MUP, He TOMbKO BKAKOYasAs MMP OMNbiTa M 3HaHUA, HO W
pacnpocTpaHss 3TO BO3AEMCTBME JaXe Ha MaTepuanbHbIA MUP NPUPOALI,
npuyeM, He TOMILKO XXMBOIM MpupoAbl. Bonpoc B TOM, KakoBa MpUYMHHas
CBA3b, MPUYMHHOCTL (Kay3anbHOCTb), MpUCYLLas 3Hakam BCleAcTBue
CBOWCTBEHHOrO AN HUX ObITUS B KayecTBe 3HAKOB; KakK Hempsamas,
KOCBEHHass MPUYMHHOCTb, TaK W OTHOLIEHWS KOCBEHHO 3aBUCAT OT
B3a/IMOOAENCTBUA MHAMBMAOB, CO3JAIOLUX MHOXECTBEHHOCTb Mupa.
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Bonpoc 1 B TOM, KakoBa NPUYMHHOCTL (Kay3anbHOCTb), KOTOpas Mogenu-
pyeT TO, YTO AO/DKHO WAN MOXEeT OblTb, — MO KOHTPAcTy C TeMm, 4TO
MMeeTcs 3[ecb M Tenepb. CBA3bIBaTb 3Ty MPUYMHHOCTL C LiENEBOI Kop-
PEKTHO /MWL B TOM C/y4vae, €CaM 3HaKU MCMONb3ylTes And (hopMmupo-
BaHWA B3aUMOLENCTBMA OTAe/bHbIX Bellell, HO nNpupaBHWBaTL 3Ty
MPUUYUHHOCTb C «TENeosiorMeil» — OCHOBHOe 3abnyXAeHue, KOTopoe
XapaKTepHO AN COBPEMEHHOr0 PasBUTUA CEMUOTUKMW; BO MHOFOM 3TO
3a6nyxgeHne 06YC/NOBNEHO HEKOTOPbIMU My6nnKaumaMu  OTAENbHbIX
naccaxew m3 paboTtbl Mupca, B KOTOPOI OH MCMpaBAsAeT 3Ty OLWMKOKY, HO
NNWb B ApYrMx mnaccaxax W3 Hee, KOTOpble CTO/Mb [OAr0 OCTaBa/IMCh
Heony6/MKOBaHHbIMW. BbIHOCA Ha CBET 3TM maccaxu, B KoTopbix Mupc
[ABVXETCS TOYHO B TOM HamnpaBfieHWM, KOTOPOe paHee Obl10 YKasaHo
MyaHco, faHHasA cTaTbd MNpeAnpuHMMaeT MOMbITKY CBOEro poga 063opa
COBPEMEHHOI0 pasBUTUA CEMMOTWMKM, 00630pa, B KOTOPOM HameyaeTcs
MOMHbIA 06bEM CeMMo3nca M MNOKa3blBaeTCA €ero KO3KCTEHCMBHOCTb C
rpaHuLaMy camoro yHuBepcyma, rae 6bl OHW HU Obinu. VIMEHHO KOCBEH-
Has, BHelHe peTanusmpoBaHHas (QopmanbHas MPUYMHHOCTL (Kay3alb-
HOCTb), KOTOPYI MNpPOABAAKT 3HaKW, [enaeT BO3MOXHbIM «B/MSH/E
OyayLiero», CcOrnacHoO KOTOPOMY CEMMO3UC MeHSeT peneBaHTHOCTb
MPOLLNOro MO OTHOLWEHWIO K ByayliemMy nyTeM B3auMMOAeNcTBKsA co Bro-
pUYHOCTbIO. TMOHMMaHME 3TOr0 MOMOXKEHWS (MPUYMHHOCTb, MpUCYLLAs
3HaKaM) TaKXe [enaeT 04YeBUAHON OWMOKY CBeAeHWs BCEro YHMBEpPCYMa
K 3HaKaM, ONOKY, MHOT4a MMEHYEMYHO «MaHCEMUO3UCOM».

Semiootikast semioeetikani: méargitoime koguulatus

Kuidas miski toimib, sdltub sellest, mis see miski on, nii sellest, mis liiki
asi ta on, kui ka temast kui konkreetsest indiviidist selle liigi sees: ager
segitur esse ehk toime johtub olemusest. See kehtib htmoodi nii
maérkide, I0vide kui sajajalgsete kohta. See tdhendab, et semioosi ulatuse
méédramiseks on meil ennekdike vaja mé&érata, mis liiki see “margiks"”
nimetatud asi Oieti on. Juba Poinsot vaitis (ja sajandeid hiljem Kinnitasid
tema Oeldut Peirce’i t66d), et markide kui markide téeline olemus seisneb
suhtes. Suhtes, mis Uhendab kolme eraldi liiget ja on védhematele
koostisosadele taandamatu: esiplaanil asuv liige, mis esitab midagi muud,
kui ta ise on — esitis ehk margikandja; seejérel see teine, mida esita-
takse— téhistatu ehk téhistatav objekt; ja kolmas liige, kellele voi kelle
tarvis seda teist esitatakse — tdlgend, mis ei pea ilmtingimata olema isik
ja ei pea Oigupoolest isegi hingestatud olend olema. Mérgitoime on seega
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viis, kuidas mérgid mojutavad maailma, sealhulgas kogemuse ja teadmise
ilmast eluvalise looduse filsilise maailmani valja. Oluline on see, milline
on maérkidele vastav pohjuslikkus, mis tuleneb nende kui markide
toelisest olemusest. See on kaudne pdhjuslikkus, kuivdrd suhted sdltuvad
kaudselt indiviidide omavahelistest vastastikustest toimetest, millest
koosneb maailma mitmekesisus, ja uhtlasi on see pdhjuslikkus, mis
kujundab selle, mis vdiks olla, vastandina sellele, mis siin ja praegu on.
Seostada seda pdhjuslikkust eesmargipérase pdhjuslikkusega on korrekt-
ne, seni kuni marke kasutatakse Uksikute asjade vastastoime kujunda-
misel. Kuid vOrdsustada seda pdhjuslikkust “teleoloogiaga” oleks pd&hi-
motteline viga, mille poole kaasaegne semiootika on kippunud kalduma.
See viga on sundinud suuresti tdnu avaldatud osale lihest teatud Peirce’i
esseest. Edasi Peirce parandab selle vea, osutades juba varem Poinsot’
poolt maha margitud suunas, kuid need 18igud esseest on jadnud avalda-
mata. Kaesolev artikkel toob need avaldamata 18igud uuesti avalikkuse
ette ja Uritab anda Ulevaadet kaasaegse semiootika arengust, manades
esile semioosi kogu selles ulatuses ja demonstreerides, et semioosi piirid
kattuvad universumi piiridega, kus iganes need ka ei oleks. Just mérkide
kaudne, véliselt méératlev vormiline pdhjuslikkus teeb vdimalikuks
“tuleviku ma@ju”, mis tdhendab, et semioos muudab teisesuse vastutoimete
kaudu mineviku olulisust oleviku jaoks. Markidele omase pdhjuslikkuse
mdistmine paljastab ka universumi markidele taandamise ehk panse-
mioosi ekslikkuse.
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Abstract. Though it seems to be reasonable to restrict the scope of semiotics,
in order more completely to understand the semiotic phenomena it is
necessary to specify all conceivable types of sign and meaning. The method of
sextets is introduced that yields a uniform six-item structure of both general
and special sign typologies. A general typology of signs and meanings in
language and speech and a typology of referring are presented as the
paradigms for the structure. In any sign typology in the framework of this
structure, the categorisation of the unit of meaning is analogous to the first
three items of the first paradigm. In any sign typology in this framework, the
relation between the sign and the meaning is analogous to the relation of
referring.

In the history of semiotics, the classification of signs has not been just
a tool of application of the sign concept but also a means of a better
understanding of the concept of sign itself, most notably in Charles
Sanders Peirce’s workl In this article, an attempt is made to classify
signs before defining the concept, in order for the classification to
throw light on the concept itself. The underlying structure and the
heuristic tool of both classification and definition is the sextet — a
six-item set provided with a special structure2.

See especially Peirce 1992 [1868], Peirce 1998 [1903], Peirce 1998 [1908].

The concept of sextet has been explicitly introduced in Luure 2006a. In Luure
2001 and Luure 2006b there are examples of sextets, and in Luure 2002, three-
item fragments of sextets are used.
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Since Augustine3, the concept of sign has tended to be defined by
generalising the signs used in human language and speech. Hence the
problem arises where this generalisation is to end. There is no obvious
limit to generalisation. There have been attempts to find natural
boundaries of the semiotic realm; such boundaries can be based only
on some sort of intuition. Semiologists are not willing to extend the
semiotic realm beyond the human society. Eco (1979: 6) wrote: “By
natural boundaries | mean principally those beyond which a semiotic
approach cannot go; for there is non-semiotic territory since there are
phenomena that cannot be taken as sign-functions”. For him, those
natural boundaries weren’t far beyond human society. The biosemioti-
cians lowered this ‘semiotic threshold’ to the boundary between life
and the inanimate world (‘the Sebeok’s Thesis’4). Thomas A. Sebeok
wrote for example: “[...] semiosis is what distinguishes all that is
animate from lifeless. Before semiosis, there was information”
(Sebeok 1986: 15). However, as such, information is just a further
generalisation, and if we stop there then the genuine reason why
seems to be not any natural boundary between sign-like things and
other things but lack of purpose in generalisation. This is explicitly
stated by Stjemfelt (2007: 217): “l have nothing against, to be sure,
the idea that physical processes may be described in semiotic
vocabulary, but Ijust do not see that vocabulary adds anything to our
knowledge of such processes. Thus, they seem to constitute a sort of
semiotic zero-case where semiotic terminology may be added or not.”

In this article, we are trying to show how introducing sign types of
apparently no use can be justified. Sextets of sign types will be
introduced which always include ‘zero-cases’. This allows us to
extend the semiotic concepts in general and the specific sign typo-
logies in particular to their maximum generality, and also to discover
new' aspects of the sign concept.

The six basic types of signs
We start our analysis of sign typology from the untechnical opposition
of sign and meaning. At this stage, we intentionally avoid appealing to

established semiotic theories because we are to extend their limits as

See Augustine 397: I1.1.1.
4  See Kull. Emmeche. Favareau 2008: 42.
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to some aspects”*. Our — however indeterminate — preliminary ac-
count is that the sign both uncovers and covers its meaning for the
interpreter. The sign is to serve as an intermediate link that, as it were,
contains some amount of the information the original source of
meaning has to offer.

In cognition, any source of knowledge serves as a sign, knowledge
being the knowledge of its meaning. The difficulty of knowledge
arises precisely from the covering side of the sign, its uncovering
being what renders knowledge possible. In order to uncover its
meaning, the sign is somehow to betray its meaning in spite of its
natural tendency to cover its meaning ‘with its own body’. We have a
scale of different degrees in which the sign reveals its meaning. We
are seeking for a series of notches of this scale in order to base some
typology of signs and meanings.

A central illustration is provided by the signs and meanings
involved in language and speech.

The most commonly known example of a sign phenomenon in
language seems to be the linguistic sign in Saussure’s sense6. The
linguistic sign is a psychological entity consisting of two psycholo-
gical terms: the signifier and the signified (Saussure 1959 [1916]: 66-
67)7. We are using this example as a familiar point to depart from.
Though the ontological status of ‘signs’8 and ‘meanings’ is open so
far, the mental account is appropriate as far as the ‘sign’- ‘meaning’
relation in language and speech always is mentally mediated (with the
possible exception of the mystical relation; vide infi'a). In any case,
both the linguistic sign and its two terms can be construed as

As to some other aspects, our examples may have a narrower scope than
Peirce’s theory of signs envisages.

“l propose to retain the word sign [signe] to designate the whole and to
replace concept and sound-image respectively by signified [signifie] and signifier
(significant); the last two terms have the advantage of indicating opposition that
separates them from each other and from the whole of which they are parts. As
regards sign, if | am satisfied with it, this is simply because 1do not know of any
word to replace it, the ordinary language suggesting no other” (Saussure 1959
|1916J:66-67).

See Saussure 1959 [1916]: 65-66: “[...] both terms involved in the linguistic
sign are psychological [...]. [...] The linguistic sign unites [...] a concept and a
sound-image.”

Here and further, ‘sign’ and ‘meaning’, when in quotation marks, refer to our
non-technical ad hoc expressions.
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categories (in the sense of the result of categorisation4). In our
account, the *sign‘ and the ‘meaning’ in Saussure’s linguistic sign are
located as follows: the signifier is the ‘sign’ and the linguistic sign is
the ‘meaning’10. Here, the ‘meaning’ is recognised in the ‘sign’, and
this is the way the *“sign” is perceived. The meaning is a category; the
category ‘gives the meaning’ to the sign. In other words, the linguistic
sign ‘gives the meaning’ to the signified. The examples of the
linguistic sign can be extended to other linguistic units. What counts
in the analogy is not the two-term structure of the linguistic sign but
the relation between a (relatively) ‘meaningless’ term and the
‘meaning’. So, grammatical categories provide another example of
such a linguistic unit.

Another well-known example is referring". In the context of
referring, the ‘meaning’ (it is called reference) of a referring expres-
sion (a °‘sign’) is the thing the referring expression picks out. It
transcends the linguistic realm, reaching the extralinguistic world. The
things of the world are mediated by their mental counterparts
(representations) in mental models. In contrast to the linguistic signs,
the ‘sign’ and its reference are on an equal foot.

Let us compare the above two examples. The linguistic signs and
their analogues remain in the realm of the properly linguistic. The
meanings aren’t directly connected with the extralinguistic reality. The
referring relation brings us into the realm of speech, or language use.
From the point of view of reference, the linguistic signs are clearly
deficient because the linguistic ‘meaning’ is underdetermined as to the
reference: the reference of a sign may vary even if the sign itself is
fully determined. For example, the word fox may refer to any of
thousands of thousands of particular foxes, both real and imagined, or
possibly to the class of foxes, and so on. On the other side, in
linguistic signs, the ‘meaning’ is relatively more determinate. Though
the sound of the word fox, in principle, can be miscategorised as
expressing another world rather than fox, this should be construed
rather as a deviation.

9 See, e.g., Stjemfelt 1992. Kull 2002.

10 The reason why we don’t want to construe the signified as the “meaning” is
that the basic linguistic unit is the linguistic sign. It is the category to be
recognised, and this is meant co be the “meaning” here.

1n A summary of the theory of reference in analytic philosophy can be found in
Luure 2002.
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Now let us see how far we can extend this contrast. So we are to
seek after the 'zero degree’ and the ‘full amount’ of determinacy and
indeterminacy, or, in other words, revealing and covering. The ‘sign’
reveals its ‘meaning’ fully precisely when it reveals nothing besides
itself, i.e, when the °‘sign’ doesn’t represent anything else beyond
itself. This is the extreme case in the direction from reference to the
properly linguistic realm. There can be no mistake, no deviation, when
a ‘sign’ is to be its own ‘meaning’. And on the other side, taken as
such, this ‘sign’ gives no hint as to its further ‘meaning’ beyond its
‘meaning” as the ‘sign’ itself. This zero degree of sign is what
semioticians have not been willing to include in the class of signs, or,
in the first place, any semiotic phenomena of all, because it seems to
lack the defining characteristic of the sign, viz., the sign is to stand for
something else. However, as we put it in the beginning: the ‘sign’ both
uncovers and covers its ‘meaning’; and here, both covering and
uncovering have been lead to their maximum.

What is the other extreme? In religious contexts, words and
phrases are sometimes taken to embody supernatural beings or other
transcendent entities. If we take the word in question to be the ‘sign’
then its ‘meaning’ is fully present in the ‘sign’ as it is embodied there;
on the other side, the *sign’ has no feature revealing any information
about its ‘meaning’ as the transcendent meaning remains fully
unknown in its embodiment. In contrast to the zero degree example,
here the meaning is fully determinate from the side of the ‘meaning’,
and the sign doesn’t reveal anything at all from the side of ‘sign’.

The complete list of the notches of the scale of meaning deter-
minacy follows.

1 The first notch: the zero degree meaning. The idea of the zero
degree of meaning enables us to exhaust the scale of meaning
determinacy/indeterminacy. In speech and language, the zero degree
signs are the elementary tokens12 They reveal no meaning beyond
themselves, and so, on this elementary level, they cannot be compared
to other tokens nor identified as belonging to types.

They cannot be remembered (in the ordinary sense of the word) at
that level as non-zero degree memory requires more meaning than

We are using the usual type-token distinction as the distinction between
general sorts of things (types) and their particular instances. In this particular
example, the types are the linguistic signs. Correspondingly, we have in view the
tokens of those signs rather than merely of, say, symbol strings.
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that: the memory of a zero degree sign is the sign itself. There is an
intimate connection between memory and meaning: a sign can be
remembered just through its meaning; so types of memory correspond
to the types of meaning. The zero degree signs can be said to have no
meaning precisely in the same sense as it can be said that they cannot
be remembered.

The zero degree signs are, in themselves, the most perspicuous
signs. There is nothing arbitrary in their ‘meaning’. However, from
the perspective of the opposite end of the scale, they are the most
‘meaningless’ signs.

The zero degree signs are necessary as the ultimate bearers of the
signs of higher type.

2. The second notch: the repetitional meaning. The tokens, which
were incomparable at the first level, now become comparable. The
comparison takes place by means of ‘cross-identifying’ the tokens:
different tokens are taken to be ‘identical’ as each other’s conti-
nuations. However, this ‘identity’ doesn’t involve any category; the
identity is seen strictly in the framework of the actual chain of compa-
risons. The token compared to is the ‘meaning’ of the token
compared.

In speech, this is realised in repeating the same token, as, e.g., the
second token ofthe word ‘in’ in this sentence repeats the first token of
this word. The repeating token is the ‘meaning’ of the token repeated.
In ordinary speech, such repeating may take place on the purely
phonological level, even if the semantical meaning is not understood.

This sign type is, as it were, halfway between tokens and types.
Categorisation is still underway. The token still cannot be recognised
as belonging to a category but only is associated with another token.
The meaning (and memory) is retained until the chain is broken. In
that chain, the ‘sign’- ‘meaning’ relation is reversible: the ‘sign’ also
can be regarded as the ‘meaning’ of its ‘meaning’ (‘backward
repetition’).

The *meanings’ of the second type should not be confused with
references. Their existence is in a strong sense relational: they exist by
the means of relations to other such ‘meanings’. (The ‘signs’ them-
selves belong to those ‘meanings’.) And the type they are heading for
is the linguistic sign and not the reference. In contradistinction to
references, the ‘meanings’ of second type are no independent exis-
tence but are constituted by their relations to ‘signs’.
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The perspicuity of the repetitional signs is limited by the filter of
the ‘identity’ criteria (such as phonology): only certain aspects of the
token are chosen as relevant; this choice is external to the token itself.
These aspects are chosen arbitrarily, though, of course, they are there
in the ‘signs’. Seen from the other side, the first rudiments of non-
zero-degree ‘meaning’ are provided by the relations due to the
‘identity’ chain. True, the ‘meaning’ is not yet substantial as it boils
down to the token relations where the (type) identity still is to be
arisen.

3. The third notch: the categorial meaning. The identity proper of a
(linguistic) unit arises only at that level. The scale as a whole reveals
that, in its root, identity is the same thing as meaning. What arises as
identity in the lower portion of the scale, further reveals itself as
meaning. Categorisation is the first phase of the development of
meaning.

The categorial ‘meanings’ are the categories the ‘signs’ are
recognised to belong to. The ‘signs’ are perceived immediately as
‘meanings’. The meanings are taken from a limited stock of possible
meanings.

On this level, the memory of ‘meaning’ is independent from
‘signs’: it is realised by the categories. The ‘sign’- ‘meaning’ relation
is irreversible.

Now the perspicuity of the ‘sign’ is still less than in the case of the
referential meaning. The ‘meaning’ is attached to the ‘sign’ arbitrarily,
and moreover, to the same ‘sign’ different meanings can be attached
in the framework of one and the same language (homonymy). On the
other hand, the identity, in the common sense of the word, here has
been fully established, or, in the other words, the categorisation
process has come to its end.

4, The fourth notch: the referential meaning. Here the ‘signs’
(referring expressions) and the ‘meanings’ (references) are mutually
independent entities.

Ihe next step of the development of meaning (and identity) leads
to the main paradigm of the ‘sign’- ‘meaning’ relation where the sign
stands for its meaning. Similarly to the second notch, we have here an
external relation; however, in contrast to the repetitional meaning, the
‘sign' and the ‘meaning’ are not constituted by this relation but the
relation is, as it were, added to the ‘sign’ and the ‘meaning’. The
meanings are (the representations of) the entities of the extralinguistic
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world13 Memory here is supported by the representations of the
world.

The ‘meanings’ of the ‘signs’ depend on the circumstances of the
world that are independent of the language. This makes the ‘signs’
even less perspicuous than the linguistic conventions do. On the other
hand, language is regarded to be a universal description tool of the
world. Everything conceivable (independently of language) can be
expressed by means of language. This fills speech with meaning that
reaches far longer than language.

5. The fifth notch: the poetical meaning. There is a further step to
be taken in order for speech to become even more meaningful. Now
we give up the restriction that the ‘meaning’ must be independent, and
take the ‘signs’ to generate ‘meanings’ that are irreducible to entities
independent from the signs. The ‘signs’ are in contact with things that
are undescribable for us and yet are expressible by poetical ‘signs’. In
this expression, the ‘sign’ are expedient and every particular ‘sign’ is
almost irreplaceable.

On the other hand, tiny changes can change the ‘meaning’ of the
‘signs’ drastically or even bereave them of meaning. Very little
meaning is still retained in the ‘signs’ themselves. The memory is at
the distance of a serious effort from us, demanding us to transcend our
knowledge, i.e., our memory in the ordinary sense.

6. The sixth notch: the mystical meaning. Here the ‘sign’ is
unperceivably a full embodiment of a (transcendent) ‘meaning’.
Besides the religious example’s (in different doctrines such ‘signs'
may be God’s names as God's incarnations, mantras as gods'
incarnations, Holy Scripture as God’s incarnation), in some cases a
piece of inner speech may be construed as the embodiment of a
thought having absolutely no understandable connection to the piece
of speech.

The mystical ‘signs’ are the fully unconspicuous ‘signs’ because
their ‘meaning’ is completely outside of what they are by themselves:
they ‘bear no sign’ of their meaning. On the other hand, they are the
best ‘signs’ in the sense that the ‘meaning’ is immediately present in
them.

Memory stays beyond our reach; this also means that it is not our
task to support memory, as this doesn’t lie in our power.

13 The extralinguistic world involves both real and fictional things, and even the
linguistic units as parts of the world.
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The six types of referring

Referring expressions are the ‘signs’ of their references as their
‘meanings’ 14

In the theory of reference in the analytical philosophy of language,
there have been attempts to establish correspondences between the
linguistic means of referring (the linguistic characteristics of the
referring expressions) and the way of referring. Among the main
linguistic types of linguistic expressions are demonstratives, proper
names and nominal phrases (the latter construed as descriptions,
especially definite descriptions, that is descriptions meant to specify a
unique thing as its reference). For example, Kripke (1980) states that
proper names (in their typical use) are rigid designators, i.e., they refer
to one and the same object in every possible world, whereas definite
descriptions are non-rigid designators, as their references in different
possible worlds depend on the different circumstances in the different
worlds1s Analogously, Donnellan (1966) distinguishes between the
attributive use and the referential use of definite descriptions. In the
attributive use, the description refers to whatever entity uniquely
having the property specified by the description. In the referential use,
the description refers to the object the user of the description thinks
uniquely satisfies the description, even if doesn’t do so. Different
possible worlds and different beliefs can be treated in a uniform way,
construing both as models (mental representations). Then both
Kripke’s and Donnellan’s distinctions are distinctions between rigid
and non-rigid uses of referring expressions. Below they are gene-
ralised.

The typology of referring follows the general schema of the
example in the last section as follows. In each item of the typology,
the unit of meaning goes through the same process of categorisation
and the subsequent emergence of meaning from identity. This is one
of the ways different typologies are woven into a uniform structure.

1 The first type of reference: demonstrative-like non-rigid
reference. Sometimes demonstratives are used strictly deictically, i.e.,

More technical details and references can be found in Luure 2002.

For example, compare the sentence beginnings: “If Aristotle hadn’t met
Alexander...” and “If Alexander the Great’s teacher hadn’t met Alexander...”
Instead of the rigid designator “Aristotle” we have the non-rigid designator in the
second one.
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as referring expressions referring to a reference determined by the
extralinguistic context regardless of both the content and the choice of
the word. In principle, such use is possible for other expressions as
well.

In this case, the categorisation of the unit of meaning (in this
example, the reference) is only starting. The determination of the
reference (i.e., the referring), is most abstract. The expression is
indifferent to its reference. It cannot determine any characteristics of
its reference besides its location (or something similar) and is not able
to assure the retention of its reference; when repeated, the expression
cannot establish the identity of the reference. Here the reference lies in
the zero-degree notch.

2. The second type of reference: name-like rigid reference. This is
the use Kripke (1980) attributes to proper names. The expression is
meant to refer to a particular, determined entity, and subsequently the
same expression is repeated and meant to refer to the same entity as
did the expression repeated.

The categorisation of the reference is in process but it still doesn’t
come to its end. The expression cannot change the reference, once the
reference is settled. The reference retains itself but, as a meaning, it
has no identity in itself but its identity is dependent on the stipulation
identity of reference in the act of referring. The reference lies in the
repetitional notch.

3. The third type of reference: description-like non-rigid reference.
Here referring is analogous to the non-rigid, attributive use of definite
descriptions. The reference is determined as whatever entity uniquely
satisfying the description. So the expression is insensitive to any
replacement of the reference: no replacement spoils the act of
referring since it is interested only in the unique satisfaction of the
description.

This is the place where the categorisation is completed. But the
category of the unit of meaning still is indifferent to the meaning
proper, that is the referring proper. The reference lies in the categorial
notch. Only the following notch brings us to the reference proper, so
to say, to the referential reference.

4. The fourth type of reference: description-like rigid reference. In
the beginning, the reference is determined via a definite description
the reference is uniquely to satisfy, and further on, the reference is
stipulated to be identical to the first one. This is the way a certain real
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unique identity is picked out in a way not depending on the
circumstances of referring. In contrast to the second type of reference,
the reference cannot be lost since it is anchored to the definite
description.

What is happening now is analogous to the step from identity to
meaning proper, i.e., from identity to referring. After the completion
of the categorisation, the unit of meaning acquires its identity as
independent from referring. The reference lies in the referential notch.

5. The fifth type of reference: name-like non-rigid reference. Let us
take an example where the reference is still more independent from
the expression so it takes again a name-like expression to catch it
Such necessity emerges when (fictional) references cannot be
discriminated by means of their describable characteristics. Max Black
(1952) imagines a world where there are only two totally similar
ideally symmetric iron balls, Castor and Pollux. On these conditions
we cannot know which is which, since there is no discriminating
quality for them. Is then impossible to refer either to Castor or to
Pollux? My suggestion is that we refer to them by means of their
names, by means of which the references are generated and
constituted. An analogous case is provided by abstract objects, say
mathematical numbers: we can discriminate them only by their names.

Like in our first paradigm example ‘signs’ come to generate their
'meanings’, here the referring expressions generate their meanings.
The reference lies in the poetical notch.

6. The sixth type of reference: demonstrative-like rigid reference.
Finally, when the references become entirely elusive and vitally
important, the last means are expressions that resemble the
demonstratives treated under the first item of this paradigm, except
that they are rigid. Accordingly, the referring expression is not fully
indifferent to its reference but is extremely interested of it. My
example is again about the religious. Imagine that someone uses the
referring expression God. Does this word refer to God or to Devil?
We cannot catch the fact about this even by means of a name. In fact,
these names function like demonstratives. The referring is a
metaphysical fact but we don’t have any sign to know this fact. And
the reference of the same expression may differ according to
situations. The expressions are rigid because the religious person
really wants to refer to God, and not to Devil, however similar he may
be to God.
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Here the reference lies in the mystical notch, since we here have
full indeterminacy.

Referring as a paradigm

The examples in the previous sections are meant to be paradigms
serving as keys to the whole structure. In this article we will not give
more paradigms nor any analysis of sign typologies built on other
principles. We showed on the example of the second paradigm how
the first paradigm works. The categorisation of the unit of meaning
and its further development is a universal for all sign typologies in this
framework. Now we are going to show how referring can be a
universal model for sign typologies.

The idea is that in all varieties of sign and meaning there is a
determining relation which is a generalisation of the referring relation.
Like in the case of referring the referring expression refers to the
reference, in the general case the sign determines the meaning. This
determination is not meant to be similar to causal determination. It has
no necessity in the causal sense but is similar to the case of a
mathematical function where the argument of the function determines
the value of the function.

The key provided by the second paradigm leads us to construe the
relation between the sign and the meaning in the fourth item as the
relation of determination similar to referring. There that relation
reveals itself in the clearest way. In the first paradigm this relation is
the relation of referring. Further, the types of referring in the last
section give an idea how the sign determines the meaning in the each
particular item of the typology.

In the case of zero-degree meaning, the sign determines the
meaning analogously to the first type of referring; in the case of
repetitional meaning, the sign determines the meaning analogously to
the second type of referring; etc.

Beyond language

The signs in the framework of speech and language are not the sole
signs. However, already in that framework we discovered strange
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varieties of signs and meaning, such as zero-degree meaning and
repetitional meaning that are almost outside language. Now we are
going to take a further step and expand the signs beyond the frame-
work of language and speech, staying in the limits of human activity.

We will exemplify six types of achieving a certain location by
means of a tool. The tool is the item that goes through its categori-
sation in the first three stages and consequently develops itself to its
extreme indeterminacy.

1.1want to be on the Earth. Except for conceivable rare exceptions
it is granted that | am on the Earth. 1 do n’t have any identifiable tool
for it, though almost anything around me and in myself is part of that
tool.

2. 1want to be in the next room. | just stand up and walk there. |
don’t give the task of relocating me to anybody else than myself. |
don’t have to fix up any particular tool because | need not give to
myself signs that go much further from myself. Any part of walking is
almost the same as doing something in order to walk.

3. In the elevator | push the button. Pushing the button is a tool that
gets its meaning from its function. It doesn’t try to take us anywhere
and it has no goal at all. But it is a ready, categorised tool.

4. The fairy-tale fox who plays possum in order for the peasant to
take it to his sleigh in the hope to get the fox’s fur uses the type of
meaning that people often use. Here tools are available precisely
because we use others’ goals.16

5.1 take a taxi and tell the driver where | want to be. Only now we
reached the level where our previous examples belong. Language
allows us to generate a limitless amount of new meanings and directly
to make my goals others’ goals17. So the whole realm of language and
speech gets located in a more general sign typology.

6. I am on a floating ice floe and | am praying for getting on land.
This takes the tool out of myself completely. Praying is not really
talking and also it is no action as | cannot do anything (in the previous
item doing was reduced to saying).

In Grice’s (1957) terms this corresponds to the ‘natural meaning’.

Grice (1957) explains the emergence of this ‘non-natural meaning’ by the
circumstance that | tell the address to the driver with the intention that he would
drive me by means of recognising my intention.
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There is life and there are signs and meanings at each level but life
gets more and more intensive, ultimately revealing itself in the
extreme.

Conclusion

Complete sign typologies need zero-degree cases where the sign and
the meaning can taken to coincide. They are justified by symmetry to
their opposite extremes the importance of which seems to be clear.

Since everything contains this zero-degree meaning, it is natural
for semiotic not to restrict its scope.
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3HauyeHUs 6biBalOT BLUECTEPOM

XoTs KaXeTCsl Lies1ecoo6pasHbiM OrpaHUUnNTL cepy MPUMEHEHUS CEMUO-
TUKW, A1s 6onee MOSHOTO MOHUMAaHWS CEMUOTUYECKUX SIBNEHUI Heo6Xo-
OVUMO 0CO3HAaTb BCE MbIC/IMMble BUAbLI 3HAKa W 3Ha4YeHWUs. B cTaTbe BBO-
JUTCA MeTO4 CEeKCTETOB, Ha KOTOPbIM OCHOBLIBAETCS eAWHas LecTepuu-
Hasl CTPYKTypa 06LMX 1 creuuanbHbIX 3HAKOBbLIX TUMONOTUiA. B KauecTse
napagurm npeacTaBnsaoTcs 06LiMe TUMbl U YPOBHU 3HAKOB W 3HAYEHWIA B
A3bIKe M peun U TUMbl pedepeHunn. B Kaxaoi 3HAKOBOW TWMOMOrMU B
pamKax 3TON CTPYKTYpbl KaTeropusauus, NpUBOASLLANA K eaMHULE 3HaYe-
HWS, aHaorMYHa MEepBbIM TPEM YjieHam MepBoii mapagurmMbl U OTHOLLE-
HVie MeXy 3HAKOM W 3HaYeHWEeM aHanorMyHO OTHOLLIEHUIO pedepeHLmH.

Téahendused kaivad kuuekesi

Kuigi semiootika rakendusvaldkonda tundub otstarbekas piirata, on se-
miootiliste nédhtuste tdielikumaks mdistmiseks vajalik vélja tuua k&ik
moeldavad maérgi ja tdhenduse tilbid. Artiklis tutvustatakse sekstettide
meetodit, mis paneb aluse Uldisemate ja erilisemate maérgitipoloogiate
Uhtsele kuueliikmelisele struktuurile. Paradigmadena esitatakse mérkide
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ja tdhenduste Uldised tlubid ja tasemed keeles ja kdnes ning osutamise
tudbid. Iga mérgitipoloogia puhul vaadeldakse tdhendusihiku véljakate-
goriseerumist analoogiliselt esimese paradigma esimese kolme astmega
ning mérgi ja tdhenduse vahelist suhet analoogiliselt osutamissuhtega.
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HeCcKoNbKO BBOAHbIX C/10B1

KOpwuii ToTmaH

' CeMuMoTMKa KynbTypbl — [AUCLUMNAMHA, Haxojsduiascsd Ha nepeKpecTke

. JINHTBOCEMUOTUYECKOTO U UCTOPUKO-KYNbTYPHOT0 LMK/IOB Hay4HbIX AUCLU-
NJINH, 3TO UcTopmnyeckasd CeMMOTUKaA MHTEﬂﬂeKTyaﬂbHOVI AeATeNnbHOCTU 4eno-
Beka. ObpalyeHne K Ky/nbType Kak CEMWOTMYECKOMY 06beKTY CTaBUT uccre-
foBaTenst nepej UCKAUYUTENbHO CMIOXHOW CUTyauMed: OH M3yyaeT CEMUOTU-
yeckne Mofenun, onpefenstowme Kpyr npeacTaBneHuii u gelicTBuii nwofein B
NMOTOKE WX WCTOPMYECKOro cyuiecTBoBaHUA. KynbTypa B CEMMOTUYECKOM
acnekTe MpeAcTaeT KakK HEKOTOPbIA KOHTUHYYM $3blKOB, KOTOPbIMU MOJb-
3yeTcs camMOCO3Halolllee MbILU/IEHUE Yesl0BeKa, a feCTBUSA, Kak BepbasbHble,
TaKk M coBepLlaeMble C MOMOLLbID pasHoobpasHbIX MOCTYNKOB, MOTYT ObITb
MCTONKOBaHbl KaK TEeKCTbl Ha HEKOTOPbIX fA3blKax. [MOHATb CMbICA UCTOPU-
YeCKMX MNOCTYNKOB Jtofeli, UX MNOBeAEHWS U WX COYUHEHUI o03Ha4yaeT
0BaJeTb sI3bIKaMW UX KY/bTyp.

OfHako 3Ta, CTo/Ib MpocTas B C/IOBECHONM (hOpPMYNMPOBKe, 3ajaya npakTu-
YEeCKN OKa3blBaeTCs MCK/UYMTENbHO C/OXHONM. Bo-mepBbix, uccnegoBaTtenb
CTa/IKUBAETCA C UCK/HUYUTE/IbHbIM 06U/IMEM CEMUOTUYECKUX CTPYKTYP (A3bl-
KOB), C MOMOLLbK KOTOpPbIX Yefl0BEK TOW WAN WHOW 3MOXW CTPEMUTCSA
ynopsijounTb CBOW OMbIT U OCMbICIUTb CBOW [elACTBUA. HA3bIKM 3TW MOTYT
CKNafblBaTbCA B MepapXxuun, BecbMa fanekue Mo LEHHOCTHbIM U WHbIM
XapakTepuctnkam OT Tex, K KOTOpbIM MpPUBbIK wuccnegosaTtens. Crepyet
MMeTb B BUAY, UYTO cam wuccnegoBaTeslb Hen3b6eXHO HaxOAUTCA BHYTpU
HEKOTOPO KyNbTYpHOW CUCTEMbI, W TO, UTO OH CKJ/IOHEH cuuTaTb
«eCTECTBEHHOW MCTUHOW», Yallle BCEro npeicTaBfiseT c060i cucTeMy S3bIKOB
ero KynbTypbl. [103TOMY MOHMMaHWe BCerga ecTb MEpPeBOf C «MX» A3blKa Ha
«MOW». HaxoXfeHune camoro mnpuHLUMNA OpraHn3auum A3bIKOB BHYTPU
KOHTUMHYMa TO WAN WHOW KynbTypbl MpefcTaBnseT coboW [OCTATOYHO

BnepBble oMy6/iMKOBAaHO Ha MOMbCKOM A3bIKE B KayecTBe NPegucioBus K
aHTOMOrMM Mo CeEMUOTUKE KynbTypbl: Lotman, Jurij 1993. Par? slow wstcpu. In:
Zylko, Boguslaw (ed.), Semiotyka dziejow Rosji. (Wybdr teksléw i przeklad
Boguslaw Zylko.) Lédz: Wydawnictwo Lédzkie, 13-16. OpuruHan neuartaercs
3fecb Bnepsble. O NPOUCXOXAEHUWN 3TOro TeKcTa cM.. XXunko, borycnas 2008.
Victopust ogHoro Tekcta KO. M. JloTmaHa. Sign Systems Studies 36(2): 513-514.
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CNOXHYI 3afjadvy. CnefyeT TakXe yyYuTbiBaTb, YTO BHYTPU TOW WAN WHOW
ceMuoctepbl2 BO3MOXHbI OpraHvM3auunm pasHoli CTeneHu HKEecTKOCTU W
CTPYKTYPHOI OpraHn3oBaHHOCTY.

B0-BTOpPbIX, MPUBbIYHOE CEMUOTUYECKOE MOHATUE «TEKCT» BbICTynaeT
3fleCb B HeOXujaHHOM Buge. CNOXHOCTb He B TOM, YTO NOJ TEKCTOM Mbl
6yfgeM MoHuMMaTb N6y GopMy CeMUOTUYECKON MaHudgecTaumn, B TOM
ymncne 1 TakKylo, Kak «TeKCT MOBefeHusA», a B MecTe, KOTOPOe 06beKTbl 3TOr0
poja 3aHMMalwT B cucTteme KynbTypbl. Cnefysa COCCIOPMAHCKOW Tpaguuuwm,
TEeKCT paccMmaTpuBaloT 06bIYHO KaK MaHudgecTauumio fAsblka. TekcT npoTu-
BOCTOUT A3blKY KaK BblpaXeHHOe — HeBbIpaXeHHOMY, MaTepuanbHoe —
nieanbHOMY W MNPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-OTrPaHUYeHHOe — BHEMPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HOMY. A3bIK — KOAupylolee ycTpoicTBO. [103TOMYy UMeEHHO B cthepe A3blka
onpegenseTcs, Kakue 3afIeMeHTbl TeKCTa UMEIOT 3HayYeHMe, ABNAOTCA CMbIC/O-
pasnnUnTeNbHbIMW, a Kakue Cay4vaiHbl U, C TOUKU 3PEHUS CMbICNa, «Kak Obl
He CyLLecTBYHT». TONbKO TO, YTO JaHO B S3blKe, MMEET 3HaYeHWe B TEKCTE.
Mo3aToMy TeKCT BCerga ecTb TeKCT Ha HeKOTOpPOM JaHHOM nA3blke. Cnepfo-
BaTe/IbHO, A3bIK BCerfa fiaH f0 TeKkcTa.

C 93TON TOYKM 3peHus, TeKCT BbICTyMaeT KakK MaccvBHas YNaKoBKa,
CpPeACTBO TPAHCMOPTMPOBaThb CMbIC/ OT ajpecaHTa K agpecaTy. Bcsakoe msme-
HEHMe CcMbicna B MNpoLecce Mepejayvyn MOXET paccMaTpuBaThbCA fiMWb Kak
nopya. Bca cucTema HaueneHa Ha afeKBaTHOCTb Mepejavyn uHGopmayuu.
BbigenseTca npocTeiwas (QyHKUMA — KOMMYHWKaTuBHas. OfHako, Kak
TONbKO Mbl BCTyrmaemM B 061aCTb aKTWBHbIX B cepe KynbTypbl CAOXHbIX
CEMMOTUYECKNX CUCTEM, Mbl CTaNKMBaeMCsi C MHOFOYMCAEHHbIMU Mapagok-
camu. KynbTypa 3BOMIOLMOHMPYET B CTOPOHY co3jaHunA Bce 6onee n 6onee
CNOXHbIX A3bIKOB, & CMNOXHble A3bIKW CO34al0T TEKCTbl, NPUHLUNMANBHO He
nosjatolimecs ofHO3HayHOl fAewmndpoBke. Bonee Toro, cama ponb TekcTa B
cucTeMe KynbTypbl MEHSIETCA B CTOPOHY 3HAUYMTeNbHO 60MbLUE aKTUBHOCTU.
B uenom psife ABNeHWA He NA3bIK MNpeALIecTBYeT TeKCTY, a TeKCT napa-
AOKCanbHO MpeflwecTByeT A3biKy. AfpecaT MosyyaeT «TeKCT Ha HUKaKOM
A3blKe», MO0 KOTOPOMY OH KOHCTPyUpyeT A3blK WAW >Xe Bbl6upaeT Haubonee
noaxoAsLWnin KoA M3 3anaca CBOeW KynbTypHON namatu. Cropga OTHOCUTCA
LINPOKWIA KPYr SIBIEHWIA OT nonafaHuMa B KOHTEKCT AaHHOW KynbTypbl Bbl-
pBaHHbIX parMeHTOB APYIrUX KynbTyp [0 (haKTOB XYy[0XXeCTBEHHOro TBOpP-
YecTBa: BCSIKOE HOBATOPCKOe MPOM3BefeHNEe UCKYCCTBa eCTb TEKCT Ha HOBOM
A3blKe. U ayAnToOpmMsa yuuTca 3TOMY A3bIKY HO TeM TeKcTaM, KOTopble eW
palTcs. JIMHIFBUCTMKA paccMaTpuBaeT TeKCT KaK MaHudecTauuio 04HOro
A3blKa. B cdhepe KynbTypbl HOPManbHbIM SIBASETCA Cay4all, Korga oguH 1 TOT
Xe TeKCcT 3aWngpoBaH MHOFOKPaTHO HECKONbKUMWU KogaMu. CroxXHble

O NoHATUKN cemuoctepbl cM.: JlToTmaH, FO. M. 1984. O cemuocdepe. Tpygbl mm
3HaKoBbIM cucTemam [Sign Systems Studies] 17: 5-23. [CM. Takxe nepeBof 3TOi
cratbu: Lotman, Juri 2005. On the semiosphere. Sign Systems Studies 33(1): 215-
239]
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fuanornyeckue U UrpoBble OTHOLIEHUSA MeX[y pasHoobpasHbIiMU CYy6CTPYK-
TypamMu TeKCTa CO034al0T ero BHYTPEHHWI MONMTAOTU3M WU ABASAKTCA MeXa-
HU3MOM CMbIcN006pa3oBaHns. TeKCT nepecTaeT ObiTb MACCMBHOW yNnakoBKOA
M CTAHOBUTCS FeHepaToOPOM CMbICNa, MeXaHW3MOM KO/IIEKTUBHOIO CO3HaHUSA.
Takum 06pa3omM, B KyNbTYypHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE A3bIKM MOPOXAAT TeKCThbI, a
TEKCTbl — $3blKW, OTHOLWIEHUS fManorn3ma M UrpoBbiX KOH(MAMKTOB Npu-
BOAAT K UCK/IOUMNTENbHOW CMbICNOBOM eMKOCTU, NpeBpaLLaloLein KynbTypbl B
ee LesIoCTHOCTM B OFPOMHOe «AyMaloliee YCTPOMCTBO», Hafie/leHHOe CBOEW
namsaTblO 1 CNOCOGHOCTbLIO CO3faBaTb BO3pacTaloLLy0 NHDOPMALULO.

B-TpeTbux, CeEMUOTUKA KynbTypbl — AUCLUUNAWHA MCcTopuyecKkasd. Ha-
CKOMbKO MNpOCTelllve CeMUOTUYECKME MOAeNUN TATOTET K CUHXPOHUW,
CNOXHble Hen3bexHo cyl,ecTBYlOT BO BpeMeHu. OHM paboTalT TOMbKO B
KayecTBe AUHAMMWYECKNX YCTPOICTB, U «CTpena BPeMeHU» — HensbexHas mx
KoopamHata. OQHOBPEMEHHO SBASAACH MEXaHW3MOM KOINEKTUBHON NamsATu,
KynbTypa NpoTMBOHanpaB/ieHa BpeMeHW 1 60peTcs C HUM.

B-yeTBepTbIX, MpoOCTeilune ceMUOTUYECKNEe MOLeNun, Tuna ecTeCTBEHHOro
A3blKa, SABNSAOTCA pe3ybTaTOM CMOHTAHHOro, /IMYHO-HEOCO3HAHHOro Mpo-
uecca. KynbTypa BK/OYaeT B Ce6 NOCTOAHHYI WHTeNNEeKTyanbHYH paboTy.
BHYTpeHHAS ee MH(OPMATMBHOCTb CO3A4aeTCA /TaBMHOO6PA3HbIM YMHOXEHMEM
3BEHbEB, B KOTOPbIX CMefyloLWnii Lar ocyliecTBAsSeTCA MyTeM Bbibopa u3
aNbTepHAaTUBHON CUTyaLMmn («McyepnaHnsa 3HTPOMUU», MO ONpeAeseHNI0 akag.
A. H. KonmoropoBa). Ho Bbi6bop npeanonaraeT cBo6oay noBegeHUsA u SBnsieTca
WHTeNNeKTyaNbHbIM akToM. [103TOMYy KynbTypa OLHOBPEMeHHO Wu3oMopdHa
WHAVMBUAYANbHOW NWYHOCTM W BK/OYaeT B Ce6A WHTeNneKTyanbHO camo-
CTOATE/IbHYI0 JIMYHOCTb KaK KOHCTPYKTUBHbIA 371eMeHT. JIMYHOCTb BCTynaeTt
Mo OTHOLUEHUIO K 3aKOHOMEPHbIM WCTOPUYECKMM CTPYKTypam KakK TeKCT no
OTHOLLIEHWNIO K A3bIKY: 3/1EMEHTOM U 06YC/MOBNEHHbIM, N TBOPYECKN aKTUBHbIM.

MTakK, KynbTypa B CEMWOTMYECKOM acrnekTe — 3TO MOSIHOe BHYTPEHHUX
npoTMBOpeYnii OpraHW4Yeckoe Lesoe, PyKOBOAsLLee 4Ye/l0BEKOM MW co3fa-
BaeMoe MM.

HakoHel, CyLecTBeH elle OfWH acnekT. VcTopma KynbTypbl ecTb, B yacT-
HOCTW, ucTopuA ee camoonucaHuii. CosgaHWe MeTaKynbTypbl, pednekcun
KynbTypbl Haf, CO60 ABNAETCA HEW30eXHON 4acTblo AeATeNnbHOCTUM 060
KyNbTypbl KakK KOANEKTUBHOrO MHTeNMeKTa. B 3TOM OTHOLWEHUN CeMUOTUKY
KyNbTypbl MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTb He TOMIbKO KaK Hay4YHYH AUCLUMAUHY, HO U
KaK camopethieKCMio KynbTypbl BTOpPO nonoBuHbl XX Beka. [Npegsapas
paboTbl nccnegoBateneii MOCKOBCKO-TapTYCKOM LUKOMbl CEMWOTUKM, XOTEN0Chb
Obl HAMOMHWTL YuMTaTeNto AaBHWe cnoBa 61. ABrycTMHa «MWP COTKAH U3 aH-
Tuted» («O tape rocnogHem», XI 18). CeMmoTuMKa KynbTypbl CTPOUTCH Kak
nuccnefoBaHne ee BHYTPEHHWX OMNMO3WLMUIA, AMANOrMYECKUX aHTUTes, nepe-
KOLMPOBOK, COCTaBMAKLWMNX CYLWHOCTb WHTENNEKTyaNbHOW [esTeNbHOCTH.
OJHOBPEMEHHO OHa MO3BONAET Ye/I0BeKY Hallero BPeMEHUW — 3noxu, Korja
aHTUTe3bl MUpa cAenanncb Kak HUKOrfa 04YeBWUAHbIM, OLYTUTb CBOE efVHCTBO
C MVpPOBbIM MPOLLECCOM KY/bTypbl.
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NcTopua ogHoro Tekcta FO. M. JToTmaHa

borycnae XXunnkol

B Hauvase BOCbMMWAECATbIX FOAOB MNPOLUIOFO CTOMETUA A MNOAYYUN Npej-
NOXEHWe M3 NOA3MHCKOro usfatenbCTBa COCTaBUTb aHTofnornto pabot no
CEMMOTUKE KyNbTypbl, KOTOPble BO3HUKAW B Kpyry T. Ha3. TapTycKo-
MOCKOBCKOW LIKONbl. Heckonbko no3xe wu3 Bapwasbl (M3 MuHuctepcTsa
NPOCBELLeHNA) NPULLIO NMCbMO, B KOTOPOM coo6Lwanocb, 4To ¢ 1 ceHTA6pSA
1983 roga A MOry HayvMHaTb CBOK Hay4HYI CTaXWpPOBKY, ANdwylcsa 6
MecsiLeB, B JIEHUHTPaLCKOM YHUBEPCUTETE.

Korga moe npebbiBaHve B JleHWHrpage npubnuxanocb K KOHUY, £
PUCKHYN Cbe3auTb B TapTy, 4YT06bl 06CYAUTb MNNaHWpyemblii COO0PHUK C
r/1aBoiAi CEMUOTUYECKOW LWKOMbI, Npod. KO. M. JloTmaHoM. TapTy Torga 6bin
«3aKpbITbIM FOPOAOM» W nofacTb Tyfa, 0C06EHHO WHOCTpaHuy, 6bino
TpyAHo. Ho 6narogapsi MOMM MCKOBCKMM M TapTyCKMM ApY3bAM B CepefunHe
theBpana 1984 roga s ouyTunaca B TapTy. 1 ocTaHOBMACA B JOMeE [pY3eill 1
coTpygHukoB HO. M. JloTmaHa — Jlapucbl BonbnepT m MaBna PeiidhmaHa.
MbI cpa3y no TenetoHy cBsA3anucb ¢ MpodeccopoM M Ha CneaywLWwnin feHb
OTMNpaBwWINCL B T[N1aBHOE 3[aHue YyHuUBepcuTeTa Ha ero nekuuto. [locne
nekuun HOpuii Muxaiinosuy npurnacun MeHa u Jlapucy VnbUHNMYHY (MOero
TapTycKOro ruaa u onekyHa) K cebe fomoli Ha yXWH. Ona MeHA 3T0 6Oblio
OYeHb BaXKHOe cobbITue. A MOr YBUAETb AOM BE/IMKOFO YYEHOr 0, yBUAETb €ro
nereHjapHbIn KabuHeT — 6UGINOTEKY C HE MeHee flereHjapHbIM MUCbMeEH-
HbIM CTO/IOM, HO W FnaBHoe — mnobecefoBaTb C €r0 x03sieBamMu. 3a yXXVHOM,
KOTOpbIi BENMKOMEMHO NpuroToBuaa 3apa MpuropbeBHa, 3aTparmBanuncb pas-
Hble TEMbl: OT HOBOCTEl, KacalwLliMXCA Hay4yHOW cpeAbl, [0 aKTyalbHbIX
NnoNNTUYeCKUX cobbITUN. MeHA paccrnpalumeany 0 cuTyauuu B Monblue noc-
/e BBEJEHVUA BOEHHOr0o MosioXeHns. MockBa B TO BpPeEMsi 4acTo XOPOHUNa
CBOMX TFeHCeKOB. XOpowo 3Ty Lenb MOXOPOH W BCTYMJIeHW/ Ha npecTon
OYepefHbIX «BOX/JeW» NMPOKOMMEHTMpOBan B TOT Beyep KOpuit Muxainnosuny:

Address: Boguslaw Zylko, Institute of Philosophy, Sociology and Journalism,
University of Gdansk, Bielanska 5, 80-851 Gdansk, Poland (Instytut Filozofii,
Socjologii i Dziennikarstwa Uniwersytetu Gdariskiego, ul. Bielanska 5, 80-851
Gdansk, Polska); e-mail: bogzylko@gazeta.pl.
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«OpgHoro Tpyna noxopoHunu (KO. AHgponoBa), a gpyroi npaeuT (K. Yep-
HEHKO)».

Ha cnegytlowmnii geHb s BcTpeTuncs ¢ KOpuem Mwuxalinosnyem BTOPUYHO
Yy Hero goma, 4tobbl yXe B «paboyein» 06CTaHOBKE 06CYAUTb COCTAB/IEHHbIN
MHOI naH 6ygyuwiero c6opHuka. Ero gommHaHToOl 6blna uctopus Poccumn un
pyccKoli KynbTypbl, paccmaTtpuBaemasi sub specie semioticae. tHOpuii Mu-
XaliioBn4 0f06pna MO MPOEKT, NMoCOBeTOBaNM Yy4yecTb elie fpyrue paboTsl,
KOTOpble O0CTaBa/Cb BHe MOEro nons 3peHuns. Mogapuna MHe OTTUCKMU CBOUX,
TONbKO YTO HaneyaTaHHbIX cTaTeil. MpocmMn ux nepefaTb CBOUM BapLUaBCKUM
apysbam — M. P. MaiieHoBoii 1 C. XKynkKeBcKOMYy.

BepHyBlWMWCb 61aronosy4yHo AOMOW, A B3AncCA 3a feno M K KoHuy 1986
roga c60pHMK B mMawimHonucy 6bln roTos. Torga nosisunace naess cHabanTb
ero KOpoTKWM MpeAucrioBMEM, HamUCaHHbIM OfHWM W3 rNaBHbIX €ro y4acT-
HUKOB. Mocne HeKoTOpbIX KonebaHW A pewunn obpaTUTbCA C Takoi MNPOChb-
6oin K FKOpuio Muxainosuuy.

Mos pagocTb 6bla Heonucyema, Korfja B anpesie c/iefyloliero roga
noyTanboH TMPUHEC >KEeNTO-KOPUYHEBBLIN KOHBEPT, COAepXawum MUCbMO
FOpusa Muxannosnya 1 ero «HecK0oNbKO BBOAHbIX CM0B».

C6opHUK «CeMunoTmka nctopum Poccum» Bbiwen B 1993 rogy' (3KOHOMMU-
YeCKUii KpUsnc n 6ypHble NonuTUYeckne cobblTUA, HavasBLllneca B 1989 rogy,
He cnocobCcTBOBaNM CPOYHOMY MeyaTaHU KHUTW) B cepun «YenoBek u ero
umBunmM3auusa». JoBonbHo 6onblwoin Tupax (5000 3k3.) 6bICTPO pasoLlesncs.

BcTtynneHune KOpua MwuxainoBu4ya, cofepxallee MHTEPeCHble U BaXHble
MbIC/IM Ha TEMY «UCTOPUYECKON CEMUOTUKM» (B OLHOW U3 MOCNELHUX ero
KHUT — BHYTPKU MbICNALWMX MUPOB — UM OyfeT nocBslieHa ocobas 4vacTb),
cyuiecTBOBano [0 CUX MOp TOAbKO B nonbCckom nepesoge. Ceivac
NosIB/ISIETCA BO3MOXHOCTb MPOYecTb ero B NOA/IMHHMKE.3

2 Zylko, Boguslaw (ed.) 1993. Semiotyka dziejow Rosji. (Wybor tekstow i
przeklad B. Zylko.) Lodz: Wydawnictwo Lédzkie. B aToli KHure o6bemom B 383
CTpaHUL, HanmeyaTaHbl NepeBOAbl Ha MOMbCKMIA A3bIK cTaTel HOpusi SloTmaHa (4
cTatbu), HOpus JloTmaHa n Bopuca YcneHckoro (3), Bopuca YcneHckoro (3),
OmuTpusa JiuxadeBa (1), AnekcaHgpa MaHuyeHko (1), Mapuu lMnoxaHoBon (2) n
Bopuca Eroposa (1).

3 JloTmaH, HOpuii 2008. Heckonbko BBOAHbIX cfioB. Sign Systems Studies 36(2):
509-511.
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Specialization, semiosis, semiotics:
the 33rd annual meeting
of the Semiotic Society of America

Paul Cobley]

The 33rd annual meeting of the Semiotic Society of America, ‘Specialization,
semiosis, semiotics’, took place, this year, entirely in a hotel. The
Renaissance Hotel, Houston is set on its own lot and, like Houston itself, is
car-friendly but forbidding for pedestrians who might wish to gain access to
any signs of life beyond its edifice. The 20th floor, where the proceedings
took place, looks out across the endless suburbs of Houston and further, into
the pancake flatness of Texas. Although the conference was this year run
under the auspices of the University of St. Thomas, whose open, welcoming,
campus was just a mile or so up the road, delegates found themselves thrown
together for the duration, braving the sessions at the conference or the
individually wrapped soaps in the air-conditioned atmosphere of their rooms.
The disadvantage of having a conference in a hotel that 1 am pointing out
here, of course, is that there is no escape. In that respect, the Renaissance was
a bit like the Valtionhotelli in Imatra, Finland, where annual meetings of the
ISI have forced conference — goers to either stay indoors and engage with
each other or face a legion of mosquitoes and profound ennui. Like the Imatra
meetings, however, this SSA conference made the disadvantage into a virtue
and any perception of that disadvantage a lost figment of memory. It is a
measure of the conference’s success that the main complaint | heard and,
indeed, voiced myself, was that there was too little time and that the
conference was too short.

The meeting took place over four days, 16-19 October 2008. It featured 5
plenary addresses, two plenary roundtables and around 46 parallel sessions. In
contrast to previous meetings, there was a strong biosemiotic strand in the

1 Author's address: Paul Cobley, London Metropolitan University, 31 Jewry
Street, London EC3N 2EY, UK; email: p.cobley@londonmet.ac.uk.
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proceedings this year. These included two sessions on eBiosemiotics’: one
featuring key international biosemioticians, Don Favareau, Jesper Hoffmeyer
and Kalevi Kull, the other featuring Priya Venkatesan, Jennie Wojtaszek,
Prisca Augustyn and Ted Baenziger. There were sessions on ‘Biosemiotics
and culture’, 'Objects of desire, adventures in physiosemiosis and formal
semiotics’, a session on ‘Abduction and culture’ (which was largely
biosemiotically inspired); and the biosemiotics plenary roundtable on
definitions of semiosis which took place on Sunday morning (see Fig. 1).
That two dyed-in-the-wool cultural semioticians, myself and Anne Henault,
were participants in the latter should indicate that biosemiotics’ key
importance is becoming palpable.

The other sessions were encouragingly varied. It is true that scattered
across the programme were the odd semiotic analyses of advertisements or
other media and literary artefacts in papers that have rather become the bread
and butter of semiotics meetings. Yet, the diversity and rigour of the sessions
and papers demonstrated the strength and new horizons of contemporary
semiotics. Music remained well represented, whether it was Matthew
Shaftel’s paper on Ives, Vincent Colapietro’s on psychoanalysis and jazz,
David Lidov on the efficacy of Jakobson’s functions, Scott Murphy on the
echoes of Wagner in the music in Hitchcock’s films, or the Presidential
Address by Robert Hatten (Fig. 2) that treated the audience to some close
analyses of Mozart (through singing and the piano) while acting as a prelude
to Hatten’s ballet, Swerve, performed at the University of St. Thomas on the
Friday night.

A strong local presence was felt at the meeting, as might be expected.
Undergraduates and postgraduates (as well as staff) of the University of St.
Thomas acquitted themselves exceptionally well with thoughtful papers,
expertly delivered. It should not need saying that this is where the future of
semiotics, or any discipline lies; in the energy and new ideas of young
scholars. A flavour of this is offered by John Deely’s quoting in his plenary a
student at the university who observed, refreshingly, that semiotics is the
endeavour that studies all the things that other disciplines take for granted.
This is a fresh, and very accurate, way to account for the diversity in the field
that we know so well. But freshness also entails seeing the past with new
eyes. | was interested to see the sessions on Thomist semiotics and on
Carmelite semiosis, as well as a jointly-presented paper in another session on
‘Garcia de la Madrid; ideas and signs in the Iberian grey zone (1650-1850)
that follows the Black Hole (1350-1650)".

Fresh eyes projecting the past into the future were also complemented by
more directly future-orientated sessions and papers. A session on ‘Semiotics
and philosophy’ focused mainly on contemporary accounts of consciousness,
including ‘neuro-consciousness’; a session on empirical semiotics was
focused on synaesthesia; one on myths of technology was sceptical about
some futures laid out for us by nanotechnology and cyborg mythologies;
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while a session was also devoted to a topic which is of extreme interest even
to the most committed atheist with an interest in what happens tomorrow as

well as what happened yesterday: ‘Theosemiotics: the study of the action of
divine signs’.

Figure 1 Roundtable panel ‘Definitions of semiosis’ on October 19, 2008. From
right to left, Winfried N6th, Anne Henault, Peter Flarries-Jones, Jesper Floff-
meyer, Donald Favareau, Paul Cobley. Kalevi Kull taking the picture.

The quality and tenor of many conferences, of course, are judged by one or
both of two things: its keynote papers /plenary addresses; and its book
exhibit. The latter featured mainly US publishers (understandably, given the
distance from European centres of publishing), commercial and university
presses and was very good. The new works for sale indicated a vibrancy and
breadth of endeavour which was reflected in the conference itself; the books
presented for exhibition indicated tradition and the scholarly virtues, from the
dual-translation Poinsot volume to the Peirce editions. For those interested in
book retailing facts, Hoffmeyer’s new volume, Biosemiotics (University of
Scranton Press), was the best seller, with all copies snatched up before close
of business on the third day.
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Figure 2. President of the SSA, 2008, Robert Hatten (left), and John Deely, at a
plenary session.

The plenary papers implied issues of specialization, as in the title’s
conference, but were most explicitly concerned with the intricacies of
semiotics and semiosis. Either by chance or by design, the four papers in
addition to Hatten’s address, complemented each other perfectly and
foregrounded semiotics’ teaching, in a pedagogical and in a social sense.
Kalevi Kull’s paper, ‘Semiosis makes the world locally plural’ gave an
account of semiotic endeavour through the lens of the “original university
semiotics program on planet Earth”, stressing the plurality in the conference
that was evident in the microsemiotics of papers such as Elena Yakovleva’s
‘A semiotic intercultural approach to the @ sign’ and the macrosemiotics
evidenced in Myrdene Anderson’s and Devika Chawla’s ‘Nonlinear
evolutionary living, linear developmental lives’ and others. Susan Petrilli’s
plenary, inaugurating her as the SSA’s 7th Sebeok Fellow,1was concerned
with the topic of semioethics, calling for dialogue and answer to the response
of the other, as well as responsibility in the awareness — as only humans can
have — of sign use. As such, her paper was about what she believes semiotics
must teach the world at large. Deely’s paper, on the other hand, while
discussing ‘the semiotic animal’, was more tightly preoccupied with the
actual conception of ‘sign’ and demonstrated that, despite semiotics
sometimes being dubbed ‘the study of the sign’, we still have much to
learn — and to teach — regarding what the sign relation entails. The theme

1 See Nuessel 2008.
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was continued on the Saturday evening as the University of St. Thomas
staged, with two superb actors, a dramatic reading of Deely’s ‘A sign is what?
A dialogue between a semiotist and a would-be realist’, a text which keen
readers of Sign Systems Studies will recognize as first having appeared in this
journal (Deely 2001). My own plenary talk on ‘Cultural implications of
biosemiotics’ was, characteristically, a sham, because it replayed or ampli-
fied, albeit self-consciously, the implications that Hoffmeyer had already
cogently laid out in his 1996 book, Signs and Meanings in the Universe.
However, it did strenuously seek to emphasize that we — the semiotics
community — need to do more to make it generally known what a sea change
in human understanding biosemiotics constitutes.

In one way, the intimacy of this conference reflected the fact that it is still
a ‘meeting’ of a semiotic society. About 160 delegates attended and not only
were they assembled for plenary sessions but meals were taken with all
delegates together, in a room where the plenary papers were also given after
or before the meals. On the other hand, intimacy should not be taken for
closure or compartmentalization: over 20 different nationalities were
represented at this meeting and the sheer diversity as well as the number of
parallel sessions made it seem more like a well-organised IASS congress. My
personal regret is that | did not have time to sit down and talk with so many
friends and scholars and that | was unable to meet or have a prolonged
conversation with as many of the people who were new to me as | would like.
Also, | regretted having to miss some sessions while | attended other sessions.
This was echoed by other delegates and it must be said that it is all too seldom
the case that one encounters such sentiments at scholarly conferences. Under
these circumstances, and in addition to the fact that there were no glitches, the
organization of the meeting by Tom Broden of Purdue University and the
local scholars, principally John Deely, went completely unnoticed — which is
exactly how it should be. No greater testimony of the success of a conference
can be given.
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Susan Petrilli named seventh
Thomas A. Sebeok Fellow
of the Semiotic Society of America

Frank Nuessei

The thirty-third annual meeting of the Semiotic Society of America meeting was
held at the Renaissance Houston Hotel Greenway Plaza October 16-19, 2008 in
conjunction with the University of St. Thomas in Houston, Texas.2 At this
meeting Professor Susan Petrilli of the University of Bari, Italy was inscribed
as the seventh Thomas A. Sebeok3 fellow. Professor Petrilli’s Fellow address
was delivered on October 17, 2008 12:45-14:00 in a plenary session. Her
presentation, entitled “Semioethics and responsibility: Beyond specialisms,
universalisms and humanisms”, was an outstanding presentation on the topic
semioethics and its importance to all of us in the twenty-first century. The
large audience was entranced by her insightful observations.

Professor Petrilli was bom in Adelaide, Australia and she received her
doctorate from the University of Bari, Italy in 1993 in Language Theory and
Sign Sciences.

Professor Petrilli’s research in semiotics includes, but is not limited to, the
following areas: biosemiotics, bio-ethics, semiotics and interpretation, and the
work of Lady Victoria Welby. The following are some of her books in
semiotics that are essential to an understanding of this interdiscipline: (1)
Signifies, semiotica, significazione (Petrilli 1988), (2) Materia segnica e
interpretazione (Petrilli 1995), (3) Che cosa significa significare (Petrilli
1996), (4) Su Victoria Welby: Signifies, e filosofia del linguaggio (Petrilli
1998b), (5) Teoria dei segni e del linguaggio (Petrilli 1998a), and (6)
Percorsi della semiotica (Petrilli 2005). Her forthcoming work on Lady

Authors address: Frank Nuessel, Department of Classical and Modem
Languages, University of Louisville, Louisville, KY, USA; email:
fhnuesO 1@ louisville.edu.

See Cobley 2008.

3 November 9, 1920 - December 21, 2001.
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Victoria Welby (Petrilli forthcoming 2009) is highly anticipated. In addition,
she has co-authored several additional works on semiotics: (1) Philosophy of
Language: Art and Answerability in Mikhail Bakhtin (Ponzio, Petrilli 2000),
(2) Thomas Sebeok and the Signs of Life (Ponzio, Petrilli 2001), (3) The
Semiotic Animal (Deely, Petrilli, Ponzio 2005), (4) Reasoning with Emmanuel
Levinas (Ponzio, Petrilli, Ponzio 2005), and (5) Semiotics Today: From
Global Semiotics to Semioethics (Petrilli, Ponzio 2007).

Special mention is reserved for Professor Petrilli’s recent book entitled
Semiotics Unbounded: Interpretive Routes through the Open Network of
Signs, co-authored with Professor Augusto Ponzio (Petrilli, Ponzio 2005), and
reviewed by various scholars in the distinguished journal Semiotica (2008,
volume 169(1/4): 223-360). This momentous volume is the second book ever
to receive multiple reviews in that esteemed journal4 (nine in all by Ted
Baenziger, Jeff Bernard, Paul Cobley, Vincent Colapietro, Floyd Merrell,
Hisashi Muroi, Jozsef Nagy, Winfried Noéth, and Frank Nuessel). As Editor-
in-Chief of Semiotica, Marcel Danesi explains “[...] Semotics Unbounded fits
into the tradition of key paradigmatic texts that require the attention of one
and all” (Danesi 2008: 221). About this fact, there is no dispute.

Professor Petrilli’s translations into Italian of many of Dr. Thomas A.
Sebeok’s influential works in semiotics merit mention here. They include The
Sign and Its Masters (Sebeok 1985), 1 Think I Am a Verb (Sebeok 1990),
Semiotics in the United States (Sebeok 1992), A Sign Is Just a Sign (Sebeok
1998), and Signs: An Introduction to Semiotics (Sebeok 2003).

The American Journal of Semiotics

For the first time in the history of the Thomas A. Sebeok Fellowship, a

special issue of The American Journal of Semiotics (volume 24(4), 2008)

entitled “Sign Crossroads in Global Perspective. Essays by Susan Petrilli 7t

SSA Sebeok Fellow” was made available for members in attendance at the

annual SSA meeting. This issue contains the following all new essays by

Professor Petrilli:

1. Semioethics and responsibility: Beyond specialisms, universalisms and
humanisms” (pp. 1-48).

2. “Working with interpreters of the ‘Meaning of Meaning’: International
trends among 20lh-century sign theorists” (pp. 49-88).

3. “The relation with Morris in Rossi-Landi’s and Sebeok’s approach to
signs” (pp. 89-121).

4 The first being Jesper Hoffmeyer’s Signs of Meaning in the Universe, re-
viewed in the special issue of Semiotica 120(3/4), 1998.
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4. *“lconicity and the origin of language: Charles S. Peirce (1839-1914) and
Giorgio Fano (1885-1963)” (pp. 123-136) [This work is a revision of the
Introduction for the English translation of Fano (1973) by Petrilli (1992).].

5. “Bodies and signs: For a typology of semiosic materiality” (pp. 137-158).

6. “Semiotic phenomenology of predicative judgement” (pp. 159-192) [This
is a substantial revision of an earlier work by Petrilli (1999).].

7. “On communication: Contributions to the human sciences and to
humanism from semiotics understood as semioethics” (pp. 193-236).

8. “lconicity in translation: On similarity, alterity, and dialogism in the rela-
tion among signs” (pp. 237-302).

The articles in this special issue of The American Journal of Semiotics are

representative of the various domains of semiotics in which Professor Petrilli

works: (1) semioethics; (2) sign theory and semiosis; (3) iconicity and the
origins of language; (4) semiotic materiality; (5) biosemiotics; (6) translation;

(7) Lady Victoria Welby (1837-1912).

The final two pages (pp. 303-304) in The American Journal of Semiotics
volume 24(4) contain information about the author. While these two pages
suggest the extensive scope of Professor Petrilli’s remarkable academic
scholarship, they are, to be sure, incomplete. For a complete enumeration of
Professor Petrilli’s scholarly activity to date, the home page of her web site*
provides more information about her extraordinary work and achievements,
including a listing of 31 books authored, co-authored, edited and co-edited
since 1988, and 243 articles published since 1981.

Editorial boards and related matters

Professor Petrilli serves as a member on editorial boards of some of the most
esteemed journals in the field of semiotics today, namely, Semiotica (Journal
of the International Association for Semiotic Studies), TTR, Traduction,
Terminologie, Redaction. Etudes sur le texte et ses transformations, Journal
of Biosemiotics, Russian Journal of Communication, International Journal
for the Semiotics of Law, and Signs (International Journal of Semiotics). She
is also a Co-Director of several book series including the following: (1) Nel
segno (with Augusto Ponzio; (2) Gli strumenti (with Augusto Ponzio and
Patrizia Calefato); (3) Di-segno-in-segno (with Augusto Ponzio and Cosimo
Caputo); and (4) Segni-di-segni (with Augusto Ponzio and Cosimo Caputo).

She has been a Fellow of the International Communicology Institute, and
an international visiting research scholar in the University of Adelaide,
Australia and the Hawke Institute for Sustainable Societies, the University of
South Australia.

At http://susanpetrilli.com/.
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Previous Sebeok Fellows

Dr. Petrilli joins an illustrious group of previous recipients of the prestigious
Thomas A. Sebeok Fellow Award (see Deely 2005: 478-479 for more details
about the previous recipients of this award, the sites of the Semiotic Society
of America meeting, and the titles of the Sebeok Fellow Presentation),
namely, (1) David Savan (posthumous award 1992); John Deely (1993); (3)
Paul Bouissac (1996); (4) Jesper Hoffmeyer (2000); (5) Kalevi Kull (2003);
and (6) Floyd Merrell (2005).
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Humanities: State and prospects

Winfried Noth, 1Eero Tarasti,2Marek Tamm'

The developments in the humanities over the recent years could be
characterised by the following three tendencies: florescence of methodo-
logical “turns”, increasing importance of interdisciplinarity, and extensive
travelling of concepts. Looking at the list of titles of the books and articles
produced in humanistic and social disciplines over the recent years one is led
to believe that we are living in a time of “turns”. New methodological turns
are announced time and again, for instance, most recently, the performative
turn, the spatial turn, and the iconic turn. Although each of these turns was
first announced within a particular discipline, the ambition has usually been
greater, proclaiming changes in the humanistic and social sciences in general.
Evidently, scholars are eager to find methodological platforms to bridge the
current classifications of sciences and to create new interdisciplinary fields of
research. Clifford Geertz has aptly termed the process “blurring of genres”.
As has been argued by Mieke Bal, interdisciplinarity in the humanities mainly
relies on concepts. Progress in the humanities means, first and foremost,
emergence of new concepts and change or expansion of the semantic space of
the old ones. The last few years indeed appear to have been the heyday for
travelling concepts.

In order to give a survey of the new “turns”, emergent interdisciplines and
travelling concepts in the humanities, Estonian academic journal Keel ja
Kirjandus (“Language and Literature™) recently published a special issue on
“Humanities: States and Prospects”. The editor of the special issue, Marek
Tamm, also interviewed at this occasion several internationally renowned

1 Address: Winfried N6th, University of Kassel, FB 02, Georg-Forster-Str. 3,
D-34109 Kassel, Germany; e-mail: noeth@uni-kassel.de.

2 Address: Eero Tarasti, Department of Musicology, University of Helsinki,
Vironkatu 1, 00014 Helsinki, Finland; e-mail: eero.tarasti@ helsinki.fi.

3 Address: Marek Tamm, Estonian Institute of Humanities, Tallinn University,
Uus-Sadama 5, 10120, Tallinn, Estonia; e-mail: marek.tamm@tlu.ee.
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scholars about the recent trends and future perspectives in the humanities. The
responses from two of them follow below.4

M.T.: How do you evaluate the developments in the humanities during the
couple of recent decades? Inyour mind, what have been the most important
trends, changes and achievements?

W. N.: The decades towards the turn of the millennium have brought an
increasing number of mostly self-proclaimed epochal turns in the humanities.
After the “linguistic turn” in philosophy, we have seen the “semiotic turn” in
linguistics, the “cognitive turn” in psychology, the “pictorial turn” in media
studies, the “iconic turn” in aesthetics, the “cultural turn” in literary studies,
and the “performative turn” in cultural studies. More recently, with the advent
of posthumanism, the foundations of the humanities themselves seem to have
suffered a deadly blow from which recuperation appears more than difficult.
Is this zigzag course of successive changes of direction the symptom of a
growing disorientation in the humanities, or is it nothing but the mere
rhetorical gesture of scholars in defence of their own positions in the territory
of humanistic studies?

Despite their apparent divergences, the various recent and current turns in
the humanities have two directions in common, the first forward towards new
intellectual horizons in a field of study felt to have become too narrow, the
second looping back towards the humanities themselves in self-reflexive
reconsideration of their own foundations which appeared necessary with each
of the new changes of direction. At the turn of the millennium, the expansion
of its horizons continues to be a challenge to the humanities. The growth of
its domain certainly continues to be impressive, but in the wake of
postmodernism, it seems that the most significant direction in the
development of humanist studies is the one towards the self-reflexivity which
lies in the relation of humanism and its object of study, which includes the
humanities themselves.

The self-referential loop which has become a current design feature of the
humanities is the sign of a paradigm shift from modernism to postmodernism
in the course of which we have abandoned the modernist hubris of the once
cherished view that the language of the humanist is a metalanguage speaking
above, and aloof from, the objects which it seeks to investigate. In the first
decades of the 20th century, for example, semiotics, the study of signs in
culture and nature, confidently presented itself as the metalanguage of
language, a system of metasigns serving as an instrument in the study of
signs, and later, as the metamedium for revealing the deceptive strategies of
the media. Today, we know that metasigns are nothing but signs, too, and the

4 The earlier Estonian version has been published in Keel ja Kirjandus 8/9
(2008), pp. 740-743 and 744-746.
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media are not the metalanguage of everyday language and discourse but
represent a world which is in itself highly mediated before and while it is
mediating in the media.

Representation appears hence to be impossible without self-referential
loops in which signs are signs about signs, communication is communication
about communication, reports are reports about reports, and mediations are
mediations of mediations. In times which have lost their confidence in the
grand narratives because everything seems to have been said before, the
humanities have turned towards the signs which they once considered to be
their instruments of reflection and which they now have discovered to be
autonomous mediators of their own mediality. With this new turn, the
humanities have gained the insight that the self-referential nature of their
reflections does not mean a circulus vitiosus but a circulus virtuosus, in which
the humanist is turning towards the humanities.

E.-T.. It seems to me that unfortunately the humanities have been to a great
extent loosing their former position as the cornerstone of European academic
culture. Less and less universities seem to believe and invest in the idea of
‘culture’, Bildung, sivistys, as such. It is paradoxical that a discipline like
semiotics has also accelerated this development. When it was launched as a
new science in the 1960s it had a two-fold impact on high and popular
culture. High culture was studied with ‘modern’ and ‘efficient’ approaches,
such as cybernetics, information science, computer studies, formal logic,
structural linguistics, and by this means their privileged status was
questioned: art and high cultural objects were shown to function according to
the same principles as any cultural ‘text’. Particularly French structuralist and
post-structuralist semiotics were iconoclast by their orientation.

At the same time, popular culture was taken up as a topic of academic
discussion by these rigorous methods and thus elevated phenomena to a
position of an esteemed object of research that had earlier been considered
inappropriate as a topic of the humanities. We can say that high culture lost
and popular culture won.

However, new orientations in epistemology, such as phenomenology and
hermeneutics, have animated qualitative studies by taking into account how
culture appears experienced by a subject. Value aspects, the axiological and
ideological nature that are in the core of any humanist approach, have
remained topical amidst the age of behaviourism and the natural sciences. It
was Kierkegaard who said that the subjective and objective never meet. The
same was said as early as by the logical empiricists when they showed, at the
beginning of the twentieth century, that phi-phenomena cannot be reduced
into ph-phenomena, i.e., to physical entities, and yet people seem to believe in
the determinist models of wrongly understood natural sciences. The radical
essence of the biosemiotics of the Uexkdllls has been that man’s symbolic,
signifying activities are not reducible to biology — as it has been in
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sociobiology — but that, quite the reverse, all biological and organic
processes are processes of semiosis.

M.T.: In which direction, from your point ofview, are the humanities heading
at present? What are the greatest challenges, the most promising
perspectives, as well as the most serious problems a scholar in humanities
faces in our time?

W. N.: Nietzsche, Heidegger, Foucault are among the anti-humanists who
have proclaimed the end of humanism. Ever since then, the humanities have
been pressed towards a position of defense. As the end of humanism
continues to be affirmed, the neo-humanists proclaim the return of a renewed
humanism. The most recent challenge to the humanist doctrine of the
autonomy and freedom of the human mind is the vision of a posthuman world
in which humans may no longer be the masters but might become the slaves
of those intelligent machines which they once devised as their instruments of
rational thought and labor.

While the posthumanists offer evidence of the growth of intelligence in
complex systems and the likelihood of a future emergence of complex
machines with a growing autonomy from human control and support, the
humanists hasten to object that machines will never be able to feel or think
since they lack autonomy, rationality, creativity, intentionality, self-
referentiality, and consciousness. At the root of the humanistic objections and
the dualistic views of humans and machines is the conviction of a gaping
abyss between mind and matter.

What is missing in the ongoing debate is an evolutionary semiotic
perspective to overcome the dualistic dilemma between the allegedly semiotic
mind and the nonsemiotic material world, a broader view of the cultural
semiosphere which extends beyond the sphere of the living. — With the
advent of biosemiotics in the last decades of the twentieth century, the study
of signs had expanded from the domain of culture to the one of semiosis in
nature. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, it has become evident
that further expansions are needed.

Intelligent machines are machines involved in sign processes. Are they
true sign machines or mere instruments of human agents who use them for
purposes of their own? The answer to this question is neither a yes nor a no; it
is rather a matter of degree whether machines are involved in sign processes
or not. In the study of signs in lifeless but intelligent machines, an important
insight can be derived from C. S. Peirce: the sphere of signs is not only a
sphere of autonomous living beings producing and interpreting signs. Instead,
signs have a semiotic autonomy of their own; by no means are they mere
instruments of autonomously acting sign users. The autonomy apparent in the
life of signs which restricts the semiotic choices of those who make use of
them is perhaps best described by Peirce’s insight formulated in 1886: not
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only sign producers but also the signs themselves are the educators of
mankind.

Sign machines generate complex signs by means of mechanical devices.
If signs evince a semiotic autonomy independently of the way of their
production, machines can certainly be said to produce signs. The insight that
signs have a life of their own and evince an autonomy in the semiosphere of
the products of the human mind outside the human brain is quite compatible
with the more recent notion of the “extended mind”, according to which the
human mind is not merely localized in the confines of the human brain but
also extends over its projections into its material environment. Our mind
includes its manifestations in its external semiosphere, from personal notes to
libraries and data banks. The degree to which the signs mediated by machines
evince an autonomy of their own is quite obvious from the way in which
computer assistance is transforming our individual ways of writing and
methods of research. The medium of the sign machine conveys a message of
its own, the sign machine is not merely an instrument of the writer; it turns
out to be the co-author of our writing processes.

On the other hand, we have also learned from Peirce as well as from
Bakhtin that semiosis is a dialogical process. Our thoughts are addressed to
other thoughts of our own, and our reasoning is the dialogical exchange of
arguments among the several selves which constitute our mind. Will intelli-
gent machines once be designed to perform inner dialogues of conflicting
selves, which are not only symptoms of genuine creativity but also of self-
doubt?

E.T.: The challenge of the humanities is simply how they can survive at all in
the globalized world exclusively dominated by values of efficiency and
economy. Only those disciplines seem to have chance which can make their
results into marketed products for consumption. The university studies in the
EU after Bologna aim at short and efficient studies preparing for certain clear-
cutjobs in labour market, at the least possible costs. The university as a place
of growth, deeper understanding of life, a universe of maturing, letting young
people reflect on their aims, try and err, search for the values of their future
life, a place in which they could follow the principle once expressed by a
University rector in the words “Follow your passion — and furnish your
mind”, seems to be disappearing. Let me say that 1 am not worried about my
own special field, which is music and musicology, since the more there is
leisure time in society, the more music is filling it almost like a new religion,
as a source of depth and signification of life. Thus music has markets, and
musicologists have work. But in general, the idea that universities are all
privatized and essentially funded by businessmen seems to be unrealistic at
least on the European scale.

The newest fashion in science politics it to establish richly funded so-
called ‘innovation universities’ all over the world designed to do nothing but
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subordinate research for commercial use and for the needs of business life,
thus narrowing the chances for serious basic research aiming at true scientific
innovations.

Who would have an interest in funding studies about notions such as
transcendence, existentiality, modal structures of signs etc.? One factor which
may be a force of resistance are national cultures, which some decades ago
were still generally considered something of the backward past, but which
now seem to be one of the strongest interests to support the humanities.
Anything concerning the national heritage or patrimoine, as they say in the
Mediterranean culture, has always a “social order’. Hence, the historical
sciences seem to have a future.

On the other hand, in the contemporary world, the idea of national culture
seems to have changed to the one of ‘picturesque regional qualities’ to be
enjoyed as tourism. Last autumn, 1 visited Moldavia in Rumania, and saw
how the main means of transportation were still horses and charts. However, |
must say: wait for some years, and the same peasants will be hired to ‘act’ as
peasants for tourists and that will be their major source of income; i.e., such
humanities whose applications can be made a spectacle, for neo-oral culture,
are kept alive.

However, my favourite concept in the more radical semiotics stems from
the Southern Italian philosopher Augusto Ponzio, who speaks about diritto di
infunzionalita, i.e., the right to dysfunctionality. Such a quietist principle has
its roots both in European thought and in American transcendentalism and via
those in modem ecological humanism.

One danger in the modem world of communication — which we
semioticians have also been creating, sad to say — is that the symbol of
humanist culture, the ‘book’, is loosing its position. Books are being less and
less published, and young people read only the Internet and the Wikipedia. Of
course, culture does not stem from reading as such but from thinking of what
has been read. Yet if the discourse we are maintaining via books of our past
and other cultures disappeared one would be close to the end of the huma-
nities. Quite concretely, some years ago the bookstore of Presses Univer-
sitaires de France at Place de la Sorbonne in Paris, symbol of humanist
research with books about everything, vanished and gave place for a fashion
store for American-type youth culture. No one could prevent this from
happening.

....aber nicht diese Tone... However, let us also see the positive aspects,
the search for meaning and signification for one’s life, the joy of becoming
more and more competent through education. We are all perpetual students,
we who try to be humanists. Modern techno-semiotic society also provides us
with unbelievably efficient means for this endeavour as well as for cross-
cultural understanding.
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