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Intercommunication:
Editors’ comments

The meaning of semiotics is to provide theoretical insights and to de-
velop the means of analysis for the whole area where sign systems
have a significance. This includes a vast region of our world, and a
great part of scientific inquiry. Thus, the importance of this domain of
knowledge cannot be changed by fashion, and whatever shifts may
occur in popular words or fashionable research, this is no more than a
further subject for research in sign systems.

The current volume of Sign Systems Studies marks several notice-
able events.

The inside-outside communication of the Tartu school of semiotics
has been (re)established in a mode which gives us the confidence for
multilateral communication, and a responsibility in the continuation of
the oldest regular publication in the field of semiotics, as established
by Juri Lotman in 1964. The signs of this are, on one hand, the publi-
cation of New Tartu Semiotics (Bernard et al. 2000), and, on the other
hand, the regularity of publication and the authorship of Sign Systems
Studies. In addition to the series Tartu Semiotics Library (cf. Andrews
2000), since this spring, Dissertationes Semioticae Universitatis Tar-
tuensis has been born. The formation of Finno-Ugric ‘semiotic league’
(Randviir & Voigt & Tarasti, this volume) is left as last, but this is not
the least to mention.

The year 2000 denotes the importance of Thomas A. Sebeok’s im-
pact on the semiotics of the last half century. The biosemiotic part of
this volume is in its entirety, although indirectly, initiated by him.

With the following comments, the editors would like to draw a few
additional parallels in order to help the readers to find the intercon-
nections which might be useful both for better understanding of the
subject and for further endeavours in this field.

First, we continue publishing works on theoretical and general
problems of semiotics. The papers by J. Deely and J. Hintikka both
emphasise the importance of mutual reacquaintance between semiotics



12 Peeter Torop, Michail Lotman, Kalevi Kull

and philosophy, although approaching this from different sides.
F. Stjemfelt demonstrates the use of it via his analysis of mereological
concepts.

F. Stjernfelt’s paper on mereology will be interesting to interpret in
the context of the distinction made by S. Meyen between taxonomy
and meronomy and, accordingly, between taxon and meron. ‘If taxon-
omy operates with taxa, then meronomy with merons (parts). The
concept of taxon means a set of objects, united by common traits. The
concept of meron means a set of parts, belonging to these objects and
having some common traits, i.e., the concepts of meron and trait are
different’ (Meyen 1977: 29; cf. also Schreider 1983, and Kull’s paper
in the current volume). Some of the background of the Russian bio-
logical structuralism, from where the concept of meronomy originates,
has been described by P. Seriot (1995). The topic of holism is also
analysed in the (‘Tartu’) paper by S. Brauckmann in this volume.

When M. Danesi in his article states that, ‘In my view, the integra-
tion of Vico and Lotman will allow semiotics to develop a truly pow-
erful investigative method for unravelling one of the greatest conun-
drums of all time: How did the mind, language, and culture come into
existence?’; this seems to mark a strangely creative field. And when
W. Noth discusses with U. Eco about the placement of the semiotic
threshold, then this is also a discussion with J. Lotman in a direction
that would certainly have enchanted him.

Thus, second, or better to say ‘the first’, is our endless and central
interest in the semiotics of culture, both elsewhere or here, on the spot.
The intersemiotic space, which draws together the terms of J. Lotman
and J. Kristeva, is structured, here, via the approaches of P. Torop and
D. Gorlee. The semiotic theory of poetic text reaches its next chapter
via the article by M. Lotman, and the semiotics of literature is ad-
vanced by J. Sanjines, T. Huttunen, M. Grishakova and I. Avramets.
The oriental theme, as a traditional topic in Sign Systems Studies since
its first years, is represented by our old author L. Mé&ll. T. G. Winner
admits the intercultural aspects.

Mixing and fusion of the borders and boundaries in the contempo-
rary world goes hand in hand with the seeking of identity and with the
need for borders. However, it is not easy to recognise the borders
which appear in the course of the interaction of these two tendencies.
Here, semiotics of culture has its advantage. The controversial cultural
experience is characterised not only by its reality, but also by texts of
culture.
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Semiotics of culture is suitable for joining different disciplines
which are studying culture, operating as a base science for them. Since
no integrated science of culture exists, the onus falls on cultural semi-
otic studies to develop both the empirical analysis and methodological
research of culture. Both of these topics make up the section of ‘semi-
otics of culture’ in our journal, now, and in the future.

Ecosemiotics is also an important field of attention in regard to the
current trends in semiotics on the pages of Sign Systems Studies, or for
representing a developing link between the semiotics of culture and
the semiotics of nature. It has been started in volume 26, and will cer-
tainly have a follow-up in the next volumes. Here, the contribution by
D. Schmauks gives the first review about artificial animals in a semi-
otic context. It is interesting to refer, here, to a short paper by J. Lot-
man (1978), in which a somewhat analogical topic has been discussed.
R. Posner’s more general approach provides a starting point for stud-
ies in semiospheric pollution.

The collection of papers on biosemiotics, included here, represents
the first attempt to review the important chapters of the history of bio-
semiotics proper. In this context, Cimatti’s paper about Giorgio Prodi,
and Turovski’s one about Heini Hediger, give the first accounts of
these two figures who laid the basis for biosemiotics. A large special
issue of Semiotica about Jakob von Uexkill is forthcoming. Accord-
ing to T. A. Sebeok (2001), it was namely Uexkill, Hediger, and
Prodi, who first developed biological semiotics and laid a valuable
foundation for it. Besides these three, and Thomas A. Sebeok himself,
of course, there are many other figures in the history of biosemiotics
who deserve attention. Thus, the chapter also includes analyses of the
works and views of G. Evelyn Hutchinson (by M. Anderson), Gregory
Bateson (by S. Brauckmann), and Martin Krampen (by K. Kull) in
respect to their impact on the development of biosemiotics.

A remark may be made about the incompatibility and (un)related-
ness of the concepts of Umwelt and niche. Hutchinson’s concept of
‘niche” seems to be in a way analogical to Richard Woltereck’s con-
cept o f‘reaction norm’. Namely, both of these, attempting to explicate
a formerly fuzzy biological term, have given a precise definition
which includes an extension to the «-dimensional space of the envi-
ronment, whereas n happens to be uncountable. With this, both con-
cepts have been extended beyond the limits of a methodology of natu-
ral science, and have started to drive (probably without such a con-
scious intention by their authors) towards bridging biology with semi-
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otics. Thus, an additional argument for including the paper on
Hutchinson into the current issue.
Ab actu ad posse valet illatio.
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Semiotics as a postmodern recovery
of the cultural unconscious

John Deely

University of St. Thomas,
3800 Montrose Boulevard, Houston, Texas, U.S.A.
e-mail: deelyj@stthom.edu

Abstract. This essay explores the terminology of semiotics with an eye to
the historical layers of human experience and understanding that have
gone into making the doctrine of signs possible as a contemporary intel-
lectual movement. Using an essentially Heideggerian view of language as
a heuristic hypothesis, the name semiotics is examined in light of the re-
alization that only with Augustine’s Latin signum was the possibility of a
general doctrine of signs introduced, and that first among the later Latins
was the idea of sign as a general mode of being specifically verifiable
both in nature and in culture in establishing the texture of human experi-
ence vindicated according to an explanation of how such a general mode
of being is possible. The contemporary resumption through Charles Peirce
of the Latin line of vindication completed especially by Poinsot is ex-
plored along these same lines in terms of considerations of why the term
semiotics has emerged as, so to speak, the logically proper name of the
global interest in signs.

As Galileo and Descartes experienced their situation, the new learning
was to be a turning away from authority based on the interpretation of
linguistic texts to establish a new authority based on experimental re-
sults expressed in mathematical reasoning. At the beginning the two
tried, as it were, to walk arm in arm, to stand shoulder to shoulder in a
war to delegitimize the mentality and methods bizarrely canonized
centuries after the fiasco in the person of “saint” Robert Cardinal Bel-
larmine, Rome’s own Torquemada.

But soon enough, in spite of themselves, the followers of these two
found themselves parting ways, the line of Galileans leading to New-
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ton, Einstein, and Mission Control in Houston placing men on the
moon and ships bound for the far stars, the line of Cartesians leading
to Hume and Kant and a reluctant conviction that the universe of real-
ity prejacent to and independent of the human mind is a universe for-
ever unknowable. Modern philosophy, in short, came to play
Mr. Hyde to the Dr. Jekyl of modern science, which remained con-
vinced in its practitioners that reality was just what was being revealed
and brought more and more under the arts of human practical knowl-
edge, exactly as the medieval Aquinas had expressed it: that the
speculative understanding of the being of nature becomes by exten-
sion practical when human beings find the means to turn that under-
standing of nature to use.

Locke, of course, had tried to intervene in the Cartesian develop-
ment to give credit and credence to the role our senses play in feeding
the growth of human understanding, but his intervention was without
avail for deflecting the main trajectory of the mainstream modern de-
velopment in philosophy as a kind of semiotic lapse. For, by accepting
Descartes’ reduction of objects to representations made by the mind,
he foreclosed the only avenue by which the understanding moves back
and forth in its grasp of objects between the realms of nature and cul-
ture, considering the last, as Vico said, as our own construction, even
as the former comes somehow from the hand of God, as the modems
mainly assumed.

To be sure the Latins had only themselves to blame for being con-
signed in turn to the flames of modernity. A decent interval had to
pass before the outrages of the Latin authorities could fade into the
oblivion of consciousness of the living generations, and it was proba-
bly inevitable that, along with the healing of the wounds of that mem-
ory, the speculative achievements of the Latins in illuminating the
nature of the workings of properly human understanding and the se-
miotic structure of the experience upon which it depends and feeds, as
we now realize looking back, should also for a time suffer oblivion.
But it is time to separate the chaff from the wheat, and to go back over
the fields of Latin philosophy and civilization to see what might be
retained or rehabilitated in the area of the philosophy of being, still,
after all, the most ample of the interpretive horizons ever achieved
within philosophy, and arguably the one most proper to the nature of
understanding itself as the linguistic dimension of the human model-
ing system whereby alone a relative freedom from or transcendence
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over the perceptual horizon of sensation is achieved within our experi-
ence of objects not all of which reduce to our experience of them.

The clearest beginnings of such a recovery as far as concerns
semiotics, surely, came through the work of Umberto Eco and his
marvelous team of students and colleagues at the University of Bolo-
gna, who were able to report that, despite our fondness in philosophy
for tracing Greek origins of main concepts, in the case of the sign, the
key concept of a general mode of being superior to the division be-
tween nature and culture was owing to the Greeks not at all but to one
ignorant of Greek, Augustine of Hippo. After Augustine, there will be
both natural and cultural signs; but before Augustine, the Greeks had
thought of the sign mainly, almost exclusively, in natural terms. The
onfj.8iov of the Greeks was not at all what we would today call “sign in
general” but rather “natural sign in particular”. The notion of sign in
general was, precisely, signum, Augustine’s Latin term proposed just
as the 4thcentury closed to express the idea that the universe of human
experience is perfused with signs, not only through our contact with
the natural being of our physical surroundings in the signs of health
and weather, but also through our contact with our conspecifics in
discourse and trade, even in our contact with the divine through sac-
rament and scripture.

There was no turning back. The Latin Age was born in the per-
spective of the sign as the pervasive instrument of understanding. It
would take almost twelve centuries for the consequences of that fact to
be worked through to their speculative ground in the Treatise of Signs
of John Poinsot, contemporary of Galileo and Descartes, to be sure,
but a man as decisively of the Latin past as Galileo and Descartes
were men of the modern future. For human beings are animals first of
all, and animals first of all experience the universe of nature not as
things but as objects to be sought and avoided or ignored. Animals
make use of signs without knowing that there are signs, let alone
without realizing that signs are in the objective world of experience an
instrument as universal as is motion in the world of physical being.1

In their absorption in the world of objects, the sign appeared to the
Latins, even to Augustine in making his general proposal, not in its
pure and proper being as a triadic relation (indifferent, like all rela-
tions, to the surrounding circumstances which make it physically real

1 The most interesting formulation of this point by far among contemporary writers
is to be found in Jacques Maritain 1937-1938: 1; 1938: 299; 1956: 59; 1957: 86. Com-
prehensive discussion in Deely 1986a.
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as well as objectively so, or only objective), but rather in its sensible
manifestation as a connection between objects experienced whereby
the one, on being perceived, manifests also another besides itself, per-
haps even one absent from the immediate perceptual surroundings.
That objects in order to be experienced at all presuppose signs already
at work in the activity of understanding never occurred to the Latins,
though that was a clear consequence (clear, that is, after the manner of
all consequences, which is to say, once it is further realized) of the
realization that the being proper to signs is not at all that of something
sensible as such but that of relation as irreducible to whatever aspects
of subjectivity the relation happens to depend upon for its existence in
these or those concrete circumstances.

The privilege of the Latins was first to propose and then to vindi-
cate the general notion of signs. After that came modernity, a new way
of approaching the understanding of objects as such still prior to the
further realization that objects presuppose signs, and indeed, devel-
oped in a manner contrary to what such a realization would require.2
Finally came the dawn of postmodernity, the recovery of signum in
the work of the first American philosopher worthy to be named in the
company of Aristotle and Aquinas, Charles Sanders “Santiago”
Peirce. He was among the last of the modems, to be sure; but, more
importantly, he was the first of the postmodems, because he was the
first after Descartes (with the partial exception of Hegel) to show and
to thematize the inclusion within the world of objects something also
of the physical being of nature in its own right, just as it is in its preja-
cency to and insouciant independence of systems of human belief and
speculation.

The Latins had uncovered and identified the being proper to signs
as the base of our experience of objects. But action follows upon be-
ing. The next step perforce would be to thematize the action of signs
precisely in order to understand in detail what the being proper to sign
entails. And this is precisely the step Peirce took after first learning
most, though not all, of what the Latins had discovered of the sign in
its proper being. He even gave to this action a name, semiosis, as the
subject matter whose study results in a distinctive form of philosophi-
cal and even scientific knowledge, semiotics, just as biology is a body
of knowledge that develops out of the study of living things, and geol-
ogy out of the study of the earth. The Latins too had demonstrated the

See the details of the case as presented in Deely 1994a, along with the comments
of Santaella-Braga 1994.
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necessity of three terms involved in every sign, but their living tradi-
tion ended before any had thought to name that third term. This too
fell to Peirce, who called it the interpretant, and who further saw
without quite ever succeeding to explain that the interpretant need not
involve finite consciousness.

The bare proposal for semiotics that Locke had contradicted his
own Essay by making, of course, came near the beginning of modern
thought; but it had no influence on the modern development. Nor did
it embody any awareness of the Latin past in this matter, save perhaps
in the bare echo in the English expression “doctrine of signs”, which
Locke used to translate his nouveau Greek term (malformed)
or|pkoTlkr| ofthe Latin doctrina signorum actually used by Poinsot in
explaining the content and plan of his Treatise on Signs. Had the pro-
posal been influential in its time, we would not now be speaking of
postmodernity, for the mainstream modern development of philosophy
(as distinct from science3) would have been aborted thereby. But the
proposal was not influential; and Mr. Hyde had many years to live and
to grow into the monstrosity of idealism, the doctrine that whatever
the mind knows in whatever the mind knows of it the mind itself cre-
ates, a doctrine which the late modern philosopher Jacques Maritain,
in exasperation, at last proposed4 should be denied the very name of
philosophy in favor of something like “ideosophy” instead.5

As early as Locke’s proposal for semiotics, the achievement of the
Latin Age in first proposing and finally explaining the being proper to
sign as a general mode of being had already crossed the social line
separating contemporary concerns from the cultural unconscious, that
limbo for the achievements of previous generations of human animals
which have slipped outside the focus of the consciousness of a yet
living generation of human animals. So let me try to show how, in
refocusing on the sign, postmodern thought has as part of its destiny to
recover the whole of the Latin Age unified in an unexpected way by
the theme of the sign, a theme which, we will see, reprises all the
standard issues covered in the “standard presentation” of medieval

3 1 have published preliminary statements on the distinction between philosophy as
doctrina and modem science as scientia in Deely 1978, 1982a, 1986b; but the full
justification of this distinction as a thesis concerning the history of philosophy as a
whole over its development before, during, and after the modem period is to be found
in Deely 2000a.

4 Maritain 1966.

5 But, except for the astonishing writings on this point of Peter Redpath, Maritain’s
suggestion so far has fallen on deaf ears.
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philosophy from Augustine to Ockham heretofore, but reprises them
as subordinate themes to that of the sign, which is the one theme
which unifies the age as an organic whole, and so goes beyond the
“standard coverage” by requiring us to take account of that series of
thinkers after Ockham which link the Treatise on Signs of Poinsot that
culminates the semiotic line of Latin development as well to that se-
ries of thinkers before Ockham that begins with Augustine.

The language of semiotics

The Latin contribution to our European heritage of semiotics is mas-
sive C original, foundational, pervasive, yet at least temporarily, in-
conscient in the greater part of those intrigued with signs. The situa-
tion is hardly static, but it remains true that as we enter the last months
of the second millennium of the common era, the Latin contribution to
semiotics exists mainly as a current or layer within the cultural uncon-
scious, yet one which little by little has begun to be brought into the
light of conscious awareness beginning especially, as | have said, with
the work of Umberto Eco for the world at large; but also, within the
Hispanic world, by the publications of Mauricio Beuchot. The con-
temporary development of semiotics, we are beginning to see, owes
far more to the Latin Age than it does either to modern or even to an-
cient times, which is not at all to deny the singular importance of the
ancient Greek medical heritage so forcefully brought out first by Se-
beok.6 Nevertheless, the Latin Age has in our cultural heritage in the
matter of the sign a historical weight (here, | can no more than sug-
gest) that perhaps manifests its inertia in the improbable reversal of
fortunes of the two terms under which contemporary study of signs
has organized itself, namely, “semiology” (first and everywhere in the
first six or seven decades of the 20th century), then “semiotics” (here
and there in the 60s, and now become dominant over the waning band
of those who, more and more wistfully, label themselves “semiolo-
gists” ). There is after all a weight of language, an inconscient capac-
ity of words subtly to shade the tint of even the most present experi-
ence with the perspective and understanding of generations past, as if

6 Seeesp. Sebeok 1975, 1984, 1984c, and 1996.

7  See the survey of usage in Sebeok 1971; then further “Rectificando los terminos
esemiotica’y esemiologia’”, in Deely 1996: 300-317; and “Ferdinand de Saussure and
Semiotics™ in Tasca 1995: 75-85.
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the ghosts of those generations were whispering memories into the
mind’s ear as each new generation learns to speak.

Nor are my dates of demarcation, the end of the 4th and the begin-
ning of the 17thcentury, arbitrary. For if we look at the Latin history in
philosophy in the light of sign as a theme, we discover something as-
tonishing: instead of a chaotic age going off in many directions, one
only gradually achieving a center of gravity in the so-called “high me-
dieval" period and afterward dissolving into nominalism and the exu-
berance of the Renaissance recovery of Greek classics, we find a dis-
tinctive age of philosophy organically unified from beginning to end
above all by its first speculative initiative made in philosophy without
precedent or anticipation in the world of ancient Greek philosophy.
The sign, it turns out, was not only the original Latin initiative in phi-
losophy, as Eco discovered, but, what seems never to have occurred to
Eco’s circle, the sign provides the theme that shows a true unity of
that age in moving from the simple positing of the fundamental notion
to its complex justification as no flatus vocis but rather the nexus of
human experience as transcending nature in the direction of mind and
back again from mind in the direction of nature.

In speaking thus we take up a theme from a German philosopher
who dominated the 20th century with his cryptic pronouncement that
“Language is the house of Being”.8 For “language” here did not sig-
nify at all what, say, the everyday American or Italian refers to by the
vocable “language”. On the contrary, Heidegger meant something
much more profound, what our American paterfamilias Thomas Se-
beok — no everyday American, he, but rather, as | have explained
elsewhere,9and as many in this room independently and easily under-
stand, a putative Martian and (what comes to the same), like Vilmos
Voigt, a Hungarian — explains rather1 as the product of our Innen-
welt or “modeling system”, that species-specifically human capacity
which results in an Umwelt, an objective world, an arrangement of
objects classified as desirable, contemptible, or beneath notice (+,

0) insofar as that typically animal arrangement of experience is further
permeated and transformed by the human awareness of an interpretive
horizon for these objects as specifically consisting of more than their
relation to the one perceiving them, and thus carrying a history which
imports into the individual consciousness, for the most part unknow-

x Heidegger 1947.
9 See Tasca 1995.
10 Sebeok 1984b and elsewhere.
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ingly but nonetheless in fact, a structure of awareness and experience
which links the individual with the understanding of the world worked
out and adhered to by forebears long dead whose codifications of un-
derstanding are embodied in the words we speak, those linguistic ves-
sels which, all but entirely, preceded our individual births and will
continue at play in linguistic communication long after we have died.

So the “being” which language houses is above all a historical re-
ality, the preservation in human community of the affective and cog-
nitive links which have their roots in times long past but which define
through their presence in the psychology of living individuals the
contours of what we call a natural language community, with all the
vagueness and inevitable overlappings that result in that notion as a
consequence of the fact that the human modeling system, alone among
the animal modeling systems on this planet, is not restricted in its
communicative elements and terms to sign-vehicles objectively acces-
sible as such to sense perception.

It is from this point d 'appui that | want to address, with an eye to
our Latin past, the present development and immediate future of
semiotics. For if language is, to speak in the accents properly Heideg-
ger’s own, a seinsgeschichtliches Wesen, an essence freighted with
being, then it is surely there, indeed, in the vocable itself “semio-
tics”(something that Heidegger himself never considered, even as he
was typically ignorant of almost every one of the late Latin thinkers
who were key to the semiotic denouement of their age in philosophy),
that, our heritage lies at once concealed and manifestly present in its
permeation of and influence over thinkers wherever the semiotic
community has taken root in our nascent contemporary “global cul-
ture”. Even moreso is this the case with the simple vocable “sign”. So
let us reflect on the Latin dimension of our heritage as it is carried
within two simple English words: first “sign”, and then “semiotics”.
What, even inconsciently, do these two simple expressions import into
our present experience of the world from the predominantly Latin
phase of the European development?

From Latin signum to English sign

The ontological weight of Latin history at play in the shaping of our
contemporary use of “sign” is conveyed through a derivation directly
and immediately Latin: signum. There is a conjecture that this Latin
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term carries over a Sanskrit sense of “to cling to or adhere”, which is
probable, but not probable enough to pursue for present purposes. For,
so far as it is a question of the concept and destiny of sign that fur-
nishes the foundations for what we have come to call semiotics,
namely, the body of living knowledge developed out of the thematic
observation and analysis of the action unique and proper to signs (both
as such and in their various kinds), we are dealing with a coinage that
as a matter of fact does not go beyond a rather late stage of the Latin
language itself, it being a posit, as has been discovered, put into play
just three years before the end of the fourth century of the Christian or
“common” (if you prefer) era.

Well, by coincidence, this was the very time when the move of the
capital of Roman Empire from Rome to the Byzantine region had just
been consolidated. This was the time when the peoples who would form
Europe were adopting the original Latin tongue of the old empire, while
the rulers themselves were abandoning Latin in favor of the Greek lan-
guage. This was the time, in short, when we witness in hindsight the
astonishing split of a single political entity, the Roman Empire, into two
halves soon to share virtually no common linguistic tie.

It is common wisdom that the term “semiotics” comes from the
root of the Greek word <rr|jieu)v, standardly translated as “sign”. As is
all too often true of common wisdom, so in this case it forms a dan-
gerous alliance with ignorance by concealing more than it reveals
without any overt hint of what is hidden. The alliance is dangerous in
this case because what the common wisdom conceals is of far greater
import for any deep understanding of a European heritage in the mat-
ter of the study of signs than what it would lead the first-time comer to
that study to believe. For the truth is, the astonishing truth, with which
semiotic reflection needs most to begin, is that there is no general
concept of sign to be found in Greek philosophy, and the term stan-
dardly mistranslated to conceal that fact is ormelov, a word which
means, in Greek, not at all “sign” in any general sense but only very
specific forms of sign, particularly ones associated with divination,
both in the invidious sense of prophetic and religious divination and in
the more positive scientific sense of prognostications in matters of
medicine and meteorology.1l Erwera, in other words, are from outside
the human realm, are from nature, either in the manifestations of the
gods or in the manifestations of the physical surroundings. Within the
human realm are found not signs but symbols (cn3upoAn) and, what is

N Manetti 1993.
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after all but a subclass of symbols, names (ovofiaxa), the elements in
general of linguistic communication.

All this will change after Augustine (354~ 130ad). Too busy in his
youth for one set of reasons to learn the Greek language in use all
around him, too busy in later years for another set of reasons to learn
the Greek language visibly losing ground in the Western regions of
Roman empire but yet dominating the realm of theological and relig-
ious discussion, and, in any event, disinclined by temperament to
study Greek in any season, 2 Augustine it was who, in an ignorant
bliss, began to speak of sign in general, sign in the sense of a general
notion to which cultural as well as natural phenomena alike relate as
instances or “species”. Not knowing Greek, he was ignorant of the
originality of his notion. That he was proposing a speculative novelty
never crossed his mind, and, his principal readers being similarly ig-
norant, the fact is not known to have occurred to any one in his large
and growing audience. What was obvious to the Latins was the intui-
tive clarity of the notion and its organizing power. Look around you.
What do you see? Nothing or almost nothing at all that does not fur-
ther suggest something besides itself, something that almost normally
is not itself part of the physical surroundings immediately given when
you “look around”. There is a tombstone, my childhood friend’s
grave; there is a tree, the one planted for the occasion of the burial;
there is a pot of flowers now dead, placed here a month ago to honor
the memory of this friend. And so on.

Nothing at all is all that it appears. Everything is surrounded by the
mists of significations which carry the mind in many directions, all
according to knowledge, interest, and level of awareness brought to
bear at any given moment when we happen to “take a look around”.
Of course all these perceptions involve signs, the gravestone no less
than the cloud. And the fact that the one comes from human artifice
and the other from nature makes no difference to the fact that both
alike signify, that both alike, in Augustine’s words, “praeter species
quas ingerit sensibus aliquid aliud facit in cognitionem venire” (“over
and above the sense impressions, make something besides themselves
come into awareness”).

So little were Augustine and the Latins after him aware of the nov-
elty of their general notion of sign, indeed, that the novelty would ap-
pear never to have come to light before researchers of our own time
turned the tools and light of scholarship to uncovering the historical

12 Augustine 397: i, 14.
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origins of semiotics. To my knowledge at least, as | have several times
indicated, it was the team of researchers who have worked the fields
of ancient thought from a semiotic point of view under the guidance
and tutelage of the celebrated ltalian scholar and Bologna professor,
our friend Umberto Eco, who first brought to lightl and subsequently
established more fullyl4 Augustine’s incognizant originality in this
particular.13 Whatever be or not be the Sanskrit overtones, the English
word “sign” comes directly and immediately from the root of the
Latin term signum, and this term with the familiar general sense it has
for semiotics, of providing a subject matter that merits investigation
into natural and cultural phenomena alike, was a novelty in the matur-
ity of Augustine.

So there is the earliest and second most definitivel6 landmark in
the Latin heritage of postmodern semiotics: the very notion of sign in
the general sense was introduced at the dawn of the 5th century Ap to
draw attention to and mark the fact that all our objects of sense per-
ception are experienced within a web of relations that much later
thinkers — Thomas Sebeok in particular, developing a suggestion in
the work of Jakob von Uexkill — aptly designate a semiotic web. The
very word “sign” is itself a sign self-reflexively of the not only of the
Latin but indeed of the European heritage in this area, the very con-

13 See esp. Eco, Lambertini, Marmo, and Tabarroni 1986; and the the editorial note
on the provenance of this text, ibid. p. xix.

14 Manetti 1993.

15 The discovery entered our semiotic literature of today as an anomaly, a curious
fact that, like Albert the Great’s fossils in the 1260s, puzzled the mind without sug-
gesting any grand hypotheses. Ironically, when an abduction was finally made and
formally presented full-scale in the work of Manetti just cited, the guess missed and,
for want of a familiarity with the key texts of later Latin times, as we will have occa-
sion to mention, proffered the wild hypothesis that it was the Latins themselves, and
not the late modem structuralists and deconstructionists heir to Saussure, who began
the development that culminated in the semiological thesis that there are only conven-
tional signs. See the essays referred to in note 3, p. 2, above; but especially Chapter 16
in the Four Ages of Understanding. Nonetheless, the asymmetry of ancient Greek and
modem national language philosophy on this point is worthy of note: as the ancients
recognized only natural signs, so the modems came in the end to recognize only con-
ventional signs. The Latins, by contrast, like Peircean postmodems, are distinguished
by the theoretical means of recognizing both.

16 The most definitive landmark, of course, would by rights be the theoretical demon-
stration that the general notion of sign was a warranted notion. But “rights” in these
matters are, from the standpoint of popular culture, matters of some amusement, when
they are recognized at all; were it otherwise, Poinsot would have been from the start,
and not merely as a matter of future tenancy, far better known among semioticians than
Augustine.
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crete fact that “Europe” was the gradual creation of the heirs and inter-
lopers to the original Western lands of the Roman Empire who took
over also its original language. This melanges of peoples inherited and
transformed the original language of that Empire through an indige-
nous philosophical development that began roughly in the 4th century
and continued thereafter until the 17th century, the time of the decisive
break of modernity from the Latin Age both in the establishment of
science in the modem sense (as an intellectual enterprise distinct no
less from philosophy than from theology and religious thought) and in
the establishment of the developing national languages in place of
Latin as the principal vehicle henceforward for the sustenance of
European intellectual culture.

For since semiotics is the body of knowledge that develops through
the study of the action of signs, as biology is the systematic knowl-
edge that is developed from the study of behavior of living things,
etc., semiotics may be said to have actually arisen only at that moment
when the general notion of sign as a unified object of possible investi-
gation was introduced. The mere fact that, prior to such a conception,
there were signs at work throughout the living world (and, both be-
yond and before that, perhaps, in the wide world of physical nature
itself, as Peirce first proposedl’ and as has more recently been ana-
lyzed under the rubric of “physiosemiosis”18), does not mean that
there was semiotics in the universe prior to the Latin Age — except,
of course, as a possibility in the sense of having a place “marked out
in advance”, as Saussure so well put it.19 Semiosis, Peirce’s name for
the action of signs taken from — or, rather, forged on the basis of —
remarks in the Epicurean papyrus written by Philodemus in the last
century preceding the common era, precedes semiotics, just as living
things precede biology and rocks precede geology. But biology as a
science presupposes that the world of living things be conceived as a
thematically unified subject of possible systematic inquiry. Similarly,
a doctrine of signs presupposes that the action of signs be conceived
as a thematically unified subject matter of possible investigations. And

17 His “grand vision”, I would call it (Deely 1989).

A term coined in Deely 1990 and developed in a series of essays after that, most
recently 1996 and 1997.

19 Saussure 1916: 16.

Philodemus i. 54-40BC. See Fisch 1978: 40-41 for discussion of Peirce’s deriva-
tion and coinage.
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the first to give us a notion of sign which accomplishes this presup-
posed feat was Augustine.

Of course there were investigations of various kinds based on the
action of signs long before Augustine. Indeed, we now realize that
every investigation is based on the action of signs, every investigation
has a semiotic component or dimension that can be brought out and
highlighted theoretically. But that is not the point. Just as any predator
stalking its prey relies on knowledge acquired from a study of signs,
yet not every predator is a semiotician; so every semiotician owes his
or her profession to the fact that someone, in fact, Augustine of Hippo,
first introduced into intellectual culture the notion of sign in general,
under which notion the particular investigations we call semiotics are
brought together objectively in the conception of a unified subject
matter of possible investigation. There are not only signs as tokens;
there is also sign as type, the type defining and distinguishing those
investigations properly called “semiotic” in contrast to “chemical”,
“astronomical”, “biological”, and so forth, even though we can also
say, from the standpoint of semiotic consciousness, that every other
subject matter physical or cultural necessarily involves and develops
by semiotic means.

Sign itself, the general notion or type (the “general mode of be-
ing”, Peirce liked to say) of which all particular signs are instances or
tokens, then, is the first and foundational element of the semiotic
heritage. For it is that presupposed notion which first makes the de-
velopment of a doctrine of signs possible in the first place. It marks, as
we may say, the initial awakening of semiotic consciousness; and it
occurs more or less at the very beginning of the Latin Age in the his-
tory both of the formations that lead to modem Europe and of that part
of intellectual culture traditionally called philosophy. Semiotic con-
sciousness owes its initial awakening, if not its name, to the introduc-
tion of the general notion of sign in the work of Augustine.2L

But what after Augustine? Does the Latin Age contribute nothing
more to semiotic consciousness than its foundational and organizing
notion of sign? As a matter of fact, Augustine’s original and constitu-
tive contribution in this regard risked in advance the disaster of nomi-
nalism, that infection of speculative thought which blinds the mind to
the dependence in understanding of everything the senses yield upon
general modes of being insensible as such, yet as independent or more
independent of human whim as anything on the order of rocks or stars.

21 See Augustine i. 3977126 in particular.
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For it is not enough to propose the general notion of sign as a mode of
being. The proposal needs to be theoretically justified as well. How is
it possible for there to be such a thing as a general mode of being that
transcends the division of objective being into what exists prior to and
independently of cognition and what exists posterior to and depen-
dency upon cognition or mind?

This question never occurs to Augustine. For him, as for the next
seven centuries of Latin thinkers, the general idea of sign seems so
intuitively valid that we find it employed throughout the theological
and philosophical writings without the appearance of a second
thought. Of course, the seven centuries in question are not exactly lu-
minous with speculative developments within philosophy. In fact, they
are precisely what first the renaissance humanists and many modern
historians after them refer to derisively as “the dark ages”, the centu-
ries marked more by the collapse than by the rise of centers of serious
learning. This was a function of the condition of civilization itself in
the early indigenous Latin centuries. But by the time in the 11th and
12th centuries when we see the universities, that greatest of all the
contributions to present civilization surviving from the polities of the
Latin Age, begin to form at Paris and Bologna and then all across
what will become Europe, spreading even to China by 1900, the “con-
stantly alive, burning and inevitable problem”2 Augustine has be-
queathed to Latin posterity makes its way to the fore. Signum: general
mode of being or empty nominalism, flatus vocisl

The burning question bursts into flame at least as early as the
writings of Aquinas (1225-1274) and Roger Bacon (c. 1214-1292).
The first turn the controversy takes toward a generally theoretical de-
velopment of Augustine’s posit hanging in thin air (for what is to pre-
vent the vocable signum from being a sound signifying nothing, like
“phlogiston” or “aether” or “immutable crystalline spheres” any of the
countless other words posited across the centuries which turn out to be
names for confusions in thought that, when clarified, disappear) fas-
tens not on the general notion itself but on the question of whether
only a sensible object can function in the capacity of a sign, whether
being a sensible material structure was rightly included in the general
definition. For Augustine’s posit had two aspects: the general notion
of sign as verified in whatever makes present for awareness something
besides itself, and a proposed definition that ties this functioning to
impressions made upon sense.

22 Beuchot 1986: 26.
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It was over the formulation of Augustine’s definition of sign that
the problem first broke into open flames. Beginning with Aquinas"
and Bacon,2 then developing after them in the writings of Duns Seo-
tus (c. 1266-1308), William of Ockham (c. 1285-1349), Pierre
d’Ailly (1350-1420), Dominic Soto (1495-1569), Pedro da Fonseca
(1528-1599), the Conimbricenses (1606, 1607), Francisco Araujo
(1580-1664), and culminating in the work of John Poinsot (1589—
1644), this first aspect of the problem received an all but unanimous
resolution among the Latins: not only sensible objects as sensible, but
also those interpretive structures of the mind (called today “ideas and
images” but in those times “species expressae”) on the basis of which
sensible objects are presented in experience as this or that kind of
thing, fulfill the function essential to being a sign. A common termi-
nology even evolved, after d’Ailly (or perhaps before, for this termi-
nological point has not quite been pinned down as yet historically), to
mark the point linguistically. Sensible objects as such which make
present in cognition something besides themselves the Latins agreed
to call “instrumental signs”, while those interpretive structures of
thought as such, those psychological states of the knower, as we
would say, which serve to found the relations which make sensible
objects present at their terminus as this or that kind of individual they
called by contrast “formal signs”.5

But this agreement on terminology proved to be but a verbal
agreement, which is perhaps why it has proved to have little enduring
power beyond the time of those who forged it. In fact, the comity

23 Especially with Aquinas, for even though he never focused thematically on sign as
a question of systematic pursuit, his work is so vast, and problems central to the even-
tual formation of such a systematically pursued theme recur tangentially to issues he
does systematically pursue, that he leaves a trail of tantalizing suggestions to be pur-
sued over the entire corpus of his writings: c. 1254-1256: the Commentary on the
Sentences of Peter Lombard, Book 1V, dist. 1, g. 1, quaestiunc. 2; c. 1256-1259: the
Disputed Questions on Truth, g. 4. art. 1ad 7, . 9. art. 4 ad 4 and ad 5; c. 1269-1272:
the Questions at Random, . 4 art. 17; c. 1266-1273/4: the Summa theologiae IIl, q.
60, art. 4 ad 1. Indeed just this trail is what Poinsot will follow in bringing to publica-
tion 358 years after Aquinas’ death the first systematic demonstration of a being com-
mon to all signs as such, and hence the first demonstration (in contrast to posit) of the
existence of a unified subject matter for semiotic inquiry. It will be exactly 353 more
years before this effort of Poinsot will surface outside of the Latin language — such is
the slow rhythm of semiotic development.

24 See esp. Bacon c. 1267.

25 The fullest historical discussion of this first phase of the later Latin development is
presented in Meier-Oeser 1997: “Die Unterscheidung von signum formale — und sig-
num instrumentale™, pp. 238-251.
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among the differing Latin schools on this verbal point served to mask
a much deeper disagreement that became apparent to the cognoscenti
as soon as the question of Augustine’s defining formula was realized
to involve the more profound problem of the very being proper to
signs, of the type manifested in the tokens — of the being, that is to
say, enabling signs, any and every sign as such, to function as a sign
in the first place.

Augustine’s original proposal of a general definition may have
been too narrow, as all came to agree, but at least it had the merit of
applying to particular things. Now Ockham and his followers increas-
ingly distinguished themselves by insisting that only particular things
are real. ldeas of the mind may not be sensible characteristics of indi-
viduals, but they are subjective characteristics of individuals no less
than is the color of one’s skin or the shape of one’s nose. My idea is as
much a part of my subjectivity as is my shape or size or color. Hence
the nominalists could distinguish formal and instrumental signs as
respectively inaccessible and accessible to direct sense perception
without admitting that there is any type or general mode of being veri-
fied equally in the differing tokens or instances of sign.% For be it a

'6 This second and decisive aspect of the late Latin development of semiotic con-
sciousness has so far not been discussed in the literature, and Meier-Oeser, in his work
splendid as far as it goes, appallingly misapprehends this aspect of the problem. I can
refer the reader only to Chapters 8-10 of my forthcoming book, Four Ages of Under-
standing (see the “promissory note*” in Deely 1996a), which traces the complete history
of philosophy from Thales to Eco in terms of the bearing that history has on the current
and prospective development of semiotics as the positive essence of what can only be
called (in philosophy at least, where “modernity” is defined by the epistemological
paradigm according to which the human mind is capable of knowing only the products
of its own operations) a postmodern development. The opening of the new historical
epoch, in fact, may be dated specifically to May 14, 1867, when Peirce presented his
“New List of Categories”. For the list in question contrasts both with Aristotle’s origi-
nal list of C.360BC, by including specifically the objective products of mind as well as
the knowable elements of physical nature, and also with Kant’s list of 1781, by in-
cluding specifically objective, i.e., directly and immediately known, elements of physi-
cal nature as well as phenomena owing their whole being to the mind’s own opera-
tions.

For the creation, in Peirce’s “New List”, of an “intersection of nature and culture”
(Sebeok 1975a; cf. also Sebeok 1979), set the problematic of the sign squarely beyond
the modem quarrels between idealism and realism, in conformity exactly with the
terms originally set by John Poinsot for beginning a systematic development of the
doctrine of signs (1632: 117/24ff.): “the sign in general ... includes equally the natural
and the social sign”, that is to say, “even the signs which are mental artifacts”. And if
there is anything which philosophy cannot account for and remain within the con-
straints of the Descartes-Locke equation of ideas with the objects of direct experience,
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sound or mark, an idea or a feeling, the former as “instrumental” no
less than the latter as “formal” remains a particular, not a general,
mode of being. The mind in knowing may make comparisons among
objects of which it is aware, and from these comparisons relations do
indeed result. But the relations themselves, the relations as such, do
not precede the knowing: they are constituted by it. Prior to the
knowing, prior to the comparison and independent of it, there remain
only the particulars, the subjectivities: that is all.

The Scotists and the Thomists accepted the terminology for distin-
guishing between signs whose foundation was and signs whose foun-
dation was not directly sense-perceptible (instrumental vs. formal
signs, respectively), but they also insisted, against the nominalists, on
a more fundamental point; when a particular object or an idea is said
to be a “sign”, what makes the appellation true is not the particularity
of the feature in question but the fact that it serves to ground a relation
to something other than itself. This relation, not the individual charac-
teristic upon which the relation is based, they insisted, is what consti-
tutes the being proper to the sign as such. Thus the Latin authors es-
chewing nominalism insisted that not only was Augustine wrong to
propose a definition tying signs to sense-perceptible objects as such,
but that the reason why he was wrong was not merely that ideas as
well as words and rocks serve as vehicles of signification. The reason
is much more profound, namely, that the relations actually and prop-
erly constituting signs are always as such and in every case without
exception knowable as such only to understanding in its distinction
from the perception of sense — exactly what we assert today when we
recognize that linguistic communication arises from a species-specifi-
cally distinct modeling system, and that it is this modeling system as
such,Z7 not the linguistic communication exapted from its distinctive
function, that constitutes “language” in the species-specifically human
root sense — a capacity more obscurely designated (from a semiotic
point of view) “intellect” among the Latins and “understanding”
among the later moderns.

Here, unnoticed by any currently established historian of philoso-
phy, the theoretical divide between the nominalists and their Latin
opponents widens to a chasm. For the nominalists relations exist only
as mind-dependent elements of awareness through and through, as

it is the possibility of a knowledge of structures of the physical environment according
to a being proper to them.
27 See esp. Sebeok 1987.
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comparisons made in thought by the mind itself. They exist wholly
within and function as no more than a distinguishing part of subjec-
tivity itself actively cognizing — subjectivity: that total complex of
characteristics and functions whereby one individual in nature exists
unto itself as distinct from the rest of the universe. For those opposing
nominalists in the matter of resolving the “burning and inevitable
problem” bequeathed from Augustine, relations are as much a part of
nature as are individuals, and in fact are a part of nature apart from
which individuals could not so much as exist as distinct individuals.
For while indeed in the Latin notion of “substance” there is embodied
the affirmation of natural individuals, beings existing “in themselves
and not in another as in a subject of existence”, the nominalist inter-
pretation of that notion (the only interpretation, it would appear, fa-
miliar to the classical authors from whose works sprang the distinc-
tively modem mainstream of philosophy) is completely at loggerheads
with the notion as we find it in Aquinas and Scotus or their followers
among the Latins, or as we find the notion of substance before them in
the Greek texts of Aristotle.

For the opponents of nominalism among the Latins, substance it-
self is a relative notion; for the individual, “absolute” insofar as its
being is one, is yet only relatively distinct from the surrounding uni-
verse. The individual maintains its actual existence as relatively dis-
tinct only through and on the basis of an unremitting series of interac-
tions which provenate and sustain a network of actual relations, rela-
tions mind-independent and physical and essential to the continuance
of subjectivity even though not themselves subjective, which link the
individual to what it itself is not but upon which it depends even in
being what it is. So we find distinguished subjectivity and intersub-
jectivity: substance, as a relative notion of what exists in itself depen-
dency upon other things besides itself (subjectivity), distinguished
from intersubjectivity or rather suprasubjectivity, pure relations as
such which actually link the individual to whatever it is that the indi-
vidual depends upon in its existence in whatever way without being
that other thing. Intersubjectivity in this pure sense thus characterizes
the individual but does not reduce to the subjectivity of the individual.
Individual characteristics are thus both subjective and intersubjective,
and the actual existence of the individual as relatively distinct from
and within its physical surroundings depends upon both types of char-
acteristics.



Semiotics as a postmodern recovery ofthe cultural unconscious 33

The nominalists denied that these intersubjective characteristics
had any reality outside of thought, any reality over and above subjec-
tivity itself For over and above subjectivity, the being of particulars,
some of which happen to include cognition as part of their particular-
ity, there is nothing at all “in the nature of things”. All relations, Ock-
ham asserted, and all the nominalists after him agreed (including
Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume; Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz and
Kant*), are constituted only in and by thought itself whenever and
only insofar as the mind makes comparisons between objects and as-
pects of objects.

Comparisons the mind makes do indeed give rise to relations
within thought, countered the later followers of Scotus and Aquinas.
But what makes these relations unique is not the fact that thought
forms them so much as the fact that they are suprasubjective without
needing to be in fact intersubjective. Indeed, thought is able to form
comparative relations only because the understanding has already rec-
ognized in actu exercito intersubjectivity as a feature of the reality of
the physical world, the order of things in the experience of the physi-
cal aspects of our surroundings. On the basis of our experience of such
features the mind can go on to make comparisons of its own. These
further comparisons, like relations in nature, will be “between” objects
as linking one to the other, but with this difference: relations between
individuals in the physical environment cannot exist except as inter-
subjective, whereas relations fashioned by thought, always interobjec-
tive, yet may or may not be intersubjective in fact, inasmuch as one or
the other term of such a relation either may not exist at all, or may not
exist in the manner that thought presents it to exist. | may be mistaken
about who my father is, even though there is no question that in fact |
have a father. That is the whole and only difference between mind-
dependent and mind-independent relations insofar as they are rela-
tions, but a difference that reveals a distinctive feature of pure rela-
tions as such that will prove crucial for understanding how signs are

2K Such a spectrum of authors agreeing on so basic a point is worth documenting, and
the first one to do so in a brief and systematic compass, | believe, was Weinberg 1965
— although Peirce himself, as early as 1898 (CP 4.1), to cite a specific mention of a
point that runs throughout his writings, had full taken note that not only is every mod-
em philosopher from Descartes to Hegel a nominalist, but further that “as soon as you
have once mounted the vantage-ground of the logic of relatives ... you find that you
command the whole citadel of nominalism, which must thereupon fall almost without
another blow.”
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possible:X while every pure relation exists as such over and above
whatever subjectivity the relation depends upon in order to actually
exist here and now, only some relations are in fact intersubjective.
Therefore the feature essential to and constitutive of the purely rela-
tive as such is not intersubjectivity in fact but suprasubjectivity.

If that is so, and every sign consists in a relation as such, then every
sign as such serves to link an individual to something that is other than
itself, whether or not this other signified actually exists in any physical
sense as a subjectivity in its own right. The implications of this point are
not only enormous, they are decisive for semiotics. The point enables us
to see, in the first place, how signs can be used indifferently to lie, to
blunder, or to express some truth: the situation depends upon factors
wholly external to the sign relation as such, just as my being or not be-
ing an uncle is quite independent of anything | do. But perhaps the most
interesting theoretical implication of this last point developed among the
Latins, tentatively with the Conimbricenses and Araujo, definitively
with Poinsot and, after him and independently, with Peirce, is the impli-
cation that the relations in which signs consist according to their proper
being as signs differ from physical relations in nature in having of ne-
cessity (or “in principle”) three terms united rather than only two. In
other words, it suffices for intersubjective instances of relation to be
dyadic, whereas the suprasubjective instantiations of relations as signs
(which realize the indifference in the nature of relation to provenance
from physical being as such) must always be triadic. A car can hit a tree
only if there is a tree there to be hit; but a sign can warn a bridge is out
whether or not the bridge is out, or, for that matter, whether or not there
is even a bridge there at all where the sign “leads us to believe” there is
a defective one!

Semiotic consciousness, thus, first arose in the time of Augustine,
but its principal development as a theoretical theme did not occur until
much later, beginning with Aquinas and Roger Bacon in the 13thcen-
tury and continuing thereafter right down to the time of Galileo and
Descartes. This main period of theoretical development occurred in
two phases, both of which have been identified only in the most recent
times and both of which have only begun to be explored in depth.

The first stage occurs between Aquinas and Ockham, or perhaps
rather d’Ailly, when it comes clearly to be recognized that the being
proper to signs need not be directly perceptible to sense, a recognition

9 Perhaps it is not to much to say that grasping the semiotic bearing of this point is
what constitutes the uniqueness of Poinsot’s Tractatus of 1632.
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that culminates in the linguistic marker of the “formal/instrumental
sign” distinction. The second stage occurs between Soto and Poinsot,
when it comes clearly to be recognized that the being proper to signs
not only need not but cannot be directly perceived by sense, for the
reason that this being is constituted not by any subjective characteris-
tic as such upon which a relation happens to depend existentially
(such as the shape of an object perceived or the contour of a sound
heard) but by the very relation itself which, as suprasubjective — as
over and above its sense-perceptible occasion of existing (its “founda-
tion” in the Latin sense) — is never sense-perceptible and need not
even be intersubjective. It follows from this that sign relations, that is
to say, the relations in which the being proper to signs as such consists
(or, simply, in which signs most formally and properly speaking con-
sist), must also be triadic and never merely dyadic; and this remains
true even when the sign happens to relate actually existing physical
subjectivities, for actuality in that sense depends upon factors wholly
extrinsic to the sign-relation as such.

It further follows that signs are never mere individual things but
exist only insofar as individual beings are involved with things other
than themselves, and this with “others” both actually existing and only
possibly existing or once having existed (as in the case of dead par-
ents) or only thought mistakenly to exist or have existed. The sign, it
turns out, is not merely an object linking another object in thought but
that upon which every object depends in order to be in thought at all,
whether truly or falsely. And all of this depends on the doctrine of
relation which the Latins inherited from Aristotle’s discussion of cate-
gories of physical being. But the Latins expanded upon Aristotle’s
terse text enormously,3 especially under the pressure of seeking to
come to terms with “the burning and inevitable problem” (or rather
nest of problems) which Augustine, in his ignorance of Greek, had so
casually handed them with his naive, innocent proposal of sign as a
genus to which culture no less than nature contributes species.

30 This can be seen most readily in their subsumption of Aristotle’s categorial rela-
tion, the relatio praedicamentalis seu realis, together with the thought-constituted
relation, relatio rationis, under the more general rubric of relatio secundum esse, to-
gether with their setting of this general mode of being in contrast with the order of
subjectivity tout court subsumed under the rubric of relatio transcendentalis seu se-
cundum did, which latter expression conveyed the requirement both for discourse and
for physical existence that substances (subjectivities or “absolute” beings) be always in
interactions and pure relations with their surroundings either to be or to be understood.
See esp. the “Second Preamble” of Poinsot’s Tractatus.
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In this way we find that, as it belongs to the cultural heritage of the
species anthropos, semiotic consciousness is an originally and indig-
enously Latin development, first made possible thematically at the
outset of the Latin Age by Augustine’s naive posit, but first reduced
systematically to its theoretical ground in the being proper to relation
by John Poinsot’s Treatise on Signs, a work brought to print as the
Latin Age is nearing its end, and thereafter lost for more than three
centuries in the language that almost became its tomb.

How recent is this discovery of the crucial role of the Latin past
and how far we have to go to achieve something like a general appre-
ciation of that crucial role may be garnered obliquely from the fact
that even as the 20th century ends distinguished figures in the nascent
field of semiotics who name their ancestry appear routinely ignorant
of more than half of the Latin names brought up in this discussion,
including most glaringly that of John Poinsot, who stands easily with-
out peer in uncovering the foundations in being itself of the semiotic
consciousness which Augustine may have introduced thematically but
which proves on sufficient further investigation to be the conscious-
ness most distinctive of the human animal. It is not as “rational” that
the human being finds its distinctive flourishing nearly so much as it is
as signifying. We may even go so far as to say that semiotics as an
essentially postmodern development carries with it the implication of
a new definition of the human being. Even as Descartes introduced
modernity by replacing the ancient definition of human being as ani-
mal rationale with the modem formula, res cogitans, so the advent of
semiotics at once transcends modernity in the direction of the past and
surpasses it in the direction of a future in which the “thinking thing”
becomes rather once again an animal, the animal semeioticum. | turn
to my second terminological point, my second “essence freighted with
being”.

Where is the Latin in the English word *“semiotics”?

Here | will not repeat even in substance the several timesZ, inspired
by the seminal essay of Romeo,'2 that | have explored in detail
Locke’s introduction of the vocable crruicomer), an only apparently
Greek word, misspelled at that, as it turns out, into the concluding

31 Deelv 1977. 1978. 1982, 1985, 1986, 1990a, 1993, 1994a: 109-143, 1994b.
2 Romeo 1977.
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English paragraphs (so brief is his final chapter33) of his Essay con-
cerning Human Understanding of 1690, which propounds in its body
an epistemological theory that is anything but hospitable to or com-
patible with this alternative development he concludes by suggest-
ing — namely, the “way of signs”, as | think it should be called.

Let us cut to the chase, and reach our main conclusions.

We have seen that if we take the English word “sign” and ask
where it comes from, the answer is that it comes from Augustine of
Hippo, the first thinker of record to forge a general notion of sign as a
genus (we might even say “genius”) to which natural and cultural
phenomena alike are species.

But “semiotics” as an English word is more problematic. Surely its
derivation is Greek, as at least learned common sense can divine from
its very alphabetic formation. But here common sense, as is usual with
even with learned common wisdom, relies on a secret covenant with
ignorance. What investigation of the matter shows is that the linguistic
formation in question comes about from a kind of bastard Greek coin-
age actually made by the Englishman John Locke when he proposes
Erwrcotvicr! as a one-word equivalent of the English expression, “doc-
trine of signs” — itself an expression not merely redolent of but ex-
actly translating, almost to a point of proving an exception to Hill’s
dictum on the non-existence of perfect synonyms, the older and well-
established Latin formula central to the work of Poinsot and others:
doctrina signorum. Locke’s term may have come indirectly, as Romeo
persuasively urges, from a Greek medical dictionary. Be that as it
may, it remains that the term as it appears in Locke is malformed. By
the applicable requirements of Greek grammar, it should have had an
epsilon separating the mu from the iota, which it did not. Nor can this
malformation be dismissed as a printer’s error; for, in every subse-
quent edition of the Essay prepared by Locke prior to his being over-
taken by the boundary of time and made a definitively past author, the
original malformation is meticulously maintained.3

Now it is curious that “semiotics™ is not a straight transliteration
of Locke s Greek malformation. What is a straight transliteration of

3B The whole of Locke’s chapter from the original edition of his Essay is photo-
graphically reproduced in Deely 1994a: 112.

34 1 would refer the reader to the Allen — Deely exchange in The American Journal
of Semiotics 11(3/4).

3% | have actually verified this through combined holdings of the Library of Congress
and the libraries of the Smithsonian Institution, both in Washington, DC.
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the Greek malformation Locke introduced, however, is the Latin term
“semiotica”, which no Latin author ever used. So the term, a Greek
malformation in Locke’s Essay, is in effect a neologism in Latin
transliteration. But the term means in English “the doctrine of signs ,
according to the only definition Locke provided in his original intro-
duction of and comment upon the would-be Greek term.

The reason that this detour through the nonexistent Latin translit-
eration of Locke’s Greek malformation is interesting is because
“semiotica” as Latin neologism would be a neuter plural name that
could only be translated into English as “semiotics”. Professional lin-
guists have been careful to point out that there is in English a class of
“-ics” words which do not conform to the usual rule that an English
noun is made plural by adding an “s” to its ending.3 By this reckon-
ing, “semiotics” is not the plural form of “semiotic”. Nonetheless,
“semiotics” is the direct English transliteration of the Latin “semi-
otica”, which in turn is the direct transliteration of the Greek malfor-
mation Locke introduced into the closing chapter of his Essay, and
would be a true English plural if taken from the Latin.

So a Latin, rather than a Greek, background proves etymologically
decisive for sign and semiotics alike as contemporary notions, despite
Locke’s conscious choice of the Greek root (sem-) for the notion of
“natural sign” (semeion) in his one-word summation or name (semi-
otike) for the doctrine of signs.

Of course, the Greek philosophical contribution to what would
eventually take form in contemporary culture as an explicit attempt to
develop the doctrine of signs can hardly be underestimated, particu-
larly in Aristotle’s doctrine of categories — for example, with his
sharp development of the contrast between subjective being in the
doctrine of substance (what Poinsot clarified long-standing Latin us-
age by terming transcendental relation?1 which is not really relation
at all but subjective being itself viewed in terms of its existential and
ontological dependencies upon the surroundings), and suprasubjective
being in the doctrine of relation (which Poinsot followed Aquinas in
terming ontological relation*). But it remains that it is first in the late

‘At least a part of the confusion which learners experience in handling the -ics
words ... is caused by the fact that no dictionary makes clear that the final -5 in these
words, no matter what its origin, is not identical with the familiar plural morpheme of
nouns which happens to be homonymous with it” (Hill 1948).

Actually relatio transcendentalis seu relatio secundum did, since in fact we know
of no case where Poinsot spoke or wrote a word of English.

Again actually: relatio secundum esse.
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4th century Latin of Augustine that the general notion of sign appears,
and that it is first in the early 17th century Latin of Poinsot that this
general notion is decisively fully vindicated as more than a nomi-
nalism. Contemporaneously, the Latin Age itself recedes into the
shadows of times past as modem philosophers with their nominalistic
doctrine of ideas as the objects of direct experience take control of
European intellectual development in philosophy.

Comments in closing

By the time Charles Peirce passed from the status of future, that is, not
yet living, to the status of present contributor to philosophical discus-
sion, the richness of the Latin notion of signum, its origin, develop-
ment, and vindication over the 1200 or so years of the Latin Age, had
passed into oblivion, forgotten to all present contributors to the dis-
cussion of philosophy. Peirce in this matter, fortunately for us all,
proved not to be a typical modern. He did not contemn the past of
philosophy, in particular its Latin past. He undertook instead to ex-
plore it.3® And, though his explorations did not reach as far as the
work of Poinsot, they did bring him as far as Poinsot’s principal
teachers and immediate predecessors in the matter of the doctrine of
signs, Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus, and the Conimbricenses.

As a result, Peirce was able to recover the Latin notion of signum
very nearly at the point where the Latins had left it, that is to say, at
the point where it had been realized and definitively explained that
signs strictly speaking are not their sensible or psychological vehicles,
but that this vehicle, loosely called a “sign” (especially in the case
where it is a sensible object), is but the subjective foundation or
ground (the vehicle, we might say) for an irreducibly triadic relation
which, in its proper being, is not subjective but suprasubjective in
linking its subject term to a terminus or object signified as represented
to some observer or interpretant, prospective or actual in its subjective
being; and which, as a relation, is indifferent to passing back and forth
between psychological and material vehicles of conveyance. Thus,
while both the sign vehicle and the observer when actual are subjec-
tive beings, the sign itself is always and irreducibly suprasubjective.

39 The matter has been documented in Beuchot and Deely 1995. And | suggest that
one of the most telling results of his Latin forays were his singular “ethics of terminol-
ogy”:see Peirce 1903, Deely 1998a.
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And the “object signified” or significate of the sign is itself always
and irreducibly sustained as the direct terminus of a triadic relation
regardless of whether it has any subjective being at all as an immedi-
ate part of its objective being, its “objectivity”, or status as signified.

If the most important development for the immediate future of phi-
losophy (and perhaps for intellectual culture as a whole) is to be, as |
believe, the realization of the centrality of the doctrine of signs to the
understanding of being and experience for human animals, then Peirce’s
recovery of the notion of signum from the Latins may be said to have
marked the beginning of new age in philosophy. By overcoming the
forgottenness of signum, the veritable Zeichensvergessenheit of moder-
nity (as including Heidegger in this particular), Peirce also destroyed the
common foundation upon which the mainstream modem philosophers
(from Descartes and Locke to Kant in the classical phase, continuing
with analytic philosophers and phenomenologists in our own day) had
constantly built. There are some today who embrace modem philoso-
phy’s culminating doctrine that only the mind’s own constructions are
properly said to be known, ones who have yet tried to coin and appro-
priate the phrase “postmodern” to advertise their stance. But the vain
appropriation cannot conceal the stipulation which guarantees that these
would-be postmodems are nothing more than surviving remnants of a
dying age, the last of the modems, in fact, the “ultramodems”. The fu-
ture, in philosophy and in intellectual culture more broadly conceived,
belongs rather to semiotics, the clearest positive marker we have of the
frontier which makes modernity be to the future of philosophy what
Latinity was to philosophy’s future in the time of Galileo and Des-
cartes — though this time we will hardly be able to repeat Descartes
mistake of counting history as nothing, as the joint work of Williams
and Pencak40 has perhaps best shown.
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CemMnoTMKA KaK MNepeoTKPbITHE 6ECCO3HATENILHOIO
Ky/NbTypbl B MOCTMOAEPHMUCTCKYH 3MOXy

B paHHON cTaTbe Mbl McCCeayeM TEPMUHONMOTUI0 CEMUOTUKM C LENbH
BbIIBUTb MWUCTOPUYECKME C/IOM YEe0BEYEeCKOro onbiTa WUl NOHMMaHuA,
CNoco6CTBOBABLUME MPEBPALLEHNIO YUYEHNS O 3HAKax B OAHO W3 TEYeHWUIA
COBPEMEHHOWN MbIcAK. cXoas B OCHOBHOM W3 XailAerrepoBCKOWN KOH-
Lenuun A3blka Kak 3BPUCTUYECKON TMMOTe3bl, Mbl aHaM3NPyem TEPMUH
“ceMmnoTnKa” un BbiABNAEM, 4TO Bn. ABrycTWUH Bnepsble Npugan natuH-
CKOMY CNOBY “signum” TOT CMbIC/l, KOTOPbI cfenan BO3MOXHbIM MOsB-
NneHne 06LLEr0 YYeHUs O 3HaKax, a MOHATMe 3Haka kak ob6uero mogyca
6bITNSA, KOHKPETHO BepudpuuMpyemMoro u B MpUPOAe, W B KyNbType B
npowecce CTPYKTYPMPOBaHMUSA YE€/I0BEYECKOro OnbiTa, 6b110 060CHOBAHO
ANWb B MO34HelLWen NaTUHCKOW Tpaguuum B COOTBETCTBMU C 06BSACHE-
HMEM BO3MOXHOCTM Takoro mogyca 6biTvsa. [anee Mbl paccmaTpuBaem
NPUYNHLI TOrO, MOYEMY YXe B COBpPeMeHHYlo anoxy Yapn3 lupc Bep-
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HYNCS K NATUHCKOM TpaanLMn 060CHOBaHUS MOHSATWS 3HAaKa, B OCHOBHOM
3aBepLUEeHHON B paboTax lMyaHco. OcTaBasCb B pamMKaxX TOW >Xe camoi
TPaAMLMK, Mbl MbITAEMCS NOHSATb, NOYEMY TEPMUH “CEMMOTMKA™ BO3HMK B
KayecTBe, TaK CKas3aTb, /OTMYECKOTO HaWMEHOBaHUA T106&/bHOrO
MHTEepeca K 3HaKaMm.

Semiootika kui kultuuri mitteteadvuse uuestiavastamine
postmodernistlikul ajajargul

Artiklis vaadeldakse semiootilist terminoloogiat eesmargiga tuua vélja
inimkogemuse ja arusaamise ajaloolised kihid, mis tegid v&imalikuks
maérgidoktriini tekkimise tdnapdevases mdistes. L&htudes peamiselt Hei-
deggeri arusaamast keelest kui heuristilisest hipoteesist, uuritakse nime-
tust semiootika ja joutakse jareldusele, et vaid tdnu Augustinuse poolt
kasutatavale ladinakeelsele terminile signum sai vdimalikuks uldise
margidoktriini tekkimine. Just ladina kultuuri hilisperioodil kerkib
esmakordselt esile méargi kui looduses ja kultuuris olemise ldmooduse
inimkonna kogemuse struktureerimisprotsessi  kaigus verifitseeritav
mdiste. Ladinakeelne tbestusliin oli I6puni viidud Poinsot’ tdodes ja selle
tdnapdevane taastagasitulek sai teoks l&bi Peirce’i. J&ades selle tradit-
siooni raamesse, vaadeldakse termini semiootika esilekerkimist loogilise
nimetusena globaalsele margihuvile.
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Abstract. The “semiotic threshold” is U. Eco’s metaphor of the border-
line between the world of semiosis and the nonsemiotic world and hence
also between semiotics and its neighboring disciplines. The paper exam-
ines Eco’s threshold in comparison to the views of semiosis and semiotics
of C. S. Peirce. While Eco follows the structuralist tradition, postulating
the conventionality of signs as the main criterion of semiosis, Peirce has a
much broader concept of semiosis, which is not restricted to phenomena
of culture but includes many processes in nature. Whereas Eco arrives at
the conclusion that biological processes, such as the ones within the im-
mune system, cannot be included in the program of semiotic research,
Peirce’s broader definition of semiosis has meanwhile become the foun-
dation of semiotic studies in biology and medicine and hence in biosemi-
otics and medical semiotics.

1. The boundaries of Eco’s semiotic field

Umberto Eco’s semiotic threshold raises the question of the dividing
line between the semiotic and the nonsemiotic world. In his Theory of
Semiotics, Eco (1976: 9, 5) describes the area of contemporary re-
search in semiotics as the “semiotic field” and defines the dividing
lines between this field and the nonsemiotic world as “boundaries or
thresholds”. He distinguishes between transitory and immutable
boundaries. There are two kinds of transitory boundaries, the political
and the epistemological ones. The political boundaries are determined
by the present limitations of the state of the art in current semiotic re-
search and should therefore be crossed with the advance in semiotic
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theory. The epistemological boundaries represent the dividing line
between semiotics as a theory and its object of study, and thus be-
tween theory and practice. The semiotician’s crossing of this boundary
should be one of critical intervention. Semiotic theory should affect
semiotic practice. The result of such intervention should be a perma-
nent remodeling of the semiotic landscape.

The boundaries to be investigated in the following are only the
immutable ones. Eco (1976: 6) calls them the natural boundaries and
defines them as “those beyond which a semiotic approach cannot go;
for there is a nonsemiotic territory [...0f] phenomena that cannot be
taken as sign functions”. Eco’s semiotic field is separated from the
nonsemiotic world by two kinds of natural boundaries, which he dis-
cusses as the lower and the upper threshold of semiotics.

The lower threshold represents the dividing line between the semi-
otic and the presemiotic world. To Eco (1976: 19-21), this threshold
is the one that separates nature from culture. Since his theory is pro-
grammatically a semiotics of culture and of signs which presuppose
social convention, processes in the domain of biological or physical
nature are by definition excluded from semiotics. Thus, Eco comes to
the conclusion that only signs based on codes and convention consti-
tute the semiotic field, whereas stimuli, signals or physical informa-
tion are below the semiotic threshold where *“semiotic phenomena
arise from something nonsemiotic” (Eco 1976: 21). The purpose of
my paper will be to show that, from the perspective of general semi-
otics, Eco’s lower semiotic threshold is too high and can be lowered to
account for processes of semiosis in culture and in nature.

Eco’s upper semiotic threshold is the dividing line between the
semiotic and various other nonsemiotic perspectives of the world.
Even within the domain of culture, which belongs most certainly to
the semiotic field, we are not always exclusively confronted with sign
phenomena, according to Eco (1976: 27). Objects of culture, for ex-
ample, are not only signs. They are also physical objects constructed
according to mechanical laws; they have an economic value and may
have a social function. Possible nonsemiotic perspectives from which
our cultural objects can then be considered are thus the physical, the
mechanical, the economic, and the social perspectives, and these, ac-
cording to Eco, are the perspectives from beyond the upper semiotic
threshold.
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2. Semiotics and the other sciences

The semiotic perspectivism which Eco adopts in this context belongs
to one of the most fruitful approaches to the question of the dividing
line between semiotics and other sciences. It provides the appropriate
argument against the reproach of semiotic imperialism (Eco 1976: 6-
7), according to which semioticians dare to deal with too many phe-
nomena, whose study should better be left to the specialists of other
disciplines. Against this reproach, the perspectivist argues that semi-
otics does not aim at substituting its neighboring sciences, but rather at
contributing a different perspective to the study phenomena that can
be investigated from several points of view. The authority to which
Eco (1976: 16) refers in this context is Morris (1938: 4), who argued
that “semiotics, then, is not concerned with the study of a particular
kind of object, but with ordinary objects in so far (and only in so far)
as they participate in semiosis”. A somewhat different perspectivism
is also inherent in Hjelmslev’s (1943: 108) view of semiotics as “a
common point of view for a large number of disciplines from [...] lit-
erature [...] to mathematics”. To Hjelmslev (1943: 77-78; 1954: 50),
this world beyond semiotics is the amorphous and nebulous domain of
content and expression purport. Language gives one kind of structure
to this domain, namely a semiotic one, but Hjelmslev also recognizes
that there are other sciences, such as physics or anthropology, which
impose different kinds of structure to the same domain (cf. N6th 1990:
68). While both Morris and Hjelmslev are thus semiotic perspectivists,
the perspectives they take are quite opposed. Whereas Morris (1946:
80) wanted to establish a theory of signs “on a biological basis”,
Hjelmslev’s basis of semiotics was the structure of language.

3. Eco between biosemiotic expansionism and
linguosemiotic reductionism

Between these two extremes of semiotic expansionism and linguo-
semiotic reductionism, we find Eco as steering a middle course,
pleading on the one hand for an extension, and on the other hand for a
restriction of the semiotic field. In contrast to semioticians such as
Buyssens (1943) and Prieto (1966), Eco extends the semiotic field by
including both natural signs, even signs from a nonhuman source, and
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unintentional signs in the domain of semiotic study (Eco 1976: 15).
Unlike Morris and Peirce, he restricts the semiotic field by insisting on
social and cultural convention as a criterion of signs. Signals which
are not based on convention, mere stimuli, and even the flow of in-
formation in machine-to-machine communication are not categorically
excluded from Eco’s semiotic scope, but they are classified as thresh-
old phenomena which are of interest to semiotics only insofar as they
participate in sign processes (Eco 1976: 41)." In a similar way, we find
the study of communication as a threshold phenomenon of Eco’s
semiotics. The definition which Eco (1976: 8) gives to the semiotics
of communication in contrast to the semiotics of signification is ex-
actly opposed to the way in which Buyssens (1943) and Prieto (1966)
distinguish these two domains (cf. Noth 1990: 172). Communication,
according to Eco, is more generally the flow of signals, which may be
signs or not, to a destination, which may be human or nonhuman,
while signification presupposes signs and a human being as a destina-
tion. Thus, phenomena of signification always belong to the semiotic
field, while communication may also occur below Eco’s semiotic
threshold.

4. Sign, code, convention, and nature

Since semiotics, according to Eco (1976: 7) “is concerned with eve-
rything that can be taken as a sign”, Eco’s definition of the sign can
give us further insights into the delimitation of his semiotic field. Two
of his criteria of a sign seem to establish a rather high semiotic thresh-
old: conventionality or codedness, and the potential of being used to
tell a lie. As far as the latter is concerned, Eco has recently abandoned
his famous claim that “semiotics is in principle the discipline studying
everything which can be used in order to lie” (Eco 1976: 7). In fact,
the criterion was too strong. Lies are defined in opposition to truth,
and it is well known that the true-false dichotomy is hardly relevant to
the study of many sign phenomena, such as pictures or architecture
(cf. N6th 1997a). In Toronto, in 1995, Eco himself reduced this crite-
rion to a weaker formula which states that “a sign is anything you can
use to say something that is not necessarily the case”, and with this

For a broader semiotic view of semiosis in machine-to-machine interaction see
also Néth 1997b.
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formulation, we are close to the structuralist view of the sign as being
based on the principle of opposition (cf. N6th 1994c).

The second criterion, conventionality, serves to differentiate be-
tween signs and nonsigns, such as mere stimuli. Eco (1976: 19) argues
"since everything can be understood as a sign if and only if there ex-
ists a convention which allows it to stand for something else, and
since some behavioral responses are not elicited by convention, stim-
uli cannot be regarded as signs”. For the same reason, lack of conven-
tionality, there are signals which are not signs because they are mere
“units of transmission which can be computed quantitatively irrespec-
tive of their possible meaning” (Eco 1976: 20).

The criterion of conventionality is also the key to Eco’s perspec-
tive of culture as a semiotic phenomenon (Eco 1976: 26-27): mean-
ings are cultural units organized in oppositions and structures accord-
ing to a code. Now, culture has traditionally been opposed to nature.
How does Eco then account for natural signs in the framework of his
cultural semiotics? How can the idea of conventionality be reconciled
with the idea of natural signs, for example, symptoms or natural indi-
ces such as smoke indicating a fire or a wet spot indicating the fall of a
raindrop? The semiotic bridge which Eco’s approach offers between
nature and culture consists in what | would like to call a radical cul-
turalization of nature.

5. Eco’s culturalization of nature

According to Eco’s theory of semiotics, nature can be seen from a
nonsemiotic and from a semiotic perspective. The nonsemiotic per-
spective is, for example, characteristic of everyday inferences (Eco
1976: 17). When we infer from smoke the presence of fire or from a
wet spot the fall of a raindrop, or more generally, from a natural effect
its natural cause, such inferences are not yet signs, according to Eco,
but they can become signs if the association between cause and effect
is the result of cultural learning and coding. The same phenomena can
thus appear as inferential nonsigns and as cultural signs, depending on
the absence or presence of conventionality and coding in the associa-
tion between cause and effect. Eco exemplifies this transformation
between the nonsemiotic and the semiotic from various domains of
nature. At the level of physical nature, he argues that smoke, as long
as it is perceived along with the fire which it causes is not a sign of it,
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“but smoke can be a sign-vehicle standing for a nonvisible fire, pro-
vided that a social rule has necessarily and usually associated smoke
with fire” (Eco 1976: 17). The somewhat surprising distinction be-
tween these two cases, smoke seen in the presence or in the absence of
the fire, has probably also to do with Eco’s definition of the sign as
something “which can be taken as significantly substituting for
something else” (Eco 1976: 7). Eco probably believes that smoke seen
in the presence of fire does not imply such a process of substitution.
This view of a semiotic threshold existing between perceived and un-
perceived referent is related to Eco’s argument that mirror images are
no signs. Here, too, we have the simultaneity in the perception of the
image in the mirror and its referent, the person in front of the mirror
(Eco 1984: 202).

At the biological level, Eco argues that medical symptoms are only
signs when they are recognized by the tradition of a medical doctrine:

The first doctor who discovered a sort of constant relationship between an
array of red spots on the patient’s face and a given disease (measles) made
an inference: but insofar as this relationship has been made conventional
and has been registered as such in medical treatises, a semiotic convention
has been established. There is a sign every time a human group decides to
use and to recognize something as the vehicle of something else (Eco
1976: 17).

At the level of human nonverbal communication, Eco (1973: 39) gives
the example of spontaneous, noncodified expressions of emotions
produced without any communicative intention to illustrate nonverbal
phenomena below the semiotic threshold and argues that the same
phenomena become codified and thus semiotic as soon as they exhibit
cultural variation or are simulated or imitated in a histrionic context.

At the level of human artifacts, Eco’s (1973: 43) example is
Roland Barthes’s raincoat, which is nonsemiotic insofar as it merely
protects against rain, but semiotic insofar as it is a product of cultural
fashion or as an indicator of the particular meteorological situation in
which it is used. In sum, as soon as systems of convention intervene in
the interpretation of natural phenomena and cultural artifacts, the se-
miotic threshold is crossed.

However, where does convention begin, and where does nature
end? Eco gives no clear answer. Cognitive science, for example, has
been emphasizing the dependence of cognition on the structure of the
human mind and the impossibility of any direct access to the “real”
nature of the phenomena. Many of our cognitions are universal and
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not culturally variable since they have developed according to univer-
sal laws of biological evolution (cf. N6th 1994a). In the light of cog-
nitive science, the dogma of cultural arbitrariness has more and more
been questioned. Not even the favorite topic of cultural relativity, the
semiotics of color names, has escaped from the universalist perspec-
tive of cognitive psychology, as Berlin and Kay (1969) have shown.
Can the dogma of arbitrariness and conventionality thus still be ac-
cepted as the sole criterion of semioticity? In my view, Eco’s semiot-
ics suffers from overemphasizing this criterion. Conventionality is the
basis of one mode of semiosis, but not the decisive criterion to distin-
guish between the nonsemiotic and the semiotic world. 1 would like to
defend this argument with reference to Peirce’s more general semiotic
theory.

6. Eco’s vs. Peirce’s semiotic threshold

Peirce is one of Eco’s crown witnesses for a desirable broadening of
the semiotic field from its Saussurean logocentric restrictions (Eco
1976: 15-17). As far as the semiotic threshold is concerned, however,
Eco’s reading of Peirce is either incomplete or it results in a rejection
of an approach to semiosis that Eco considers too broad. As we have
seen above, Eco rejects Peirce’s interpretation of inference as semiosis
as being too broad from the premises of his own cultural semiotics
(cf. Eco 1976: 17). Eco’s interpretation of Peirce is incomplete, when
he argues that Peirce’s triad of sign, object, and interpretant “can also
be applied to phenomena that do not have a human emitter, provided
that they do have a human receiver, such being the case with mete-
orological symptoms or any other sort of index” (Eco 1976: 16).

In fact, the occurrence of signs and semiosis, according to Peirce,
is not restricted to human receivers, but presupposes a much more
general category which he calls mind. Mind, however, in Peirce’s
semiotics, does not only mean the human mind (cf. Santaella 1994). It
includes the triadic interaction of any organism with its environment
(cf. Noth 1994b: 2-4). Peirce even goes so far as to extend the cate-
gory of mind to nonbiological phenomena (CP 7.374). The action of
mind in physical nature, according to Peirce’s evolutionary philoso-
phy, is the action of final causation, but let us focus only on the bio-
semiotic threshold in the following.
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The semiotic threshold which Peirce postulates is thus not the one
between human and nonhuman minds, but between dyadic and triadic
interactions. Semiosis begins when we cross the threshold from mere
dyadic interactions between mechanical, chance, or “brute” (efficient)
causes and their effects to triadic interactions mediated by a mind in
the broadest sense. A semiotic triad is one in which a mind interprets
(i.e., forms an interpretant of) a signifying stimulus in its environ-
ment, called representamen, relative to a goal (the object) which is
distinct from this environmental stimulus, but not necessarily absent in
the given situation. This interaction requires neither consciousness nor
intentionality, but must be goal-directed. Metabolic “reactions” of an
organism to environmental stimuli are goal-directed actions. Organ-
isms select and hence evaluate, environmental energy or matterfor the
purpose of their own biological survival, while at the same time re-
jecting other environmental stimuli as unsuitable. In a similar way, the
immune system exhibits goal-directed triadic interactions of a semi-
otic nature. The senders of immunological messages in the blood se-
rum of an animal are the antigens, i.e., molecules of foreign sub-
stances such as bacteria or viruses. The receivers of these messages
are the antibody molecules produced by the B-lymphocytes and the
leukocytes, which are equipped with a multitude of receptors for the
purpose of detecting the antigens (cf. N6th 1994c: 49). Such processes
exemplify semiotic thirdness above the lowest biosemiotic threshold
(No6th 1994b: 4).

On the premises of his cultural semiotics, Eco explicitly rejected
the legitimacy of a place of such phenomena within his semiotic field.
In his paper “On semiotics and immunology”, which he contributed to
the 1987 international conference on The Semiotics of Cellular Com-
munication in the Immune System, Eco (1988) declared, to the disap-
pointment of the assembled biosemioticians, that interpretations of
immunological processes in terms of categories such as “communica-
tion”, “sign perception”, or “semiosis” are mere models or metaphors
used in a domain other than the semiotic field. In this paper, he ex-
presses the anthropocentric and cultural bias of his semiotics more
clearly than in his Theory of Semiotics, when he states:

I can certainly say that if a dog wags its tail this means that it is happy or
that if | see red spots on the face of a person this means the person has
measles: but neither the dog nor the person follow the rules of a sign-
system. It there is a sign system, it belongs to my competence and repre-
sents a semiotic rule | use to interpret events as if they were communi-
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eating something to me. | guess that if an immunologist sees (if possible)
a given lymphocyte doing so and so, he will be able to predict that some-
thing so and so will happen or had happened. But such a principle is
common to all scientific research as well as to normal experience in our
everyday life. [...] Nucleotides do not know that A ‘means’ U. They sim-
ply react by substituting A with U. We cannot say that nucleotides behave
semiotically because we are unable to prove that they can refrain from
interpreting or that they can choose alternative interpretations. (Eco 1988:
7-8).

In addition to anthropocentric and cultural bias, Eco’s last argument
testifies to another bias, which | would like to call his synchronic bias.
Of course, the nucleotides are not equipped with the capacity for al-
ternatives in the interpretations of their environment, but this is true
only in a synchronic perspective. From the point of view of biological
evolution, we certainly have had alternatives which began with muta-
tions and the ensuing evolutionary preferences for the survival of the
fittest.

Nevertheless, Eco’s proposal for a semiotic threshold between
mere stimuli and cultural signs seems to be related to Peirce’s dividing
line between dyadic and triadic process insofar as stimulus-response
chains seem to be dyadically connected in an automatic sequence,
whereas signs are culturally mediated. In fact, this is Eco’s own argu-
ment. “A stimulus-response process”, thus Eco (1988: 8) “is a dyadic
one: A provokes B and must be present in order to elicit B (equally
present). | understand that the requisite of the co-presence is a very
ambiguous one. A stimulus-response is certainly a causal sequence.”

Such a categorically asemiotic interpretation of stimulus-response
sequences is not in accordance with Peirce’s broad concept of semio-
sis. The response of an organism to a stimulus is determined by the
disposition of the nervous system, which has evolved according to
evolutionary laws. If it is “automatic”, there is predictability, neces-
sity, or generality, and these characteristics transform the seemingly
dyadic interaction into a semiotic triad. At the same time, the stimu-
lus-response example illustrates the essential difference between Eco’s
and Peirce’s semiotic thresholds. In contrast to Eco, whose semiotics
begins above the threshold of culture, convention, and codedness,
Peirce’s threshold begins much lower with phenomena determined by
law, generality, habit, and final causation, excluding only phenomena
determined by chance, mere efficient causation, and phenomena of
unreflected firstness (cf. Santaella Braga 1994).



58 Winfried Noth

7. The symbolicity of Eco’s signs

A final essential respect in which Eco’s semiotic field turns out to be
much more restricted in comparison with the Peircean one brings us
back to Eco’s above discussed culturalization of nature and to the
topic of the typology of signs. Eco’s reluctant inclusion of natural in-
dices in the semiotic field, only on the condition that such signs be
sanctioned by a cultural code, actually means that he interprets such
indices as symbols. At least, such conclusion suggests itself from a
Peircean perspective. Signs established by culture and convention are
primarily symbols, according to Peirce, but these are distinguished
from icons and indices, which do not primarily depend on coding. The
index is interpreted as a sign on the basis of a causality or spatio-
temporal connection between the sign and its object, while the icon is
interpreted as a sign because of qualities or features which it has in
common with its object. This famous Peircean classification of the
sign with respect to its object has to do with Peirce’s three categories
of firstness, secondness, and thirdness. While signs, by definition be-
long to the category of thirdness, they may exhibit in their object rela-
tion to various degrees features of firstness, secondness, and thirdness
(cf. Noth, Santaella 2000): in the icon, we are confronted with a fore-
grounding of the feature of firstness, in the index with secondness and
in the symbol with thirdness. Eco’s problems with the category of the
iconic sign are well known, and cannot be discussed here in detail.
Suffice it to say that it has also to do with the problem of reconciling
the feature of firstness in the icon with the one of thirdness in the
category of the sign. Our investigation of Eco’s semiotic threshold has
mainly been concerned with Eco’s view of natural indices, which are
signs because of their secondness. It may now have become apparent
that Eco’s culturalization of the natural sign is actually a result of his
attempt to admit signs only on criteria of thirdness and not on criteria
focusing on secondness.

8. Conclusion
Let me emphasize, in conclusion, that my Peircean perspective on Eco

does not imply a criticism of Eco’s semiotic theory for the limitations
of its scope. Eco’s cultural semiotics is certainly consistent in itself.
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The boundaries of the semiotic field which he establishes are a logical
consequence of his semiotic premises. The fact that Peirce’s field is
broader is not an argument against Eco’s theory of semiotics, but, on
the other hand, semioticians are free to opt for either the broader Peir-
cean or the narrower Ecoian field to make headway in the field of se-
miotic studies.

Although Eco never leaves any doubt about his conviction of the
necessity of restricting the semiotic field from the premises of culture,
he nevertheless once dares to risk a glance beyond the semiotic
threshold established within his own system. At the end of his paper
“On semiotics and immunology”, Eco concludes with the following
remark concerning the threshold between higher and lower biological
processes with which we want to conclude our own paper on Eco’s
semiotic threshold: “As you probably understand,” writes Eco (1988:
15), “such a question concerns the dramatic problem of the boundaries
between Spirit and Matter, Culture and Nature. — Let me stop. | feel
afraid.”
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“CeMMOTHUYECKUIA nopor” YM6epTo DKo

“CeMmnoTnyecknit nopor” — 3to metaopa Y. DKo Ana 0603HAYEHUS
rpaHuLbl MeXay MMpoOM CeMMo3nca M MUPOM HECEMMOTUYECKUM a Takxe,
cnefoBaTeNbHO, MEXAY CEMUOTWKOW M CMEXHbIMU aucuunauHamu. B
[AaHHON cTaTbe “mopor” Y. OKo paccmaTpuBaeTcs B COMOCTaB/IeHUN CO
B3rnagamu Y. C. lMNMupca Ha cemmo3nc M CemMmoTuky. Torpga kKak 3IKo,
cnepys CTPYKTYpPanuCTCKOW Tpajuuuu, npoBo3rnawiaeT OCHOBHbIM Kpu-
TepMemM CemMmo3nca KOHBEHLWMOHaNbHOCTb 3HAKOB, MUPCOBCKUIM KOHLENT
cemmuosuca ropasfo Wunpe: OH He CBOAMUTCA K (DEHOMEeHaM KyNbTypbl, HO
BKNOYaeT M MHOTMe MpoLeccbl NMpUpoabl. KO MPUXOAUT K BbIBOAY, UTO
6uonornyeckne npoLeccol, Hanpumep, NPoOLECCbH B MMMYHHOW cucTeme,
He MOTYT OblTb BK/IIOYEHbI B MPOrpaMMy CEMUOTUUYECKOTO UCCNEeAO0BaHUA.
MnpcoBCckoe WWPOKOE oOMNpefeneHWe cemuosuca cTano, MexAay Tem,
OCHOBOW CEMWOTUYECKUX WTYAUIA B 6UONOTUM U MeAULMHE U OTCIOAA B
6MOCEMNOTHKE N MEAULUHCKOW CEMUOTHKE.
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Umberto Eco “semiootiline lavi”

“Semiootiline 1avi” on Umberto Eco metafoor tahistamaks piiri semioo-
sise ja mittesemiootilise maailma, jarelikult ka semiootika ja temaga piir-
nevate distsipliinide vahel. Antud artiklis vaadeldakse U. Eco “lave”
mdistet seoses Ch. S. Peirce’i vaadetega semioosisele ja semiootikale.
Kui strukturalistlikust traditsioonist lahtuv Eco kuulutab semioosise pdhi-
kriteeriumiks markide konventsionaalsuse, siis Peirce’i semioosise mdiste
on tunduvalt laiahaardelisem: see ei haara mitte ainult kultuurifenomene,
vaid sisaldab ka mitmeid loodusprotsesse. Eco tuleb jéreldusele, et bio-
loogilisi protsesse (nt immunsiisteemis toimivaid) ei saa lilitada semioo-
tilise uurimuse programmi. Samal ajal on Peirce’i tunduvalt laiem
semioosisemadratlus aluseks semiootilistele kasitlustele bioloogias ja me-
ditsiinis ning sealtkaudu ka biosemiootikas ja meditsiinisemiootikas.
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Abstract. How does language represent (“mirror”) the world it can be
used to talk about? Or does it? A negative answer is maintained by one of
the main traditions in language theory that includes Frege, Wittgenstein,
Heidegger, Quine and Rorty. A test case is offered by the question
whether the critical “mirroring” relations, especially the notion of truth,
are themselves expressible in language. Tarski’s negative thesis seemed to
close the issue, but dramatic recent developments have decided the issue
in favour of the expressibility of truth. At the same time, the “mirroring”
relations are not natural ones, but constituted by rule-governed human ac-
tivities a4 la Wittgenstein’s language games. These relations are nev-
ertheless objective, because they depend only on the rules of these
“games”, not on the idiosyncrasies of the players. It also turns out that the
“truth games” for a language are the same as the language games that give
it its meaning in the first place. Thus truth and meaning are intrinsically
intertwined.

In this day and age, the different main approaches to language — se-
miotic, linguistic, logical, and psychological — have unfortunately
little to do with each other. It is therefore in order, is seems to me, to
take this opportunity to report to you some interesting recent and on-
going developments in logical theory, philosophy of language, and
formal semantics in the hope that they might illuminate the issues
dealt with in the other approaches. As a focal point | have chosen the
idea of language as “a mirror of nature” in spite of the fact — or be-
cause of it — that this slogan is ambiguous. It is easy to see what a
theory would be like that maintained that language is a mirror of the
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world, Wittgenstein’s so-called picture theory is probably the most
fully worked-out example of such a view. But it is far less clear what
is meant — or even what can be meant — by the fashionable denials
of the view that language somehow corresponds to or “mirrors” na-
ture. Without claiming exhaustiveness, one can perhaps distinguish
the following three interrelated ingredients of tliis syndrome of ideas.

(1) The essence of language is not representation, but interpersonal
communication, having such different forms as commanding, inquir-
ing, promising, gossiping, praying, etc. All these have played a role in
philosophers’ and other scholars’ theories. Wittgenstein had a much
longer list of different uses of language, and his first example of a lan-
guage-game was a sequence of commands. For L. E. J. Brouwer the
main function of language was “Willensiibertragung”. | can very well
understand the temptation to think that questions and answers, rather
than statements, are the basic mode of language use. Indeed, | have
tried to epitomise my interrogative theory of knowledge-seeking in the
slogan “inquiry as inquiry”. Some scholars have seen in gossiping the
context of the genesis of human language, and Aristotle already men-
tioned prayers as an example of utterances that are neither true nor
false.

(2) A closely related thesis claims that language is an essentially so-
cial phenomenon, that it is conceptually impossible to think of a lan-
guage without a language community. A widespread interpretation
attributes such a view to Ludwig Wittgenstein. According to such an
allegedly Wittgensteinian view language is a role-governed human
activity whose rules can be created and enforced only by a language
community.

(3) A much deeper philosophical view holds that it is in principle im-
possible to speak consistently of the semantic relationships between
language and reality. As test case of such relationships is the notion of
truth, that is to say, the relation of a true sentence to the fact that
makes it true. This relation is presumably what is meant by the notion
of mirroring in the title of this essay.

Admittedly, we can define the notion of truth, as Tarski showed in his
classical monograph of 1935, for explicitly formulated logical lan-
guages, But, as Tarski is supposed also have shown, this can happen
only by means of a richer metalanguage. Now there does not exist any
richer metalanguage over and above our actual working language,
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Tarski’s “colloquial language”. Hence the general unrestricted notion
of truth cannot be used in an colloquial language without running into
contradictions. As | once put it, for a serious theorist of our actual
working language “true” is a four-letter word to be avoided in polite
philosophical discourse. And if so, all talk about our actual language
mirroring actual reality must in the last (non-Freudean) analysis be
little better than nonsense. The only alternative would be to postulate
an altogether different hermeneutical technique of approaching the
fundamental language-world relations. It is no accident that for Hei-
degger truth is not correspondence but “Erschlossenheit”.

The news | have to report to you is that all these three ways of re-
jecting the idea of correspondence between language and the world
are either demonstrably wrong or without the support they are gener-
ally though to have. | will first deal with the first two. Within the
scope of a single essay, | cannot deal adequately with all the system-
atical issues involved; therefore | will approach them ad hoc, or rather
in terms of an experimentum crucis. This experiment is offered to us
by the philosophy of language of Ludwig Wittgenstein, who is gener-
ally thought of as the main representative of the views (1) and (2).
I will begin with the second. Speaking historically, not all commenta-
tors have accepted the interpretation according to which for Wittgen-
stein language is an intrinsically (conceptually) social phenomenon.
There used to be controversies as to whether an isolated human being
not living in any language community could be said to have a lan-
guage. As if to illustrate this very problem, Daniel Defoe has con-
structed for us the scenario of Robinson Crusoe on his desert island
before the arrival of Friday. The defenders of the orthodox interpreta-
tion of Wittgenstein must maintain that in a strict philosophical sense
Robinson Crusoe could not have a language.

Now this interpretational question has been answered by no lesser
of a commentator than Ludwig Wittgenstein himself. In his unpub-
lished writings he repeatedly discusses the question whether an iso-
lated individual outside all language communities could have a lan-
guage. Wittgenstein even uses the very same example of Robinson
Crusoe. And his point is completely unequivocal. Yes, according to
him Robinson Crusoe could have a language, provided that he be-
haves vis-a-vis his own utterances in a certain rule-governed way, so
that a hidden observer could, for instance, use his monological state-
ments to predict his behaviour. No language community is needed to
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enforce those rules. In this sense, for Wittgenstein language is not an
intrinsically social phenomenon.

This is an interesting result. The sociolinguistic speculations of
people like David Bloor and Peter Winch may or may be argued for,
as far as this essay goes, but they have nothing to do with Wittgen-
stein’s ideas. Their defenders’ attempts to hang on Wittgenstein’s
coat-tails are therefore little short of ridiculous.

But if this was Wittgenstein’s view, why did he not say so in his
main work, the Philosophical Investigations? Well, he does say so,
but without using the example of Robinson Crusoe. This is because he
had meanwhile become interested in the processes of a language ac-
quisition as providing especially important clues to its semantics. And
from this point of view, Defoe’s story is no longer an apt illustration,
for Crusoe had learned his language before landing on his island. Un-
fortunately, Wittgenstein did not come up with a better parable to il-
lustrate his updated view. But this does not mean that Wittgenstein
changed his views on the social — or, rather, public — character of
language in the least.

But didn’t Wittgenstein argue in so many words against the possi-
bility of a private language? Yes, but what did he mean by “private”?
This word has two uses, and figures in two different contrasts. The
private-public contrast can be roughly equivalent to the internal-
external contrast, that is, to the contrast between what is accessible
only to oneself and what is accessible to others. This is the sense in
which Wittgenstein denied the possibility of a private language.
Robinson Crusoe’s language behaviour must in principle be observ-
able by others.

But “private language” can also mean a monological language, that
is, a language that is not shared be a community of speakers. In this
sense, Wittgenstein saw no conceptual impossibility in a private lan-
guage. One of Wittgenstein’s main reasons for the public character of
language in the first sense was the need of language-games to mediate
language-world connections. But there are games that one can play
alone, as Wittgenstein himself sometimes reminds us.

But doesn’t Wittgenstein’s emphasis on language-games — and
the variety of different language-games — betray a belief in the social
character of language or at least betray his rejection of his own earlier
view of language as a mirror of the world? An acute answer was pro-
vided long ago by the acute Finnish philosopher Erik Stenius who cor-
rectly pointed out that there is no conflict between the idea of lan-
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guage as a picture and the idea of a variety of uses of language. We
can play games with pictures. | can give you a picture as a move in
several different language-games of the kind Wittgenstein envisaged.
I can give it to you to tell what the world is like, but alternatively | can
give it to you as a command to make sure that the world is as it is de-
picted by the pictures, or as a question whether the world is like it is in
the picture, and so on. The real novelty of Wittgenstein’s later posi-
tion — to speak now in my own voice — is that according to him the
very pictorial relationships are now created and maintained by those
human activities that Wittgenstein called language-games. It is not just
that we can play different games with the sentences of our language;
the very descriptive meaning that enables us to do so is already con-
stituted by certain language-games.

I believe that this idea of Wittgenstein’s is not only a correct one
but enormously fertile, and | have for a long time put my pen where
my mouth is. For the idea of language as a mirror of nature, it implies
so to speak both good news and bad news. It implies that we can
speak of a correspondence between language and reality. But it also
implies that possibility is not grounded on a structure shared by our
sentences with the corresponding facts. There is no correspondence
between language and the world grounded on the respective internal
character of language and reality in their own right. As Wittgenstein
once put it, the correspondence between language and reality, as eve-
rything metaphysical, lies in the use by language, that is, as | read
Wittgenstein, in the language-games that constitute the semantical
links between language and reality.

But this leads us straight to the third problem listed in the beginning
of this essay. Can we really speak of the correspondence between our
own language and reality in this same language — in the only language
I understand, as Wittgenstein put it in the Tractatus? Is the semantics of
our language expressible in that language? A crucial experiment is of-
fered to us by the notion of truth. Is this concept ineffable after all? The
list of philosophers who have maintained the ineffability of truth in our
actual working language looks like the beginning of a veritable who’s
who in the philosophy of language: Frege, Russell, Wittgenstein, Tarski,
and Quine, plus a large number of minor prophets. It is therefore — but
not only for this contingent reason — of great interest to report to you
that the outlook has dramatically changed in the last few years. The idea
of truth, especially the idea of truth as correspondence, and even the
idea of logic, has been put to a new light.
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There seems to be a fairly general agreement among philosophers
that the basic part of contemporary logic known variously as quantifi-
cation theory, predicate calculus or first-order logic is paradigm case
of logic. For many philosophers and linguists, it is the logic. Once
I expressed to a senior philosopher of language some doubts of the
adequacy of first-order logic as the true Sprachlogik, that is, as the
logic of our actual language. He stared at me with an expression of
horror — mock horror, | hope — and said, “Nothing is sacred in phi-
losophy any longer!” Yet there is a simple but profound reason why
the received logic of quantification is, not wrong, but incomplete in
the sense that it accomplishes only a part of its job description. To put
it in personal terms, there is no point for you to buy (or to publish) any
textbooks of logic until this fact is realised and corrected. The old
ones do not tell you what our real basic logic is like.

In order to see this, imagine that your name is Dr. Zamenhoff and
that you have been assigned by UNESCO the task of constructing a
universal logical language for science and everyday life. What does
such a language have to accomplish? Whatever else there is to be de-
manded of it, one thing is clear. In such a language, we must be able
to express any possible pattern of dependence and independence be-
tween different variables. For of course we cannot a priori know that
any such pattern is not exemplified in nature, society, mathematics or
human thought. Without being able to represent all possible patterns
of dependence and independence between variables we cannot claim
that our logical language is a universal mirror of nature.

But how are dependence and independence between variables ex-
pressed between in a usual logical language? By the dependence or
independence of the quantifiers on each other to which they are
bound. And we are all told in introductory logic courses how these
dependencies are indicated. They are indicated by the most important
logical symbols, the brackets or parentheses (,). Such pairs of paren-
theses following a quantifier are said to indicate its scope. A quantifier
depends on another one if and only if the former lies in the scope of
the latter. But in the received Frege-Russell logic scopes are always
nested. As a consequence, pairs of brackets can only express transitive
and asymmetrical relations. For instance, branching or symmetrical
quantifier structures cannot all be represented by their means. Hence
many possible patterns of dependence and independence among
quantifiers are impossible to express in a received logical language.
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For this reason the traditional Frege-Russell logic is inadequate as our
general unrestricted basic logic.

This flaw is easy to correct. In principle, we could do so merely by
liberalising the use of parentheses. A more convenient notation is ob-
tained by introducing a new notation which as it were ad hoc exempts
a quantifier from its dependence on another in whose (syntactical)
scope it occurs. The result is a richer first-order logic which | have
called independence-friendly (IF) first-order logic. This name has
turned out to be a mistake, however. For one thing, | should not have
been given it any particular epithet. For IF first-order logic is our un-
restricted basic logic. It simply is the first-order logic. Instead, the
traditional first-order logic ought to be renamed as dependence-
handicapped first-order logic or, to be politically correct, independ-
ence-challenged logic. For another thing, it is not only possible to ex-
press more independencies between quantifiers in the new language
than can be expressed in traditional first-order languages: it is also
possible to express kinds of dependence that could not be expressed
before. Hence the new logic might be called dependence-friendly
logic as appropriately (or inappropriately) as independence-friendly
one.

Under any name, the new logic is already promising new insights
into several important subjects, including foundations of set theory,
compositionality, parallel processing, and quantum logic. It represents
an important breakthrough not only in logic, but in language theory
and the logic of science. For the purposes of this essay, it is important
for a reason which comes up when you try to define a truth predicate
for a language in the very same language. For the purpose of doing so,
one must be able to discuss the syntax (i.e. the purely formal aspects)
of the language in question in the same language. Here an arithmetical
language can serve as a clear-cut example. In such a language, this
syntactical self-reference takes the form of Gdédel numbering: One
codes the expressions of this numerical language into suitable num-
bers. The result is a situation that can be compared with an amateur
play. One can speak of the actors — and they can speak of each
other— in two different roles, either as their everyday selves with
their everyday names, families, careers and nationalities, or else as
characters in a play with certain relationships to the other characters in
the play and to the rest of the imaginary world of the play. In the same
way, in a self-applied first-order arithmetical language one can speak
of numbers as numbers, so to speak in their civilian role, but one can
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speak of them also as codifications of formulas. Neither in the case of
actors nor in the case of numbers is there anything paradoxical in such
double-entendre situation. Moreover, characters in a play can speak of
denizens of the real world, including their own selves outside the play.
(I once saw a movie about an imaginary tennis champion in which
John McEnroe and Pancho Gonzales played themselves and discussed
events in their actual life outside the movie.) Likewise — | almost
said by the same token — a number which plays the role of an arith-
metical sentence can say something about itself, for instance that it is
unprovable.

However, one thing is clear: When you quantify over numbers in
their two different roles, the quantifiers must be independent of each
other. For otherwise we would make the same mistake as a small child
might commit in thinking that there are dependencies between what
happens in a play and what happens in real life.

But it turns out that these independencies are among those that
cannot be expressed in the received first-order logic. Hence Tarski’s
undefinability result holds only because he has chosen as his basic
language one which is based on the old received first-order logic. Or
perhaps | can say that Tarski’s impossibility theorem holds only be-
cause of certain subtle but important flaws in the logic of Frege and
Russell that he was using. Accordingly, the general philosophical in-
terest of Tarski’s theorem is very small.

Indeed, when the received first-order logic is replaced by IF one, a
truth-predicate automatically becomes definable. Contrary to a wide-
spread opinion, the undefinability of truth in received first-order lan-
guages is not due to their being too strong, but to their being too weak
in their expression power in that all possible patterns of dependence
and independence between quantifiers cannot be expressed in them.

Even though these explicit results can be proved in the first place
only for formal (but interpreted) first-order languages, there does not
seem to be any doubt that they can be extended to suitable fragments
of ordinary (“colloquial”) language. As | once put it, in this way we
can finally exorcise “Tarski’s Curse” from our semantics.

What all this means for the theme of my paper should be clear. The
gist of the mirroring relation mentioned there is the relation of a sen-
tence to the fact that makes it true. And their relation is normally ex-
pressible in sufficiently strong languages without any hidden contra-
diction or paradox. Truth is not ineffable; “true” is no longer a four-
letter word in language theory. Language can mirror the world. One
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can even argue that this mirroring possibly comes as it were free of
charge. What | mean is this: The language-games which give a certain
language its meaning is all we need for the purpose of defining a truth
predicate for that language. Hence there is no folly in defining truth,
as Davidson has claimed. The real folly is not to define it because the
truth predicate comes to us gratis. This constitutes in fact a similarity
between the IF truth predicates and the minimalist approaches to truth,
even though the letter approaches have never been developed for
enough to yield an explicit truth conditions.

At the same time, in speaking of a correspondence between lan-
guage and the world we must heed the same warning as were regis-
tered earlier in this essay in connection with Wittgenstein’s ideas. The
kind of correspondence my truth predicate establishes between a sen-
tence and a fact does not amount to any easily characterisable paral-
lelism between the ingredients of a true sentence and the ingredients
of the world that it is about. The definition of truth that IF logic natu-
rally yields is truth of a sentence with the existence of a winning strat-
egy for one of the players, the verifier, in certain games of verification
and falsification. Even though in such games, called semantical
games, each move is correlated with a logical constant in the sentence
S under examination, there is no simple correlation between the logi-
cal constants of S and features (or its ingredients in general) of reality.
The same constituent expression, e.g., a quantifier, can prompt several
applications of a rule, and some of the expressions that must be used
in a play of the game may not be subformulas of the initial sentences
of the play. In this sense, the structure of language does not in any
simple way mirror the structure of the world. And even to the extent
that it does, the correlation between the two is not constituted by the
intrinsic properties of either party, but by the human activities that |
would call language-games if my first name were Ludwig. It is thus a
matter of intellectual taste whether my treatment of truth should be
labelled a correspondence theory of truth or not.

These results apply in the first place to language whose logical
structure is made explicit. However, the same approach can be used in
the study of the semantics of natural languages. Indeed, in my earlier
work, | showed that in this way one can among other things obtain a
much better theory of anaphora in natural languages than the better
known competing ones. Moreover, the ideas and results | have re-
ported have a great deal of relevance to semiotics. For instance, the
semioticians who trace the ancestry of their ideas to Peirce might be
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intrigued to know that the game-theoretical interpretation of quantifi-
ers that can be considered as a microcosm of the ideas expounded here
was put forward explicitly and vigorously by Charles Sanders Peirce.
Thus the interest of the issues and insights reviewed here extends way
beyond any one approach to language and hopefully can serve as a
means of integrating them.

Referencesl

Hilpinen, Risto 1983. On C. S. Peirce’s theory of the proposition. In: Free-
man, Eugene (ed.), The Relevance of Charles Peirce. La Salle (lllinois):
The Hegeler Institute, 264-270.

Hintikka, Jaakko 1996a. Ludwig Wittgenstein: Half Truths and One-and-a-
Half Truths. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic.

— 1996b. The Principles of Mathematics Revisited. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

— 1998. Language, Truth and Logic in Mathematics. Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic.

— & Kaulas, Jack 1985. Anaphora and Definite Descriptions: Two Applica-
tions of Game Theoretical Semantics. Dordrecht: D. Reidel.

— & Sandu, Gabriel 1993. On the Methodology of Linguistics. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

— & Sandu, Gabriel 1997. Game-theoretical semantics. In: Benthem J. van,
Meulen A. ter, (eds.), Handbook of Logic and Language. Amsterdam: El-
sevier, 361-410.

Hintikka, Merrill B.; Hintikka, Jaakko 1986. Investigating Wittgenstein. Ox-
ford: Basil Blackwell.

A3bIK Kak “3epKano npupoabl™

Kak f3blK, KOTOPbIA MOXET MCMONb30BaThCA ANA FTOBOPEHUA O MuUpe, pe-
npeseHTupyeT (“oTpaxaet”) atoT Mmup? N otpaxaet nn? OfgHa U3 OCHOB-
HbIX Tpaguuuii B Teopumu A3blka, BKA4alowas dpere, ButreHwTeliHa,
Xalipgerrepa, KyaliHa v PopTu, oTBeyaeT Ha 3TOT BOMPOC OTpULATENbHO.

1 The interpretation of Wittgenstein relied on here is expounded and documented in
Hintikka & Hintikka 1986, Hintikka 1996a. The new logic and some of its applications
are explained in Hintikka 1996b, 1998, Hintikka & Sandu 1997. Applications of re-
lated ideas to linguistics are found in Hintikka & Kulas 1985, Hintikka & Sandu 1993.
C. S. Peirce’s anticipation of game-theoretical semantics is explained in Hilpinen 1983.
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Mpo6HbLIM ABNSETCA BOMPOC O BO3MOXHOCTU BbIPXKEHUS B A3blKe KPK-
TUYECKMX “OTpaKkaloWmX” OTHOLUEHWIA, OCOBEHHO MOHATUS WUCTUHBI.
Kasanocb, 4To HeratuBHbIA Te3uc TapCKOro 3akpbin MpobsieMy, HO He-
[aBHVMe npumeyaTenbHble WCCNefoBaHWA paspewwnnn ee B MOMb3Y
BbIPaXXaemMOCTU UCTWHbLI. B TO e BpemMs “OTparkaroLime” OTHOLLEHUS He
ABMAIOTCA €CTECTBEHHbIMW, HO (HOPMUPYHOTCS YMpaBasemMoi npasmaamm
4e/I0BEUECKOW [eATeNbHOCTbIO Hanofobue A3bIKOBbIX Urp BuTreHwwTeld-
Ha. DTV OTHOLLUEHWS, TEM He MeHee, O6BLEKTMBHbI, TaK Kak OHW 3aBUCAT
TO/IbKO OT npaBun 3TuxX “uUrp”, HO He OT WAMOCUHKPAa3uuM WUrpoKoB.
OkasblBaeTcsl, YTO ANa A3blka “UCTUHHOCTHBLIE UIPbI” TO >Ke camoe, YTO
A3bIKOBble WrPbl, KOTOPble NPMAAIOT eMy 3HayeHuwe. Takum 06pasom,
3HayYeHne U UCTUHA BHYTPEHHE CreTeHbI.

Keel kui “looduse peegel”

Kuidas keel, mida v6ib kasutada rédkimiseks maailmast, representeerib
(“peegeldab™) seda maailma? Ja kas (ldse peegeldab? Uks peamisi keele-
tooria traditsioone (mille esindajateks on Frege, Wittgenstein, Heidegger,
Quine ja Rorty), vastab sellele eitavalt. Proovikiviks on siin kusimus
vOBimalusest véljendada keeles kriitilisi “peegeldavaid” suhteid, eriti t6e
mdistet. Tundus, et Tarski negatiivne tees sulges probleemi, kuid hilju-
tised tahelepanuvadrsed uurimused lahendasid selle tée véljendumislik-
kuse kasuks. Samal ajal need “peegelduvad” suhted ei ole loomulikud,
vaid kujunevad inimtegevuse reeglite 1abi, sarnaselt Wittgensteini keele-
méangudele. Sellest hoolimata on need seosed objektiivsed, kuna nad
sBltuvad ainult nende “méangude” reeglitest, aga mitte mangijate idio-
slinkraasiast. Selgub, et keele jaoks on “tdeméngud” sama, mis tdhendust
omistavad keeleméangud. Seega on tdhendus ja tdde omavahel seesmiselt
pdimunud.
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Abstract. This paper gives a first overview over the role of mereology —
the theory of parts and wholes — in semiotics. The mereology of four
major semioticians — Husserl, Jakobson, Hjelmslev, and Peirce is pre-
sented briefly and its role in the overall architecture of each of their theo-
ries is outlined — with Brentano tradition as reference. Finally, an
evaluation of the strength and weaknesses of the four is undertaken, and
some guidelines for further research is proposed.

Strange as it may seem, mereology — the theory of parts and
wholesl— has only rarely caught the explicit attention of semiotics.

“Mereology”, from Greek meros, part. As a matter of fact, it might have been
called “merology”, but after the Polish logician Lesniewski the form quoted has be-
come ubiquitous. Lesniewski, in his works from the 20s and 30s, considered mereol-
ogy to be one out of three basic branches of philosophy, “protothetic”, “ontology”, and
“mereology”, respectively. Protothetic is a doctrine of propositions and their interrela-
tions and it forms the logical basis of his theory; ontology is based on a distributive
rendering of class membership, so that distributive class expressions are identical with
general nouns applicable to individuals. Mereology, then, considers collective class
expressions understood as being composed of parts. By the distinguishing of the two
latter branches of philosophy, Russell’s paradox is avoided: there is no such thing as a
class containing itself. Mereology is weaker than set theory in so far as it only admits
one relation of inclusion (part of), opposed to the two in set theory (membership rela-
tion and subset relation, which in Lesniewski’s thought is separated as belonging to
ontology and mereology, respectively). Mereology in this sense of the word thus has
the advantage of being “bottomless”, the compositional foundation of a class upon the
existence of ultimate members being avoided. This implies that mereology is “phe-
nomenological” in so far as it may describe a given level of phenomenal existence
without recourse to a bottom level of atomistic ontology, a crucial aspect of the semi-
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Semiotics as a study taking significant phenomena in general as its
object, is faced with the problem of the signification of wholes in re-
lation to the signification of its parts as a completely everyday phe-
nomenon, and the recognition of distinct levels or layers of sig-
nification is also a well-known idea in most parts of semiotics. Taking
the prototypical case of a text as an example, semiotics is faced not
only with the traditional linguistic question of the organization of
phonemes and morphemes into words, and in turn, words into sen-
tences by means of syntax, but also, in turn, the successive integration
of sentences into more extensive wholes of transphrastic discourse,
periods, scenes, scripts, narrations, genres, systems of ideas, etc. As is
the case in the sciences more generally, this mereological problem
gives rise to two typical approaches; the one, reductionist, takes a
compositional attitude to the signification of wholes which is conse-
quently seen as some kind of sum of its elements, so that an algo-
rithmic syntax of some sort is supposed to make it possible to derive
the whole’s signification from the knowledge of the signification of its
parts. The second, holist, stance takes the signification of the higher
levels as irreducible, relying on their own phenomenological motiva-
tion, and, correlatively, the parts as being an analytical result of a par-
titioning of the whole, expanding the possibilities of the whole and
making its signification in the single case more precise.2

otic perspectives in mereology. This implies the possible affinity of mereology to
strongly nominalist positions claiming mereology to be without any ontological pre-
suppositions whatsoever (as in Lesniewski’s case, and after him, Goodman) — even if
this is no necessity, and mereology may as well be connected to realist positions, for an
actual example: Barry Smith. Lesniewski was influenced by the part-whole reflections
of the Brentanian tradition: Husserl’s 3rd and 4th Logical Investigations, in turn influ-
enced by Brentano’s Deskriptive Psychologie (1890), and Carl Stumpfs Uber den
psychologischen Ursprung der Raumvorstellung (1873). For further accounts for these
developments, see Smith (1982, 1994). In this essay, we shall stick to mereological
aspects of decidedly semiotic currents of thought.

Even if none of the four authors discussed here use the word, | have chosen it as a
shorthand for "doctrine of whole and parts” and similar more complicated expressions.

Of course, each of these two alternatives displays a host of subvariants of more and
less sophisticated types, ranging from a completely compositional logicist theory in the
one end and to almost mystical insistances on the wholes’ autonomy in the other.
Moreover, there is not necessarily a contradiction between the two; it is perfectly pos-
sible to imagine compromises, so as, e.g., an emphasis on the primacy of the holist
level giving rise to motivated, iconic syntaxes governing its parts — combined with a
recognition of the possibility for these syntaxes of assuming, once established, an
autonomous status involving local compositionality.
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In this paper | shall briefly discuss the mereological implications in
four major trends of semiotics with different degrees of connection to
the Brentanian tradition in philosophy from which modem mereology
originate, namely Husserl, Jakobson, Hjelmslev, and Peirce. Husserl,
of course, is a Brentanian, and in his famous 3rd Logical Investiga-
tion, he outlines a theory of parts and wholes as a part of formal on-
tology. The second, Jakobson, has direct connections to this tradition,
primarily via Husserl; the third, Hjelmslev, displays striking similari-
ties with the tradition without any direct influence admitted; the
fourth, Peirce, working simultaneously with Brentano, has no relation
at all to the tradition but still structural similarities abound.

Husserl

It is strange how little Husserl’s work is recognized or even known in
the semiotic world. In fact, most of his work either explicitly deals
with or at least touches upon issues central to semiotics. In his early
work, around the period of the Philosophie der Aritmetik, he even uses
the word himself , and later, in his chef-d’oeuvre Logische Unter-
suchungen (1900-1901), he investigates a whole series of central se-
miotic questions. Logische Untersuchungen ought to count as a classic
of semiotics. Its long Prolegomena contains a detailed attack on psy-
chologism in logic and semiotics — in so far it constitutes a major
contribution to the fundamental anti-psychologism of general semiot-
ics alongside Peirce’s strongly related position. The first investigation
draws a distinction between two sign types, Ausdriicke and Anzeichen,
respectively: signs conferring meaning to an object vs. signs merely
indicating an object. The second investigation is a critique of empiris-
tic abstraction theories attempting to make induction the source of
abstract knowledge — and it points instead to a phenomenological
change in conception modus as responsible for abstraction’s grasp of
ideal objects. The third investigation, to which we shall return below,
constructs the foundations for a formal ontology of wholes and parts
which form a basis for all phenomenological and semiotic investiga-
tions in so far as it makes possible to distinguish proper parts from
non-proper parts, the last including what is usually called properties.
The fourth investigation takes the mereology of the third as the foun-

Cf. Husserliana XII which contains among other writings “Zur Logik der Zeichen
(Semiotik)”.
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dation of a pure, that is, a priori grammar, mapping dependence rela-
tions between linguistic entities; nouns and sentences are taken as in-
dependent primitives which other linguistic entities are dependent
upon. The fifth investigation is the first sketch of Husserl’s intention
theory, distinguishing between the quality, the matter, the representa-
tive content, and the object of an act, respectively. The quality is in
our days’ terms a speech act category; it refers to the act’s character of
being propositional, imperative, wishing, etc. The matter of the act is
the way its object is presented in the act, and the representative con-
tent, finally, is the degree of fulfilment with which the object is pre-
sented (perception representing the highest degree of fulfilment, and
linguistic representations (“signitive acts”) and imaginations (“imagi-
native acts”) like fantasies, pictures, dreams, memories, etc. being act
types with lower degree of fulfilment). All these aspects of the act are
presented as moments, that is, “unechte Teile”, in the terminology of
the third investigation4. Finally, the sixth investigation takes up epis-
temology on the basis outlined in the former investigations; here, the
central problem of categorial intuition (how categories, among them
linguistic categories, possess their own type of intuitive fulfilment3) is
discussed.

As is evident, most of the issues discussed in the Logische Unter-
suchungen lie at the heart of semiotics, and the mereology of the third
investigation forms a crucial piece of formal ontology for the descrip-
tion of all these subjects. The main idea is that all objects may be de-
scribed in terms of parts and wholes, and that two types of parts may
be distinguished. Proper parts and non-proper parts, or, parts versus

moments, respectively. Parts — “echte Teile”, or “Stiicke”, or con-
crete parts — are parts which may be separated from the whole they
constitute, while moments — “unechte Teile”, or aspects, or abstract

parts — are parts which may not be so separated. This sparse defini-
tion may be extended to relative autonomy and dependence, respec-
tively, so that one object is relatively dependent on another if that
content may only exist in connection to the other or parts of it. This
idea makes possible the crucial structure of three possible dependence
relations between parts:

As a matter of fact, the question of whether the object is a genuine part or a mo-
ment ot the act is crucial to the division between realist from transcendental ontology.

I discuss the categorial intuition concept and its extension in Stjemfelt (forthcom-
ing a).
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Fassen wir irgendein Paar von Teilen eines Ganzen ins Auge, so beste-
hen folgenden Mdglichkeiten:
1. Zwischen beiden Teilen besteht ein Verhdltnis der Fundierung.

2. es besteht diese Verhéltnis nicht. Im ersteren Falle kann die Fund-
ierung

a) eine gegenseitige,
b) eine einseitige sein ...” (Husserl 1984: 264-265).

Husserl’s mereological investigations includes further points of inter-
est — so as for instance the difference between wholes requiring a
moment of unity and wholes not requiring it. Smith (1994: 236) sum-
marizes Husserl’s ideas in a small taxonomy. Between wholes,
Husserl distinguishes those which do not require additional objects to
exist (such as nut and bolt), opposed to those that require additional
unifying objects (such as nails or glue). The last category yields two
subtypes, depending on whether the unifying object is a concrete part
or an abstract moment. In the latter case, he moment of unity will cor-
respond to von Ehrenfels’s Gestaltqualitéten.

This distinction is related to different versions of gestalt theory,
cf. Barry Smith’s recapitulation of the Austrian gestalt school’s “pro-
duction theory” requiring such a moment of unity in addition to the
parts, as opposed to the Berlin gestalt school’s claim that no parts of a
gestalt are genuine and all parts are moments only accessible by ab-
straction. (Smith 1994: ch. 8). Both schools’ theories have their ad-
vantages and flip sides. The Graz school has the advantage of distin-
guishing between a part and the role played by that part in the gestalt
in question, while the Berlin school tends to blur this distinction and
construct a holism. The Graz school, on the other hand, tends to come
close to Helmholtz’s old idea of gestalt-like phenomena being the re-
sult of “unbewusste Schllisse” so as to make them an additional fea-
ture added to sense data by the intellect — while on the other hand the
Berlin school does not follow this subjectivist idea: its holism has the
merit of integrating both subjective and objective determinants as re-
sponsible for the gestalt, and so the Berlin school will find gestalts not
only in the physiology of the gestalting subject, but also in the purely
objective, even physical surroundings. Smith’s conclusion is not
unanimous, but it seems as if the two schools correspond to different
gestalt possibilities on a continuous scale rather than being mutually
exclusive, so that both very subjective and very objective gestalts as
well as a large range of intermediate types are possible. We can not go
further into this huge discussion here, but a further clarification of
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types and subtypes of gestalts and their relation to their parts will no
doubt enrich the semiotic discussion of mereology.

Finally, Husserl’s fourth Investigation should be added. Here, he
outlines a pure, a priori grammar using the mereological tools of the
third Investigation — an idea, as a matter of fact, closely related to
Hjelmslev’s idea (cf. below). In contradistinction to Hjelmslev’s em-
pirical idea of using mereology as a descriptive metalanguage for lin-
guistics, Husserl’s idea is to base the mereological description of lan-
guage on certain ontological presuppositions, namely the privileging
of the noun and sentence, respectively, as independent entities (after
the Scholastic distinction between kategorematica and synkategore-
matica, respectively, the former possess an autonomous signification).
Furthermore, Husserl defines the important distinction between Wid-
ersinn and Unsinn, respectively — logical and grammatical nonsense,
respectively, where the latter depends on irreconcilable syncategore-
matica being combined, while the former is grammatical correct while
contradictory. Husserl’s sketches of a pure grammar received more
interest in logic than in linguistics: they became very important for
Ajdukiewicz, Lesniewski, and the development of categorial gram-
mar. But even so, a volume like the brillant Rational Grammar by
Jean-Louis Gardies not only outlines the Wirkungsgeschichte of the
fourth Investigation, it also gives a detailed account of its possible
implementation in linguistics.

Jakobson

The fact that Jakobson’s version of structural linguistics involves
strong influences from Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen is clearly
stated at several occasions in Jakobson’s oeuvre, but it has only re-
ceived general recognition after the work of ElImar Holenstein who, in
a period of relative phenomenological oblivion during the sixties-
seventies, never ceased to underline the crucial lines of connection
between structuralism and phenomenology (Holenstein 1975, 1976).
He even traced three or four variants of phenomenology taking each
their characteristical departure in the Logische Untersuchungen, as
follows (after Holenstein 1976: 586):

The schema is, of course, schematic, and lots of influences cross the main lines
indicated. lhus, it is well known that Heidegger was hugely influenced by the 3rd in-
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Prolegomena 2 3 4 6

Eidetic Structural Tralfscendental
phenomenology phenomenology enomenology
Miinchen-Gottingen Prague Husserl’s Existential
phenomenology structuralism phenomenology philosophy

French phenomenology
Anti-psychologism (Gestalt psychology)

Autonomous Autonomous Correlation

phenomena linguistics subject-object

Eidetic universals Structural universals
Objective Subjective
idealism decisionism

In this respect, the first, third, and fourth Investigations, on the sign,
mereology, and pure grammar, respectively, become founding texts for
structural semiotics with their emphasis on the possibility of unfolding a
set of a priori foundations for the study of semiotic phenomena.

As early as a very young member of the Moscow Linguistic Circle,
Jakobson was acquainted with the Logische Untersuchungen through
the Russian Husserl disciple Gustav Spet (Jakobson 1985: 281); the
Prague Circle which he joined in the twenties was influenced by
Husserl through its founder Vilem Mathesius (Jakobson 1971b: 713),
and to the end of his life, Jakobson did not cease to emphasize the
central role of Husserl in the development of semiotics (Jakobson
1985: 203) and structural linguistics7. As a main figure in the Prague
Structuralism, Jakobson placed a great emphasis on the 3rd and 4th
Logische Untersuchungen especially, and several times he underlined
his view of linguistics as a science investigating a hierarchy of wholes

vestigation, just like the 6th investigation’s discussion of categorial intuition is impor-
tant for both eidetic and structural phenomenology.

7 Jakobson (1985: 189). Here, he claims that the 3rd Logical Investigation is “... one
of the milestones for the initial advance of structural linguistics ...”.
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and parts8, and he envisioned language as a whole as a “pattern ot re-
lations”. In one of his major accomplishments as a linguist, the defini-
tion of the phoneme, he used Husserlian concepts not only to under-
line the anti-psychological character of the phoneme (Jakobson 1971a:
314), but also to describe the phoneme as composed of inseparable
aspects (‘feature bundle’). Jakobson never made one over-all theory of
language, convinced as he was that linguistics must be made up of
pieces taken from widely differing sources, ranging from anthropol-
ogy to mathematics, but the mereological issue is also to be found in
his most well-known contribution to the formal research of language,
his notion of the “marked” versus “unmarked” units of language. His
main idea here is that language at many levels makes use of a para-
digmatic opposition between parts which are defined by asymmetric
dependence . Markedness is defined as follows: “Eine der wesentli-
chen Eigenschaften der phonologischen Kaorrelation besteht darin,
dass die beiden Glieder eines Korrelationspaares nicht gleich-
berechtigt sind: das eine Glied besitzt das betreffende Merkmal, das
andere besitzt es nicht; das erste wird als merkmalhaltig bezeichnet,
das zweite — als merkmallos ...”10 The opposition between these two
is contradictory, in so far the unmarked term does not imply the ab-
sence of the feature implied by the marked term, it only implies the
absence of any reference to that feature, be it positive or negative.
Later, a correlated idea is presented in the theory of zero-signs, refer-
ring to the “opposition de quelque chose avec rien”, with a Saussure
quote (Jakobson 1971b: 213). The marked term is dependent on the
unmarked, not vice versa. This asymmetry implies, furthermore, that
the unmarked term by Vertauschung may play the role as the more
general term of which the marked term forms a part. A semantic ex-
ample will serve:

Like in "Parts and Wholes in Language” where he begins: “In the second part of
Edmund Husserl’s Logische Untersuchungen — still one of the most inspiring contri-
butions to the phenomenology of language — two studies devoted to “Wholes and
Parts'’ introduce the philosopher’s meditations on “the Idea of Pure Grammar”. In spite
oi manifold aspects of interdependence between wholes and parts in language, lin-
guists have been prone to disregard this mutual relationship” (Jakobson 1971b: 280),
and further, “The structure of the verbal code is perhaps the most striking and intricate
example of whole-part relations that are built hierarchically” (Jakobson 1971b- 282-
283).

It is a strange fact that Jakobson not explicitly refers to the Logische Untersuchun-
gen in his definitions of the zero-sign or the markedness/unmarkedness distinction.
Holenstein (1975, 1976) does not mention any such direct influence either.

Jakobson (1971b: 3), with reference to Prince N. Troubetzkoy.
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Horse Cow Elephant

\ N\

Mare Stallion Cow Bull

The two extremes, horses and elephant, symmetry prevails; there is a
mutual dependence between “mare” and “stallion” and a one-sided
dependence of both on “horse”, so here markedness is used to erect
co-ordinate subclasses of a class. In the elephant case, English does
not admit special terms for the sexes (except for a duplication of the
cow-bull distinction).

With respect to cows, however, “bull” is the marked term, while
“cow” is unmarked. This implies two different meanings of “cow”,
general and specific, respectively. This is to say that in neutral con-
texts, the unmarked term is used; when you for instance see a field
with cows and bulls on it, you can indicate them all by pointing to
them and stating: “See the cows”, while if one of your children points
to a bull and adds: “See the big cow”, you will answer: “That’s no
cow, it is a bull”. So the term “bull” is unilaterally dependent on the
term “cow”. The unmarked term, so Jakobson, has a zero-meaning (in
this case, with respect to gender) in contrast to the marked term, but it
is characteristical that the semantics of the unmarked term now oscil-
lates between referring to the marked feature being absent on the one
hand or referring to the absence of any marked feature on the other.
(Cf. the specific and the general use of the word). “Cow” consequently
oscillates between entertaining a one-sided and a mutual dependence
with “bull”. This feature is, of course, not only found at many levels in
language structure, but also for pragmatic reasons in use, when you
want to single out some (small) marked subset of a set:

“All linguists are stupid, exceptfor cognitive linguists”:

linguists

In short, this distinction may be invoked when you want to express
that something is part of a larger whole, but yet an atypical part.

Thus, the linguistic distinction between marked and unmarked
seems to correspond to a cognitive and phenomenological relation
pertaining to prototypicality. If you take as a basis a prototypical case,
then the appearance of a non-typical case will possess an ambiguity: it
is, on the one hand, part of the category, but, on the other hand, it dif-
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fers from the prototypical case at the centre of the category. Hence, it
is motivated to distinguish this case from the prototypical case, so that
a seemingly symmetrical opposition is constructed. Yet, the prototypi-
cal case’s categorizing power still extends to the marginal case, so that
will still be subsumed under its main category. Thus, the marked cate-
gory is at one and the same time in opposition to the unmarked cate-
gory and constitutes a subtype of it — the core characteristic of the
marked/unmarked relationship. This corresponds to the fact that in
semantics, the tendency is that the case considered most normal, wide-
spread, prototypical, stereotypical (or any other typicality measure)
case is referred to by the unmarked term, while the less typical case is
referred to by the marked term, the marked term’s expression typically
being longer and more complicated than the unmarked term . Thus,
the marked/unmarked distinction finds its foundation in a phenome-
nological mereology.

Hjelmslev

A much more ambitious and reflective theory is Louis Hjelmslev’s
glossematics (partly conceived in cooperation with Hans-JOrgen
Uldall). It is probably not very well known that this theory is founded
almost unanimously on a mereology. In opposition to Jakobson, how-
ever, this theory’s relation to the central European mereology is much
less clear. Glossematics takes as its point of departure the necessity of
basing the cultural sciences taken as a whole on a relation as unani-
mous as the concept of quantity in natural sciences. This relation is
taken to be quality, measured in dependences. The dependence of one
phenomenon on another is taken to be the very basis of the theory in
Uldall’s Outline of Glossematics. In his magistral and beautiful intro-
duction to the glossematic project, Prolegomena to a Theory of Lan-
guage (Danish Omkring sprogteoriens grundlceggelse, 1943), Hjelm-
slev takes the central object of the theory of language to be the sign,
which he analyses as follows:

Even politically correct language politics, eager to deconstruct the asymmetry
inherent in the markedness-unmarkedness distinction, can not avoid this, cf. long
marked forms like “*African-American” vs. short unmarked forms like “American”.
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expression content

form

substance

(matter)

The idea, now, is that the central object of the study of language as a
system are the two boxes of form. Form of expression and form of
content, respectively, are the two areas which may be grasped by
glossematics, and even the sign, correlating units from those two do-
mains, does not belong to the linguistic system, but to the use only.
This implies that not only the matter of expression and content, re-
spectively, that is, phonetic matter and the phenomenological world
referred to is left out of scope, but also expression and content in so
far as they are substances formed by linguistic form. As the central
object left, the respective systems of form of expression and form of
content are now made the objects of linguistic analysis. This is pur-
sued by beginning with the discourse as an undivided whole, and
analysis now is supposed to partition this object into invariant parts,
named functives, registering the internal function relationship between
them. Having exhausted this description at a given level, analysis goes
on to repeat the procedure as to the internal structure of the elements,
and the procedure is supposed to go on until a bottom offigurae (sim-
ple expression and content units) is reached on each of the two do-
mains. Thus, Hjelmslev adheres to what Langacker calls the building
block metaphor. The first partitioning is supposed to give the two
functives expression and content, thereafter follows (e.g.) periods,
sentences, morphemes, etc.

Here, the idea of a glossematic algebra of dependences finds its
place. Between two functives on a given level, three so-called func-
tions may be discerned, defined by types of dependence. Three possi-
ble dependences may hold between two functives: dependence, inter-
dependence, and correlation (which is the absence of dependence).
Dependence occurs when one part requires another for its presence
(but not vice versa), interdependence occurs when two parts mutually
require each other and consequently only appears together, while con-
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stellation occurs when the occurrence of two parts is free, and both,
one, or none of them is equally possible. Hjelmslev now distinguishes
between dependences in the domains of linguistic linearisation and
system, defined by both-and relations and either-or relations, respec-
tively, which in his vast terminological system are christened selec-
tion, solidarity, combination, and specification, complementarity,
autonomy, respectively (Hjelmslev 1943: 37). We can illustrate
Hjelmslev’s idea with an example from the syntactic field. Selection,
one-sided dependence, is at stake, for instance, in the relation between
main clause and relative clause (a relative clause may not occur with-
out a main clause, while the opposite is not the case). Solidarity, two-
sided dependence, occurs for instance at the sentence level between
noun phrase and verb phrase, and combination, zero dependence, is
found e.g. between the two functives of a compound noun.

It is striking that Hjelmslev here as the basis for his theory of lan-
guage takes three mereological types of dependences very well known
in the Brentanist tradition. We find them in Brentano, for instance, and
at a prominent place in the 3rd Logische Untersuchungen we find the
identical distinction between “gegenseitige”, “einseitige”, and no rela-
tion, respectively (Husserl 1984: 264-265, cf. above).

There is not, however, any mention in Hjelmslev as to where he is
inspired to his triad of dependencies which he merely “predicts” for
purely formal reasons. While his co-founder of the Copenhagen circle
and enemy Viggo BrOndal refers to Husserl, just like their common
disciple Diderichsen does decades later, there is no mention of any
phenomenological inspiration in the Prolegomena n At several occa-
sions, Diderichsen remarks upon the complete similarity between the
dependence calculi of the Prolegomena and Logical Investigations,
but no further explanation is given.13 The reasons for this is hard to
guess, but three possibilities (at least) are at hand. One is, of course,
that Hjelmslev simply came upon the idea of a mereological grammar

The only reference to Husserl found in Hjelmslev is in the early Principes, but
even if it refers to the 4th investigation, it is pejorative: “... la theorie etrange du phi-
losophe HUSSERL™ (Hjelmslev 1928: 40).

None of two recent comprehensive treatises on Hjelmslev mentions any possible
relation to Husserl (Gregersen 1992, Rasmussen 1992).

Diderichsen returns over and over again to the fact that linguistics in general tends
to focus upon "three main types of grammatical connexion”, and at several occasions
he mentions in that context Husserl’s mereological analyses from Logische Unter-
suchungen as strikingly similar to structural linguistics (Diderichsen 1966: 107 [1947],
137 [19481, 207 [1952]) but he yields no indication as to the possible relationship be-
tween Husserl and Hjelmslev.
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independently; another is that the absence of references is due to the
very radical and autonomy-claiming linguistics he is about to found.
Unlike his companion BrOndal, much more Jakobsonian in spirit in his
reference to the philosophical tradition and to a multiplicity of sources
for his version of structuralism, Hjelmslev wants to free himself from
any metaphysics, inspired by logical positivism as he is. Maybe he
saw too much metaphysical heritage in references to the phenomenol-
ogical tradition? A third possibility is influence via an intermediate (so
as for instance Anton Martyl4, both Jakobson and BrOndal seem un-
likely in that role) or from a common source of inspiration (Brentano).

If we go into the history of glossematics in more detail, an even
more complicated relation to mereological considerations shows up.
In addition to the dependence calculus of the Prolegomena, Hjelmslev
has a further concern with mereological issues in his calculus of so-
called “concept zones” (in the content side, approximately corre-
sponding to “semantic domains™) and their parts. This idea appears as
early as 1933, in the context of the semantic motivation of grammatic
categories and in direct discussion with Jakobson’s markedness con-
cept (Hjelmslev 1985: 35ff). Jakobson’s binarism of course implies
that paradigms with three terms must be analyzed as degenerate ver-
sions of four-term systems obtained by the combination of two two-
term systems. Arguing against binarism, Hjelmslev proposes —
probably with inspiration from BrOndal — a tripartition instead of a
bipartition of the zone of a given conceptual substance, yielding two
opposed parts with a neutral domain between them. (To see which use
Hjelmslev makes of these ideas, let us mention his analysis of gram-
matical numerus which is seen as founded on the concept zone of dis-
crete versus compact, including a neutral zone between them. Hjelm-
slev 1972: 94f). Interestingly, Hjelmslev calls this calculus “sublogi-
cal”; it is inspired by Levy-Bruhl’s idea of “participation” in “primi-
tive” thought where opposed terms may share content. Thus formal
logic is supposed to be one possible derivate from this sublogical ba-
sis, an idea not unrelated to Husserl’s idea of a phenomenological
foundation of logic (Husserl 1985).

Such a three-part zone now may be occupied by different terms,
defined by placing each their emphasis on differing combinations of

4 Marly, whose 1908 Untersuchungen zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Grammatik
und Sprachphilosophie refers to the Logische Untersuchungen. Hjelmslev refers to
Marty at several occasions, but not directly in connection to the dependence algebra.
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the three parts of the zone, this emphasis indicated by a slash in the
relevant part(s) of the concept zone:

So a term of a paradigm is now seen as a specific combination of the
three parts of the paradigm’s concept zone. Thus, Jakobson’s marked-
ness-unmarkedness distinction corresponds to only two of these possi-
bilities, namely the term occupying only one of the opposed terms
(markedness), together with the term indistinctly occupying the whole
concept zone (unmarkedness). Thus, unmarkedness is no longer the
mere absence of the marked term, unmarkedness is reconstructed as
the vague presence of the whole of the concept zone. But the distribu-
tion of the emphasis/non-emphasis over the three-part concept zone
yields seven possibilities (with the exclusion of the zero case without
any emphasis at all) instead of two. Later in the development of
glossematics, this calculus is further complicated by the introduction
of two emphasis degrees (already in 1934, cf. Hjelmslev 1972), and in
the elaborated technical presentation of glossematics in the “Resume”
of the early forties (Hjelmslev 1975), a new set of seven possible em-
phasis patterns over three-part concept zones is established. These
different emphasis terms now combine pairwise to give no less than
twelve possible different polar opposites within one and the same con-
cept zone (Hjelmslev 1975: 42), just like systems with from two up to
six internally opposed terms appear as a possibility of different em-
phases of a concept zone (ibid. 31-32). It must be said, though, that
the implicit constraints preventing free combination to give an even
larger set of possibilities are never made explicit, and neither of the
two recent and very thorough reconstructions of Hjelmslev (Gregersen
1992, Rasmussen 1992) are able to make clear the nature and role of
these constraints. In our context, it must be added, though, that the
concept zone calculus in its “bound” variant is argued to give exactly
the three dependence types as a corollary (Hjelmslev 1975: 60). Thus,
it might be said that just like in Husserl, an explicitly mereological
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calculus (the partitioning of the concept zone it into three parts and
their possible combinations) results in a dependence calculus — even
if the route of derivation is much more labyrinthine in Hjelmslev’s
case and necessitates further research surpassing the scope of this pa-
per. As to the influence question, there seems to be a thin thread lead-
ing from the 3rd investigation via Jakobson’s markedness concept to
Hjelmslev’s complicated three-value markedness calculi and further
on to his three dependence types — but without any explanation as to
how exactly the same dependence calculus appears at each end of that
thread.

Anyway, the radical purism in Hjelmslev’s dependence calculus as
well as in his concept zone calculus also has other conseuences which
is my main reason to bring him into the discussion in this context of
actual mereological thought. Hjelmslev’s purism namely displays
some dangers in a too consequent mereological approach. To see this,
take Hjelmslev’s mereological treatment of linguistic tradition. The
whole inventory of morphology and syntax, of distinctions between
syllables, words, flections, sentences, hypotaxis, parataxis, etc. must
be given up completely in favour of a purely mereological description.
We are not supposed to distinguish preposition and government, e.g.,
in any other way than by knowing that one selects the other, the whole
complex of the two again being independent of the clause as a whole
on sentence level. The same goes for semantics where the shortcom-
ings of the theory were most easily felt; the consequent mereological
approach prohibited any phenomenological semantics in so far as the
elements of meaning were allowed to receive purely arbitrary denomi-
nations onlyl5 Being functives, they were to be referred to by alge-
braical letters, and their semantic content was supposed to be read off
their mereological dependencies only16 In lexical semantics, the the-
ory restricted itself to banalities such as that the meaning of “bull” was
dependent on the meanings of “ox” and “male”, respectively.

13 Here, Diderichsen is admirably clear in his early insistence that formal glossematic
description is impossible without a prior phenomenological sensibility for identities
and differences (Diderichsen 1966: 123 [1948]).

16 This consequence is still visible in Greimasian semiotics, having inherited the
whole of its metatheoretical apparatus from the Prolegomena. In the semiotics of the
Paris school, the orthodoxy teaches that denominations of theoretical as well as meta-
theoretical terms are completely arbitrary; still they are invariably chosen so they are
relatively easily understandable with reference to ordinary language or linguistic tradi-
tion.
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What is to be learned from the partial failure of Hjelmslev’s grand
mereological project? The set of restrictions which the theory admits
deliberately cuts it off from possible insights, first in the letting out of
sight language’s reference to any context (“matter”), and second in its
dogmatic decision that any relation between expression is content is
merely arbitrary. Both these ideas have been excellently attacked by
the cognitive semantics tradition17. The main implication in this con-
text, however, to be drawn concerns the consequences of the idea of a
purely mereological dependence calculus used as a descriptive meta-
language. Such a calculus so to speak conceives its object from out-
side, sees it constructed by discrete building-blocks holding a highly
restricted set of dependencies between them. To describe language
and other semiotic phenomena (which is, implicitly, the ambition of
glossematics, the matter of expression being of secondary importance)
it is necessary not to delimit oneself beforehand to one selected cal-
culus (even if it is a fertile one) of description. Moreover, Hjelmslev’s
use of it repeats some of the Berlin School’s less lucky consequences
without gaining its advantages: Hjelmslev ceases to use traditional
linguistic terminology, so that for instance morphology versus syntax
should be mereologically reinterpreted. But doing so, the Graz School
advantage of being able to distinguish a part (a word’s morphology)
from the role played (in sentence syntax) in a gestalt, is lost.

Another drawback is extremely discontinuous character of the cal-
culus, given by the definition of the dependence calculus to hold be-
tween well-defined units of a lower level (which is not a necessary
implication by dependence calculi). All continuous phenomena in sig-
nification is a priori bracketed by the choice of so restricted a meta-
language (on the linguistic expression side intonation, prosodic fea-
tures, gestures; on the content side the whole question of continuous
schemata and their (continuous) eidetic variation in semantic descrip-
tion.)

Finally, a drawback is a fact which Barry Smith has often referred
to: mereology’s explicit and admitted weakness. In Lesniewski’s ver-
sion, this was even picked as a special privilege of the theory, making
it independent of ontological assumptions. The flip side of this is that
mereology’s weakness makes it unfit to describe most empirical
wholes without further formal equipment. In linguistics, this further
equipment is most often tacitly presupposed — in for instance the idea

For instance Ronald Langacker at the “Wholes and their Parts” conference in Bol-
zano 1998, where this paper was presentedgiven.
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of co-existence of terms in a sentence. But dependence relations does
not in any way imply the existence of parts in the same place. A whole
consisting of the tone A, my left shoe and the contour of England is
perfectly admissible. Contiguous wholes thus require at least addi-
tional topologies for their description, making it possible to distin-
guish connected and non-connected wholes — and they may require
metrics, spatio-temporal embedding and much more in order to map
further properties of interest; this goes for objects in general as well as
for objects of semiotics specifically. Mereology and its dependence
calculi do remain a very important formal part of semiotics, but we
have no reason to assume that they exhaust the formalisms necessary,
just like a considerable work in formal ontology will be required to
yield a more refined taxonomy of gestalt types.

Peirce

Consequently, a much more liberal stance must be taken with respect
to which forms may count as significant. A reflection of this kind, also
with mereological implications, is found in Charles Peirce, albeit in
two of the less well-known corners of his theory, namely in his theo-
ries of diagrams and of abstraction, respectivelyl8 As is probably

Peirce’s explicit interest in the whole-part issue is delimited to the article on that
subject in Baldwin’s dictionary. Here, he finds that a whole is always a collection
which is no easily defined concept; moreover, it is, just like in large parts of the Bren-
tano tradition, an ens rationis, an abstraction on the basis of more concrete parts. Just
like the more sensitive parts of this tradition, Peirce will admit both subjective and
objective wholes. He concludes this small article with a alphabetical botanies of whole
types which he does not pursue further, but which may be interesting to quote here
(Peirce 1998, 1: 383):

“Many adjectives are used to distinguish different kinds of wholes. Certain of the
phrases may be defined.

Actual whole: any whole which cannot exist without the existence of its parts.
Usually identified with the Constitute whole. Monboddo’s definition (Ancient Met., i.
479) is not quite accurate.

Collective whole, or aggregate whole: defined by Chauvin as “that which has ma-
terial parts separate and accidentally thrown together into one, as an army”, etc. But the
example shows that organization does not disqualify a whole from being called collec-
tive, although the term totum per aggregationem will no longer be applied to it, in that
case. Inso far as a whole is collective, any other relation between its parts is put out of
view.

Composite whole: a term of Burgersdicius, who (Inst. Met., I. xxii. §7) defines it
as quod ex duabus partibus constat quarum una est in potentia ad alterum et altera
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vice versa actus est alterius. It includes the whole by information and the whole by
inherence.

Comprehensive whole: a whole of logical comprehension.

Constituent whole: a whole which is essential to its parts.

Constitute whole: a whole whose parts are essential to it. See Actual whole
(above).

Continuous whole: a continuum regarded as a whole. In order to define it, it would
first be necessary to define continuity. Now we have, perhaps, not yet succeeded in
analyzing the conception of continuity; for what the mathematicians call by that name,
such as the relations of all real quantities capable of being designated to an indefinite
degree of approximation by means of a whole number and a decimal, does not answer
the requisites of the problem.

Copulative whole: a whole consisting of a sign which is essentially applicable to
whatever certain signs, called its parts, are all applicable, but is essentially inapplicable
to anything to which any one of these signs is inapplicable.

Definite whole: a whole constituted by genus and difference.

Definitive whole: see Definite whole (above).

Discrete whole: the same as a Collective whole (above).

Disjunctive whole: a whole consisting of a sign which is essentially applicable to
whatever any one of certain signs, called its parts, is applicable, but is essentially inap-
plicable to anything to which none of these parts is applicable.

Dissimilar whole: same as Heterogeneous whole (below).

Essential whole: great confusion exists in the use of this very common expression.
Aquinas (Summa Theol., Pt. I. Ixxvi. 8) uses it in a broad sense which would make it
about equivalent to Burgersdicius’ composite whole, or perhaps broader. On the other
hand, it is sometimes restricted to the whole per informationem, and this is perhaps the
best settled use. But others make it include the physical and the metaphysical whole as
its two species.

Extensive whole: a whole of logical extension, usually called a subjective or logi-
cal whole.

Formal whole: a comprehensive whole, especially of essential comprehension. See
Actual whole (above).

Heterogeneous whole: a term of Aquinas; a whole whose parts are dissimilar from
the whole.

Homogeneous whole: a term of Aquinas; a whole whose parts are similar to the
whole, as the parts of a whole of water are.

Integral whole (a term in common use since Abdlard’s time): Blundevile (1599)
says, “Whole integral is that which consisteth of integral parts, which though they
cleave together, yet they are distinct and severall in number, as man’s body, consisting
of head, brest, belly, legs, etc.” The usual definition is quod habet partem extra par-
tem, which restricts it to space. Burgersdicius, however, says that parts which differ in
their ordinal places are partes extra partes.

Integrate whole: a pedantic variant of Integral whole (above).

Logical whole: same as Universal whole (below).

Mathematical whole: same as Integral whole (above).

Metaphysical whole: a whole in that respect in which a species is the whole of its
genus and difference. See Formal whole (above).
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well known, one of the main projects of Peirce’s philosophy is the
classification of signs — signs in general, including the signs used in
the sciences, so that his theory by the same token becomes an episte-
mology. A crucial part of this epistemology connects the two issues of
diagrams and abstraction (which, if taken separately, form rather re-
mote and seemingly insignificant branches in Peirce’s vast tree of
triparting distinctions19).

Natural whole: a term proposed by Hamilton to replace Comprehensive or Meta-
physical whole; as if that were not sufficiently provided with aliases under which to
hide itself.

Negative whole: a unit regarded as a whole, as in the phrases dens totus est ubique,
and anima est tota in toto corpore.

Physical whole: a whole compounded of substance and accident; but some say of
matter and form; and some that both come to the same thing. In the peripatetic view,
however, substance is form, not matter.

Positive whole: a whole consisting of parts. See Negative whole (above).

Potential whole: same as Universal whole (below); so called because the genus
does not actually, but only potentially, contain the species, etc.

Potestative whole: a term of Aquinas; equivalent to Potential whole (above).

Predicative whole: a whole of logical depth.

Quantitative whole: same as Integral whole (above).

Similar whole: see Homogeneous whole (above).

Subject whole: same as Subjective whole (below).

Subjective whole: a very venerable name for Universal whole (below).

Substantial whole: a whole of logical breadth.

Universal whole: see Universal.

Whole by accident: such a whole as neither essentially belongs to the parts nor the
parts to it.

Whole by aggregation or aggregative whole: same as Collective whole (above) in
an exclusive sense.

Whole by information: a compound of act and power in the same kind, such as
man, according to the Aristotelian theory of the soul.

Whole by inherence: same as Physical whole (above).

Whole by itself or per se: a whole which essentially belongs to its parts or its parts

to it.”
14 Thus, as to diagrams, they are a subspecies of icons. One of Peirce’s most famous
classifications is the tripartition of signs as to their reference to their object which may
take place due to similarity, cause, or convention, giving icons, indices, and symbols,
respectively. Now these three are not species of a genera, they are rather to be con-
ceived of as Russian dolls, so that indices typically involve icons, and symbols involve
both the simpler types of signs. Now, the category of icons is in turn subdivided again,
into images, diagrams, and metaphors. The first icons are like their object with respect
to a simple quality, the second due to interrelations between its parts, and the third
locates a similarity in a third object.

As to hypostatic abstractions, they form a triad together with concrete signs and
collective signs (referring to individuals and collections, respectively), all of them
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The crucial thing in this respect is that to Peirce, abstract diagrams
are the machines for all necessary reasoning. It is important here to
notice, that the definition of icons as signs by similarity is not trivial;
it is expanded into the definition that an icon is a sign by the contem-
plation of which it is possible to discover new truths not stated in the
construction of the icon. When this is applied to the subtype of icon
called diagram, this implies that by the contemplation of the interrela-
tion of parts in a whole you may discover new properties not stated in
the construction recipe for it. When we want to reason about anything,
be it empirical or apriorical, we imagine a diagram of it, and then we
observe the diagram while we perform manipulations of it. Diagrams
thus forms a very general concept in Peirce, including for instance
geographical maps, machine instructions, geometrical figures, graphs,
mental maps, schemata etc. This broad generality is one of the great
points in the concept, being at the same time a basically mereological
concept™®.

The diagram is a stylized picture of its object — and this styliza-
tion involves two kinds of abstractions. One is the so-called “prescis-
sion”, the second of Peirce’s three distinction types, dissociation, pre-
scission, and discrimination, respectively. These separation types, in
fact, form the equivalent in Peirce to the dependence calculi we iso-
lated in the other three semioticians. Dissociation separates independ-
ent objects; prescission separates objects which may be supposed to
exist separately; discrimination separates objects which may only be
represented separately. The precise relation between these distinction
types and the dependence calculi of Husserl and Hjelmslev has not
been established yet, but the following is a first attempt: dissociation
is the distinguishing ability corresponding to constellation in Hjelm-
slev and independence in Husserl, while prescission separates a
founding part from a founded part and discrimination vice versa (so
that interdependent parts may only be discriminated, while unilaterally
dependent parts may be prescinded (the independent part) or discrimi-
nated (the dependent part).

When making a diagram, we must prescind it from the particular
token drawn on a piece of paper so as to grasp it as an ideal object.
Furthermore, the activity we may picture with a diagram by manipu-

subtypes of singular objects which, in turn, form a triad of signs for immediate objects,
including vague signs, singular signs and general signs.

On the crucial role played by diagrams in the mature Peirce’s thought, see Stjem-
felt (2000).
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lating it, may itself be made the object of a higher-order diagram. This
is “hypostatic abstraction” in Peirce’s system, to be sharply distin-
guished from the distinction types: it makes a noun out of a predicate
and thus makes it possible further to investigate the properties of this
predicate. Prescission thus is a focussing mechanism, leading to the
predicative isolation of still more general properties of an object —
while abstraction is an objectifying mechanism, making an object of
thought out of a predicate, or, as Peirce puts it sloganlike, it makes a
thing out of a thought.

Now, in addition to arise by means of prescission, the diagram —
be it empirical or pure — forms a whole consisting of interrelated
parts. The character of the interrelations make certain experiments
possible, and these experiments are now interpreted as holding also
for the object depicted:

Deduction is that mode of reasoning which examines the state of things
asserted in the premisses, forms a diagram of that state of things, per-
ceives in the parts of that diagram relations not explicitly mentioned in the
premises, satisfies itself by mental experiments upon the diagram that
these relations would always subsist, or at least would do so in a certain
proportion of cases, and concludes their necessary, or probable, truth. For
example, let the premiss be that there are four marked points upon a line
which has neither extremity nor furcation. Then, by means of a diagram,

we may conclude that there are two pairs of points such that in passing
along the line in any way from one to the other point of either pair, one
point of the second pair will be passed an odd number of times and the
other point an even (or zero) number of times. This is deduction. (Peirce
1998, 1: 66)2

2l The shortest presentation is probably: “For mathematical reasoning consists in
constructing a diagram according to a general precept, in observing certain relations
between parts of that diagram not explicitly required by the precept, showing that these
relations will hold for all such diagrams, and in formulating this conclusion in general
terms. All valid necessary reasoning is in fact thus diagrammatic” (Peirce 1.54). The
object of mathematics will be pure diagrams of any kind, while ordinary reasoning as
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Take for instance a geographical map — a continuous diagram —
constructed by triangulation from selected points in the landscape.
I can now perform the experiment on the diagram, measuring with a
yardstick and dividing with the scale — showing that there is 40 miles
from Bolzano to Trento — even if this information did not have any
place at all in the construction of the map. To Peirce, this definition of
diagram includes even algebra — in so far as it is possible to manipu-
late algebraic formulae in order to obtain new information (solving
equations, e.g.), algebra must be counted among the central subtypes
of diagrams.

It is an important feature of diagrams that they are at the same time
general and observable (in this way they are Peirce’s version of the
Schemata of Kant’s 1st Critique, uniting concepts and intuition). They
permits us to see, in a token drawing, a diagram type, and hence that
the manipulation we undertake is generally valid for a whole class of
related manipulations, not only the single one undertaken on the dia-
gram drawing. An important diagrammatical operation is the working
together of prescission with abstraction, that is, a diagram property is
selected as an object which may itself be subject to rule-governed ma-
nipulation. Abstraction permits the diagram to be recursive and embed
one diagram with its whole set of procedures as an object in a more
abstract diagram making it possible to investigate the first one. To stay
in the map example, we can for instance generalize from the single
map and abstract the subject of “mapness”, leading to the question of
possible projections giving rise to maps with various properties. In
Husserlian slang, this makes possible to investigate still more abstract
moments as if they were Stilicke.

The strength of the diagram category is that it — in contrast to the
dependence calculi of the early Husserl and of glossematics — dis-
plays the wide variety of (not only) mereological devices used in the
construction of meaning. In any case, namely, a diagram analyses its
object into a collection of interrelated parts, the relations of which
may be specified in many terms in addition to dependence: connect-
edness, boundedness, quantity, locality, form, metric relations ... But
in all cases the relations between the parts must be “ rational” , that is,
they must be defined clearly in order to facilitate unambiguous dia-

well as the empirical sciences will use the same diagrams while being constrained by
the appearance of the world as well.
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gram manipulation. Thus, they include all relations giving possibly
rise to necessary reasoning22

To conclude

The four semioticians discussed here all include mereological investi-
gations at central points of their thought — but they do not ascribe it
the same role. In Husserl, it forms a crucial part of formal ontology,
relevant for any ontological domain whatsoever (but not necessarily
with any claim for being exhaustive for formal ontology), and it sub-
sequently plays a central role in his pure grammar. In Hjelmslev, ex-
actly the same calculus is supposed to be the formalism relevant to
describe all possible formal properties in semiotic systems as a pre-
suppositionless metalanguage deprived of any of the ontological am-
bitions of phenomenology. Yet, Husserl’s refusal that “vague mor-
phologies” may be formalized, may approach him to Hjelmslev, and
their strong reliance on dependence calculi may probably have its rea-
son in their reliance on the former’s weak, methodological reliance
upon logic, and the latter’s strong methodological reliance upon lan-
guage, respectively, both being discontinuous systems. Jakobson, on
the other hand, makes a less theoretical use of mereology, but his the-
ory points towards a pragmatical grounding of mereology in prelin-
guistic, phenomenological perception of wholes with atypical parts —
generalizing the experience of discovery: the sudden appearance of a
new, strange phenomenon within the bounds of the supposedly well-
known. Peirce, finally, from a classificatory point of view, yields the
least explicit, but most comprehensive mereology, including continu-
ous mappings of all sorts, delimited by the efficacity constraint of the
pragmatic maxim only.

Thus, all four of them may contribute to the ongoing investigation
of mereology’s role in semiotics. Hjelmslev’s and Husserl’s precise

2 Maybe this very general notion of diagram — parts with unspecified interrelations
being open to abstraction to classes of interrelations — makes Peirce’s schema an early
forerunner of category theory. Finally, | imagine Peirce’s very wide concept of dia-
gram can not only generalize Kant’s idea of a schema, but also serve as a unifying
concept for the various schema-like ideas that prevail in present-day cognitive seman-
tics (image schemas, force dynamics, landmark-trajectory, etc.). If so, then the seman-
tic processes mapped in this tradition — metaphorical mapping, blending, conceptual
extension etc. — would be understandable as specific variants of manipulation on a
diagram.



96 Frederik Stjernfelt

dependence calculi from one side — freed from the former’s ex-
haustibility claims and fear for ontology — Jakobson’s empirical and
pragmatic fertilization of these ideas — and as a general framework,
Peirce’s sketch of a diagrammatic semiotics including dependence
calculi in its prescission theory and whole-part mappings in its dia-
gram theory. The integration of these insights should make the rela-
tion between semiotics and mereology a serious challenge.
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Mepeonorusa n ceMuoTuKa

CraTbsl faeT 0630p po/M MEepeosiorum — TeopumM YacTell U LenbiX — B
cemmoTuke. KOpOTKO npefcTaBneHa Mepeosiornst YeThbipex KpynHemwumx
cemnoTmkos — lyccepns, AAkobcoHa, Enbmcnesa u Mupca, onucbiBaeTcs
PO/l MEPEOsIOrM B 0OOLLUEM CTPOEHMM UX TEOPWIA CO CCbINKOM Ha Tpa-
ayumio bpeHTaHo. HakoHel, MpeanpuHATa OLeHKa CUbHBIX U Cnabbix
CTOPOH 3TUX YYeHbIX W NpeLnaralnTci HeKoTopble NepcrnekTVBbl faslb-
HEMLNX nccnefoBaHWiA.

Mereoloogia ja semiootika

Artiklis antakse Ulevaade mereoloogia (teooria osadest ja tervikust) rollist
semiootikas. Lihidalt esitletakse nelja suure semiootiku — Husserli,
Jakobsoni, Hjelmslevi ja Peirce’i — mereoloogiat ja kirjeldatakse mereo-
loogia osa nende teooriate Ulesehituses juhindudes Brentano traditsioo-
nist. Pldtakse anda hinnangut nimetatud teadlaste tugevatele ja ndrkadele
kilgedele ja pakutakse vélja mdningad uued uurimissuunad.
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Abstract. The Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico foreshadowed many
of the ideas currently being entertained by the modem cognitive and hu-
man sciences. By emphasizing the role of the imagination in the produc-
tion of meaning, Vico showed how truly ingenious the first forms of rep-
resentation were. His view that these forms were “poetic” is only now
being given serious attention, as more and more linguists and psycholo-
gists come to realize the role of metaphor in the generation of abstract
systems of representation. The Estonian semiotician Yuri Lotman es-
poused a basically similar view, highlighting the role of the poetic imagi-
nation in the generation of the textuality that holds cultures together in
meaningful ways. A comparison of these two exceptional thinkers has
never been entertained. This note aims to do exactly that. Specifically, it
takes a first glimpse at the parallels of thought and method that inhere in
the main works of these two ground-breaking thinkers. Such a comparison
will establish a theoretical framework to make semiotics a true “science of
the imagination”. It will show that semiosis and representation are not tied
to any innate neural mechanisms, but rather to a creative tendency in the
human species to literally “invent itself’.

Introduction

Since the 1970s there has been a noticeable increase of interest and
writing on two previously-neglected figures in the history of ideas —
the Italian philosopher Giambattista Vico (1668-1744) and the Esto-
nian semiotician Yuri Lotman (1922-1993). The reason for this is,
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arguably, that the modem human and cognitive sciences are finally
“catching up” to their ideas. Both were interested, fundamentally, in
unraveling the raison d”tre and origins of meaning structures in the
human species and in how these constituted the source of cultural
systems. Both saw the imagination as the primary faculty of mind un-
derlying the invention of these very structures. Vico called itfantasia;
Lotman characterized it as a kind of energy. Simply put, for Vico and
Lotman Homo sapiens was “sapient” because it was, in essence, an
imaginative creative species. Both went against the Western tradition
of studying the human mind “objectively” or “scientifically”, arguing
that only an orientation based on a study of the imagination would
provide truly meaningful insights into the nature of human knowledge
and of how it is literally created by the mind.

To the best of my knowledge, no one has ever entertained a com-
parison of these two ground-breaking thinkers. That is the purpose of
the present brief note. It is unlikely that the great Estonian semiotician
ever read Vico. So, the comparison to be carried out here is not the
typical one of showing the purported influence of one thinker upon
another. Rather, the perspective to be adopted in this essay inheres
simply in highlighting the remarkable “isomorphisms” that can be
detected in the work of Vico and Lotman. Specifically, the compari-
son will be carried out within the framework of three fundamental
notions, named by Vico asfantasia, ingegno, and memoria (see Ver-
ene 1981, Mooney 1985, Bedani 1989, Danesi 1993 for detailed dis-
cussions of these notions). All citations from Vico’s New Science —
his main work — are taken from T. G. Bergin and M. H. Fisch’s 1984
revised translation of the third edition published in 1744. Allusions to
Lotman’s ideas are based on the following works: Lotman (1977,
1980, 1984, 1990, 1994), Lotman and Uspenskij (1973, 1978), and
Ivanov, Lotman, Pjatigorski, Toporov, and Uspenskij (1998).

Fantasia

In Vico’s times, Cartesianism dominated the academic scene of the day,
causing the older tradition, centered on the study of language and lit-
erature, to lose ground to an emphasis on mathematics, critical philoso-
phy, and the sciences. Vico warned that an emphasis on logic was ulti-
mately counterproductive. Natural learning, he emphasized, followed a
developmental route that started from concrete modes of thinking, pro-
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gressing only gradually, and with significant effort, to rational modes.
In this developmental scenario, Vico viewed the imagination, which he
called the fantasia, as the central force in knowledge-acquisition. His
magnum opus of 1725, La scienza nuova (The New Science, Vico 1984
[1725]) is, in fact, characterizable as a “science of the imagination”, as
Verene (1981) aptly calls it. This work should have guaranteed him a
wide readership and a broad range of responses. But it went virtually
unnoticed until the latter part of the twentieth century as a truly remark-
able treatise on the mind, when the human and cognitive sciences fi-
nally started to take serious notice of the kinds of things Vico was
thinking and writing about over two and a half centuries ago. His ideas
on the nature of human rationality, and on how it must have originated
in the imagination, are not only highly compatible with current thinking
in some of the modem sciences, but they are also highly suggestive of
future directions for these sciences to pursue. The idea that cognition is
an extension of bodily experience, a kind of abstracted sensoriality,
which is starting to receive serious and widespread attention by some
psychologists and linguists, is, as a matter of fact, the unifying principle
that Vico utilized to tie together all the thematic strands that he weaved
throughout The New Science.

Vico argued that this extension is accomplished through the
workings of the imagination. He saw it as the mental faculty that gen-
erated rational thought, language, and ultimately, culture. He sought
access to its workings, not by means of a Cartesian-type method of
observation and analysis, but through a study of the symbolic arti-
facts — especially humanity’s first words and myths — to which the
primordial imagination gave birth. For Vico, Descartes’ “spectator
theory” of knowledge was of little value, for he did not believe in a
world as an object to be studied independently of the individual’s in-
volvement in it. The purported “facts” that scientists discovered were,
for Vico, no more than “artifacts” of the mind. The reason why we are
so convinced by such artifacts is that we ourselves have invented
them. As an alternative to Descartes’ Cogito ergo sum perspective,
Vico proposed one by which humans first feel, then vaguely perceive
what they have felt, and, finally, attempt to develop distinct ideas from
their perceptions. So, in counterposition to Descartes’ Latin maxim,
Vico’s perspective could perhaps be phrased as Sentio ergo sum.

The cornerstone notion of The New Science, ‘poetic wisdom’, can
be found in Book Two. There, Vico’s objective was to discuss the first
form of mentality — the innate universal capacity to think “poeti-
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cally”, i.e. iconically and sensorially. The most important feature of
the poetic mind is that it is highly metaphorical and mythological. It
is, in other words, totally dependent on the images generated by bod-
ily experiences as they are encoded and shaped by the imagination.
From this “poetic” state of mind the first human cultures took shape,
developing the first institutions, especially religious, burial, and mar-
riage rites. The organization of early cultures is, thus, universally “po-
etic;” i.e. it is based upon, and guided by, conscious bodily experi-
ences that have been transformed into generalized ideas by the human
fantasia.

The distinguishing feature of the primordial form of human con-
sciousness is that it allows us literally to “imagine” stimuli that are no
longer present for the sensory system to react to in its biologically-
programmed way. The thought units that result from these images are
iconic signs — units of thought that stand for their referents in direct
ways. These signs also allow humans to think about their referents
away from their contexts of occurrence. Thefantasia can thus “create”
new realities totally within the confines of mental space — hence the
meaning of imagination as a creative faculty. By not being con-
strained to a stimulus-response environment, the imagination has be-
stowed upon humans the capacity to “imagine” fictional (context-free)
beings, objects, and events. The fantasia thus liberates human beings
from the constraints imposed on all other organisms by biology. As
Verene (1981: 101) puts it, the imagination allows humans “to know
from the inside” by extending “what is made to appear from sensation
beyond the unit of its appearance and to have it enter into connection
with all else that is made by the mind from sensation”.

The debate on the imagery goes back to Plato, who separated the
image (eikon) from the idea (eidos). This set in motion the tendency to
view rational thought as separate from mental imagery and as a more
powerful shaper of cognition. Descartes (1637) reinforced this notion
by claiming that mental images proceed without logic, and so cannot
be studied scientifically. The Cartesian view ignores, of course, the
Renaissance tradition of ingenium and the fact that even Plato used
myths or likely narratives as the primary means for gaining access to
an understanding of “reality”. Paradoxically, as Verene (1981) has
pointed out, Descartes’ own style of presentation unfolds in the form
of highly suggestive and creative imagery. What Plato, Descartes, and
all philosophers fixated on the idea forgot, according to Vico, was that
mental imagery is essential to thought. In fact, he makes the ability to
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form and extend images a universal feature of cognition. The fanta-
sia 5 image-making capacity is a primordial power of the human mind
that makes cogpnition itself possible.

Remarkably, in the work of Lotman it is fairly easy to detect the
same Vichian notion that the basic form of mentality is poetic — a
form which he characterizes as energeia, a kind of “creative potency”
that undergirds every act of meaning-making, from the simple inven-
tion of words to the creation of elaborate artistic texts. As Torop
(1999: 11) aptly puts it, Lotman’s notion of creative potency is at the
basis of his corollary notion of modeling — a view that has started to
influence semiotic methodology in systematic ways (e.g. Céceres
Sanchez 1997, Kull 1999, 2000, Torop 1998, Sebeok 1998, Sonesson
1998, Danesi and Perron 1999, Sebeok and Danesi 2000). Essentially,
as | read Lotman with “Vichian eyes”, | see his notion of creative
modeling asfantasia. For both Vico and Lotman this creative faculty
is the force that links the biosphere with the semiosphere in all acts of
representation (see also Cornwell 1992, Kristeva 1994, Mandelker
1994, Kull 1998, and Portis-Winner 1999 on the Lotmanian notion of
semiosphere).

The semiosphere is “the smallest functioning mechanism” (Lotman
1990: 125) of human cognition that allows the mind to conceptualize
basic experiences of sensation. Like the great biologist Jakob von
Uexkill (1909), Lotman finds a constant point of contact between bi-
ology and human mental activity. Uexklll argued that every species
had different inward and outward lives. The key to understanding this
duality could be found in the anatomical structure of the species itself
and in the kind of innate modeling systems it possessed. Animals with
widely divergent anatomies and modeling systems do not have access
to the same kinds of experiences and perceptions (Sebeok 1990,
1994). For Lotman, the ability to convert biospheric reality into
semiospheric reality is the reason why, over time, the human species
has come to be regulated not by force of natural selection, but by the
“force of history”. As opposed to Nature, culture is everywhere
meaningful, everywhere the result of modeling structures that seek to
give meaning, order, and continuity to experience. The aim of semi-
otics is, therefore, to examine, first and foremost, the origin and evo-
lution of the signifying properties of these structures. And if there is
any one finding of semiotic research that stands out from all others it
is that, despite great diversity in the world’s sign systems, the differ-
ence is more one of detail than of substance. These systems serve the
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original functions for which they were designed, revealing strikingly
similar patterns throughout the world.

The semiosphere emerges as a response to a specific human need to
model and interpret the dynamic flux of the world in the form of signs.
Of all the modeling systems that characterize human semiosis, no other
is so powerful and so unique as is language. Language is the ultimate
achievement of semiosis. But, as Lotman reminds us cogently in virtu-
ally all his writings, it is highly interconnected to nonverbal modes of
modeling and communication. Indeed the essence of language is poetry.
It is the same type of modeling — creative simulation — that charac-
terizes drawings, music, artifacts and other nonverbal models of the
world that people make and use routinely. Together with verbal models,
they constitute one huge Text (Lotman 1990: 377).

Thus it is that Vico and Lotman have an identical point-of-
departure in the study of human meaning-making — the imagination.
In both, this is seen as a quality of mind that produces poetic forms
that unite the verbal and nonverbal domains into a holistic Gestalt of
interconnected meanings. This “dialogue” between Nature and the
human mind, as Lotman so often called it, is the fundamental form of
human cognition. It constitutes, as Vico termed it, a poetic wisdom
that is found throughout time and across cultures.

Ingegno

Given the role offantasia or energeia in spurring the human mind to
create its own world of thought, the question becomes: How does one
go from imagining to actually producing signifying structure? For
Vico, as | read him, the answer is to be found in a second unique abil-
ity of human mentation — the ingegno “ingenuity”, “invention”, the
faculty of the conscious mind that organizes the poetic forms pro-
duced by thefantasia into meaningful structures. Whereas the fantasia
is an epiphenomenal product of brain activity, linking body and mind,
the ingegno is a derivative of the fantasia — a kind of “epi-
epiphenomenal” activity, stimulating the mind to carry out its creative
handiwork. It is thus not connected directly to neural processes, oper-
ating totally within mental space as it configures and creates models
of world events. “Making sense” is a product of the ingegno as it im-
poses pattern onto the images that the fantasia creates in mind-space.
The brains of all animals have the capacity to form memorable im-
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ages. This is a survival function. But animals lack the ability to trans-
form their images into invented structures. This inheres in the agree-
ments or resemblances that the human mind alone is capable of mak-
ing between the images produced by the brain and their corresponding
sensory units as registered by the body. As Vico phrases it: “The hu-
man mind is naturally inclined by the senses to see itself externally in
the body” (Vico 1984 [1725]: 236).

The ingegno is, therefore, the source of syntax in language and of
narrative structure in verbal discourse. It was at the creative nucleus of
the earliest myths that humanity literally invented. Laws, scientific
theories, fictional narrations, etc. are all traceable to the ability of the
ingegno “to beget” — the word ingegno derives from Latin in “in” +
gignere “to beget”. Whereas fantasia corresponds to what Charles
Peirce (1839-1914) called firstness, then ingegno corresponds instead
to what he called secondness. The same view is found in Lotman. For
the Estonian semiotician, the ability to make purely invented models
of the world is a derivative of the fundamental creative energy of the
human mind. This is accomplished by an innate ability to shift from
primary poetic modeling to secondary more abstract modeling. This
produces textuality in human affairs, an interconnected form of repre-
sentation that bestows a sense of wholeness and unity upon significa-
tion. Lotman (1990: 138) puts it as follows: “The entire space of the
semiosphere is transected by boundaries of different levels”, which in
turn create “a multileveled system”.

It is within such a multileveled system that symbolic activity
thrives, transforming human consciousness into one that is no longer
only attentive to sensible properties and to spatiotemporal and rela-
tional patterns, but also to all kinds of referents (actual and potential)
in and of themselves within the confines or boundaries of the semio-
sphere, as Lotman calls them. Symbolicity is what creates cultural
textuality. Drawings, narratives, theories, conversations, etc. are thus
all interconnected symbolically, displaying similarities in structure,
signification, and referentiality. Texts incorporate the structural prop-
erties of the symbols with which they are constructed, and deliver
conceptually equivalent meanings. This allows people to envision dis-
tinct bits of information and real-world phenomena as integrated
wholes, rather than as disparate elements of consciousness.
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Memoria

The final question that Vico asks is: How do we remember the mean-
ingful signifying structures that the fantasia brought into existence in
the first place? Vico answers this question with the notion of memo-
ria— the faculty of mind that can detect the latent and original
meaning structures of forms by simple exposure to them. This innate
“sense of and for meaning” is not conscious, but embedded in the
fantasia itself. Memory is thus a form of imagination itself. The crea-
tive imagination, orfantasia, is the faculty that allows us to convert
our sense impressions into images; the memoria is the faculty that
makes these images part of the very structure of the human brain.
Thomas Sebeok (1987) aptly characterizes the operation of this level
of mind as an “affective modeling of knowledge”. Susanne Langer
(1948) has convincingly argued that, at this level of cognition, we re-
call the world through “feeling”, i.e. we “feel” that the world has a
structure. It is at this mnemonic level that one can talk of “imaginative
universals”, as Vico calls them (Verene 1981: 65-95, Mooney 1985:
227-230). These are connected to each other through the medium of
metaphor, which is itself the handiwork of the ingegno. The particular
characteristics of this metaphorically-fabricated mental universe con-
stitute the source of differences among persons and among cultures.
Although it evolved out of thefantasia, it has come to be the dominant
form of mentality.

For Vico metaphor is a mental capacity that results from the inter-
action of the fantasia and the ingegno. As these two deep-level facul-
ties perform their functions in tandem, they generate metaphor, which
can be defined as a kind of epiphenomenal amalgam offantasia and
ingegno. For Vico metaphor is, therefore, a feature of the mind, not of
language. It does, of course, surface constantly in discourse in the
form of verbal metaphors and other verbal tropes (Lakoff and Johnson
1980, 1999, Gibbs 1994, Goatley 1997); but it can also manifest itself
in other ways, such as in visual representational media (e.g. Winner
1982, Hausman 1989).

Vico referred to the operations of the metaphorical mind as poetic
logic. He called the first speakers “poets”, which etymologically
means “makers”. He defined metaphor as a “fable-making” capacity
emerging from poetic logic that creates likenesses among percepts and
perceptual models to create new, and therefore, context-free, associa-
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tions. In this new world of the mind even “inanimate bodies” can be
brought to life:

All the first tropes are corollaries of this poetic logic. The most luminous
and therefore the most necessary and frequent is metaphor. It is most
praised when it gives sense and passion to insensate things, in accordance
with the metaphysics above discussed, by which the first poets attributed
to bodies the being of animate substances, with capacities measured by
their own, namely sense and passion, and in this way made fables of them.
Thus every metaphor so formed is a fable in brief (Vico 1984: 404).

Phylogenetically, the metaphorical capacity emerged to convert im-
ages of thefantasia into memorable concepts. The primordial function
of metaphor inhered in what Verene (1981) calls an *“isness” relation.
Traditionally, metaphor is understood as being tied to analogy, i.e. as
finding something to be “like” something else. For Vico, on the other
hand, the primordial operation of the metaphorical capacity creates an
“isness” among things. Vico claimed that Jove was the first name cre-
ated by humans as they became conscious of the first thundering sky
(Vico 1984 [1725]: 374-384). Once this sky was called Jove, all other
experiences of the same phenomenon can be “found again” in this
name. Jove is, as Verene (1981) points out, our first imaginative uni-
versal, and thus a part of memoria. Something had come into exis-
tence, and this led to a conscious separation of the sky from the earth,
of the divine from the world. From their common perception of Jove
the first conscious humans learned to make sense together. Without
the power of the fantasia, all could have quickly lapsed back into
nothingness.

As metaphorized concepts become more and more removed from
their deep-level origins, settling into their new memory system, they
generate highly abstract structures on their own. Free from sensory
control, these structures gradually come to dominate purposeful
thinking. The mind’s cognitive system is a truly powerful one. It can
be projected onto the external world of reality to partition it, organize
it, classify it, and explain it. These projections of the mind have pro-
duced our symbolic and cultural systems — our institutions, scientific
theories, laws, etc. The structure of these systems, therefore, can be
used to investigate the structure of our memoria. This is Vico’s verum-
factum principle, which posits that we can know only what we our-
selves have made (e.g. Mondolfo 1969, Garin 1972, Verene 1981: 36-
64). Vico’s motivation for this notion comes from his observation
that: “the world of civil society has certainly been made by men, and
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that its principles are therefore to be found within the modifications of
our own human mind” (Vico 1984 [1725]: 331). Vico warns us
throughout the NS that we must never forget how our dominant ab-
stract mode of conceptual thinking originated, and that we should not
ignore the fact that we continue to rely on our imagination when our
abstract mind fails us: “For when we wish to give utterance to our un-
derstanding of spiritual things, we must seek aid from our imagination
to explain them and, like painters, form human images of them” (Vico
1984 [1725]: 404).

If there is any notion in Lotman that, to my mind, is totally iso-
morphic with the Vichian memoria it is his very definition of culture
as a text, which is, in effect, one huge collective memory system, dis-
playing all the properties of neurological memory. Memoria, which
corresponds to Peircean thirdness, is “dialogical” in the sense that it
unfolds as an inner dialectic between individual and history. As an
example, consider the use of the rose as a symbol for love in Western
culture. It originated in the imagination as a way of understanding the
feeling of love because its physical features [sweet smell], [red color],
[plant], are perfect forms for coming to grips with this emotion. As
this form passed into memoria it now stimulates a constant dialogue as
to what it entails in signifying terms. In effect, this symbol “generates
an image of the historical past, which culture transfers into the past
and which, like an equal partner in a dialogue, affects the present”
(Lotman 1990: 272).

The cultural cycle

It is in Book Four of The New Science where Vico develops his theory
of the corso of history in terms of the three ages — the “divine”, the
“heroic”, and the “human”. He portrayed each age as manifesting its
own particular kind of customs, laws, language, and even human na-
ture. He did not, however, see this historical sequence as necessarily
irreversible. So, in Book Five, he elaborated the idea of the ricorso,
the return of an earlier age in the life of a culture. The course of hu-
manity, according to Vico, goes from a poetical nature, through a he-
roic one, to a rationalistic one. Each age has its own kind of mentality
and language. The poetic mentality, for instance, generates myths; the
heroic one, legends; and the rational one, narrative history. Rational-
ity, according to Vico is humanity’s greatest achievement. But, unlike
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Cartesian philosophers, he did not see it as an innate “given”. He con-
sidered to be a point-of-arrival, that was achievable only in a social
ambiance. Human beings do not inherit rationality from their biologi-
cal legacy. Stripped of culture, which is a collective memoria, human
beings would be forced resort to their poetic, or corporeal, imagina-
tions to make sense of the world all over again.

Vico thus proposed a cyclical theory of human cultural evolution,
according to which human societies progress through a series of stages
from barbarism to civilization and then back to barbarism. The term
“barbarism” in Vico refers simply to a primitive stage of civilization.
In the first stage — which he called the “age of the gods” — religion,
burial rites, the family, and other basic institutions emerge to lay the
foundations of human culture. He called this primordial phase of hu-
manity the age of the “gods”, because he saw the first reflective hu-
mans as being filled with fear of natural phenomena such as thunder
and lightening. Not possessing the knowledge to understand or “ex-
plain” such environmental events, the first humans ascribed them to
awesome and frightful “gods” or “divine” creatures — hence the des-
ignation “age of the gods”. In the succeeding “age of heroes”, a domi-
nant class of humans — the “heroes” of the evolving culture —
emerges typically to subjugate the common people. These are beings
with great physical prowess who inspire fear and admiration in the
common people. The latter typically ascribe divine powers to these
“nobles”. After a period of domination, a third stage — the “age of
humans” — invariably takes shape in which the common people rise
up and win equality; but in the process society begins to disintegrate
as it returns to a more vile and violent form of barbarism (rational or
reflective barbarism). This, according to Vico, is the natural “course”
of human civilized cultures — a course that is not linear and endlessly
progressive, but cyclical and finite. Cultures are bom and cultures die.
They do not go on forever.

The key to understanding cultural evolution is language, because it
constitutes the primary mental means by which humans encode their
thoughts and, therefore, can come together in order to help us think
collectively. By studying the language of the people living during a
specific age, Vico claimed, the scientist should be able to reconstruct
theforma mentis of that people. This was, of course, Lotman’s pivotal
view as well. Indeed, he compared culture to a linguistic system, a
kind of “outer reflection” of the structural properties of linguistic sys-
tems. Like Vico, Lotman also saw the first form of language as highly
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poetic (iconic). It is only in cultural contexts that humans speak a ver-
nacular, literal language.

Vico argued for this three-stage historical progression primarily on
the basis of the etymology of our common word-concepts. He persua-
sively demonstrated that words start out as concrete, iconic Gestalten
based on our perceptions of the referents. Then metaphor — the innate
universal ability to make connections among referents—transforms
this sensorially-based meaning-universe into a conceptual one: i.e. one
in which the referents of iconically-formed words are connected into
generalized ideas. Finally, as cognition becomes increasingly more
conceptual through the workings of the metaphorical capacity, the
referents of the word-concepts also become increasingly more abstract
and removed from their perceptual origins. Lotman, too, showed that
the study of history is essentially a study of the meaning structures
that result from a semiosis between body, mind, and culture across
time.

Semiotics as a science of the imagination

In my view, the integration of Vico and Lotman will allow semiotics
to develop a truly powerful investigative method for unraveling one of
the greatest conundrums of all time: How did the mind, language, and
culture come into existence? Their search for an answer to this riddle
led each one, in his own way, to what is arguably the most important
discovery of all time — the “poetic mind”. And, as with many of their
ground-breaking ideas, it is only in recent times that this notion —
called the “savage mind” by Levi-Strauss (1962) — has started to re-
ceive widespread attention.

Lotman has already led the way in transforming semiotics into a
“science of the imagination”. But his view of scientific inquiry still
creates problems among Western scientists for the simple reason that,
in Western culture, the term science has always been synonymous
with the “objective” knowledge of “facts” of the natural world, gained
and verified by exact observation, experiment, and ordered thinking.
The starting point for scientific objectivism is Ancient Greece, when,
ever since Aristotle, Western science has come to embrace the idea
that the physical universe is a great machine operating according to
natural laws. Aristotle laid the foundations for the experimental inves-
tigation of matter by claiming that these laws were determinable ob-
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jectively by human reason. The term science in a Vichian-Lotmanian
framework would have nothing to do with this traditional notion. For
both scholars, we can know only what we ourselves have made, in-
cluding science. The “laws” of Euclidean geometry, for instance, are
not present in the universe in the way that we have specified them.
Rather, they constitute humanity’s cognitive strategy for organizing
and rationalizing our visual perceptions of space.

Anything that humans have themselves made, and institutionalized
culturally, can be designated as “artifactual”. The object of a semiot-
ics, as Lotman has showed, is to study the artifactual world, for it is
through an investigation of all kinds of human “artifacts”, from myths
to languages, that the nature of human thought will reveal itself. When
we strip the mind of its rationalized symbols and codes, then we are
left with a form of perception and memory generated by a primordial
fantasia. This produces a language that is grounded on concrete
modes of thought and perception that reverberate constantly in the
corners of the mind. As Verene (1981: 123) has observed, Vico
claimed that thunder, for instance, must have had a traumatic effect on
the emerging consciousness of our hominid ancestors. That effect is
being “sounded” over and over in the deepest layers of our modern
minds in our symbols and other artifacts.

This radically new way of thinking about science has substantial
implications and ramifications for semiotics and the other human sci-
ences, and can constitute a common grounding and unifying founda-
tion for them in the future. The Vichian-Lotmanian model of mind
offers concrete suggestions for drafting a research agenda that con-
tains the following essential components:

e The essence of mind is the fantasia. Access to this feature can be gained
by studying the products of the mind’s poetic structure.

e The ingegno is the faculty that allows humans to express theirfantasia. It
is the source of metaphor, myth, and all the other products of human
sense-making.

e The memoria is the textuality that emerges from this interplay between
imagining and making of meaning.

e The signifying structures that we use in daily life (signs, texts, etc.) are
end results of imaginative thinking.

Such agendas are actively being pursued by some contemporary sci-
entists of the mind. The research on metaphor mentioned above
(e.g. Lakoff and Johnson 1980, 1999) is a case-in-point. This goes
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contrary to the traditional view of mind as an information-processing
device — a view that has led the human and cognitive sciences astray,
away from a deeper understanding of the mind as a creator of mean-
ings. Literature and myth, not artificial experimental studies, put on
display our conceptions of ourselves and of the mental world which
we have created for ourselves. These products reveal a form of think-
ing that gives pattern and continuity to human experience.

As Peirce (1931-1958, 1: 538) cogently argued, “Every thought is
a sign”. But, as he also wrote, “Not only is thought in the organic
world, but it develops there” (Peirce 1931-1958, 5: 551). The rela-
tively simple, nonverbal models that animals produce are natural
forms that must fit “reality” sufficiently to secure the survival and
“sanity” of the members of a species in their ecological niche. In hu-
man beings, however, the making of models transcends mere survival
functions. And it is so pervasive and powerful that it often becomes
very sophisticated indeed in the adult life of some individuals, as
borne out by Einstein’s testimonial, or by what we know about Mo-
zart’s or Picasso’s ability to model intricate auditory or visual refer-
ents in their heads in anticipation of transcribing them onto paper or
canvas. Language, symbols, art works, scientific theories, etc., as far
as we know, are unique to anthroposemiosis. These make it possible
for humans not only to represent immediate reality, but also to frame
an indefinite number of possible worlds. The imagination-based mod-
eling capacity in humans has led to what Bonner (1980: 186) calls
“true culture”, requiring “a system of representing all the subtleties of
language”, in contrast to “nonhuman culture”. It is on this level, de-
fined as tertiary, that nonverbal and verbal sign assemblages blend
together in the most creative modeling system that Nature has thus far
produced. To study this modeling system meaningfully, it is necessary
to start with an investigation of the imagination itself for, as Vico and
Lotman showed, it is the creative source of all the energeia that con-
stitutes human mental and expressive activities.
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3amMeTKKn o Buko n JloTtmaue:
CEMMOTMKA KaK “HayKa BOO6paxeHusa”

NTanbAHCKMA dunocod [xambaTtTucrta BuKO nNpeaBoCXUTUN MHOTMe
naen, KOTOpbIMW NUTAOTCA COBPEMEHHble KOTHUTWBHbIE W FymaHUTap-
Hble Hayku. Moa4vyepknBas pofib BOOGPa)KeHWUs1 B MPOM3BOACTBE 3HAUYEHUA,
BrnKo nokasan BCIO BblpasnTe/ibHOCTb NepBbIX PopM pernpeseHTaumun. Ero
OUeHKa 3TMX (OpM KaK “noaTMyeckux” MpuBJEK/a Cepbe3HOe BHUMaHUe
TONbKO celivac, Korga Bce 60/blLUee YUCA0 SIMHTBUCTOB U MCUXO/IOTOB
HayMHalT 0cCO03HaBaTb pPOSb MeTadopbl B MOPOXKAEHUUN abCTPAKTHbIX
cucTeM penpeseHTauuun. KOpuii JloTmaH npugepXunBancsa CXOAHbIX B3rns-
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[0B, NOAYEPKMBAA BAXKHOCTb MO3ITUYECKOr0 BOOBPAXKEHUS B MOPOXAEHUN
TEKCTYa/IbHOCTW, CBA3YIOLLEl BOEAMHO KynbTypy. CpaBHeHMe 3TUX [BYX
BbIAOLLMXCA MbICAUTENE HWKOr4a He MpoBOAUNOCh. VIMEHHO OHO
SBNAETCH LENblo AaHHOW 3aMeTKU. B Hell npefnpuHATbLI NepBble Wwarn no
BbISIB/IEHWIO Mapasifenim3ma MbILW/IEHNS U MeTO4a OCHOBHbIX paboT 3Tux
[BYX HOBaTOpOB. Takoe cpaBHeHMe CO03[4acT TEOPeTUYECKYlo OCHOBY
npeBpaLleHnss CEMUOTUKM B HACTOALLYH ‘“HayKy BooGpaxkeHus”. OHO
MOK&XKET, YTO CEMMO3UC W penpeseHTaLns CBA3aHbl He C KakUMW-1160
BPOXXAEHHbIMW  HEPOMEXaHM3Mamu, HO C TBOPYECKOW TeHAeHL el
“CaMon306peTeHMN”, NPUCYLLIEN YeNOBEYECKOMY Pojy.

Vico ja Lotman:
semiootika kui “kujutlusteadus”

Itaalia filosoof Giambattista Vico oli paljude tdnapéeval kognitiivsetes ja
humanitaarteadustes kdibivate ideede eelkdijaks. Rd&hutades kujutlus-
vBime tahtsust tdhenduse tekitamises, nditas Vico esmaste represen-
tatsioonivormide olulisust, maaratledes neid kui “poeetilisi”. Alles kaas-
ajal, kui ha suurem hulk lingviste ja psiihholooge teadvustavad meta-
foori osa abstraktsete representatsioonisiisteemide loomisel, on hakatud
sellesse vaatesse tdsisemalt suhtuma. Ka Juri Lotman oli sarnasel seisu-
kohal, kriipsutades alla poeetilise kujutlusvdime olulisust kultuuri siduva
tekstuaalsuse genereerimisel. Neid kahte véljapaistvat mdtlejat ei ole ku-
nagi vorreldud ja see ongi meie artikli eesméargiks. Tuuakse vélja paral-
lelism nende kahe novaatori mdottetegevuses ja meetodis. Selline vordlus
loob teoreetilise aluse semiootika muutmisel tBeliseks “kujutlusv8ime
teaduseks” ja nditab, et semioosist ja representatsiooni ei seo kaasasundi-
nud neuromehhanismid, vaid inimloomusele omased loomingulise “ene-
seleiutamise” tendentsid.
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Abstract. The intersemiotic space: Adrianopol in F. Dostoevsky’s
“Crime and punishment” St. Petersburg. The article focuses on the pe-
culiarities of the intertextual space of culture and the means of its analy-
sis. Level analysis, compositional analysis and chronotopical analysis are
juxtaposed in the paper. Textual and intertextual chronotopical analyses
are considered separately. Two aspects of textual processuality are juxta-
posed: the history of text production and the role of the manuscript page
structure as a reflection of the writer’s style and mode of thinking (espe-
cially in the intersemiotic relationship between picture, drawing and
word); the history of text reception, its intersemiotic translation into dif-
ferent sign systems and its existence in culture in a scattered state. In this
connection the notions of the individual and mental text are juxtaposed.
As an example a page of F.Dostoevsky’s notebook is taken, where an in-
tricate combination of picture, calligraphy and text offers an interesting
information on the methods of formation of text conception.

OTfenbHas CTpaHULA YepHOBOW PYKONWCKU NucaTens, Ha KOTOpPOi
y3HaBaeMbl (hparMeHTbl NPeaioXkeHuii, HOPMySIMPOBKN UAEH, CXeMbI,
PUCYHKM, Kannurpaduyecky HanucaHHble c/oBa, NOAYEPKMBaHWUS, 3a-
UepKMBaHWUS M pasHble YCNOBHbIE 3HAKW, HAaHECEHHble Ha 3Ty CTpa-
HULY B pa3Hble BPeMeHa, pasHbIMW uyepHUNamyu U Ge3 BCSKOW npo-
OYMaHHOI mocnefoBaTenbHOCTM — 3TO 0[JHOBPEMEHHO aBTOHOMHbIA
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TEKCT, OTpaXalowWwmnil TN MblWAeHUs nucaTens, U npoueccyasnbHblii
TEKCT TBOPYeCTBa, OTpaxalwWwwuid 3tan Ha MNyTM OT 3ambicia fo
Hame4yaTaHHOro TekcTa.

B coBpeMeHHOW KynbType Mbl 4YacTO Y)Ke HE UMeeM HeKOMIMblo-
TepHbIX PYKOMNWCeR, HO NpoLeccyanbHOCTb TEKCTA OcTaeTcsa. B ciyvae
TPaAULMOHHBIX PYKOMUCEA Mbl MOXEM WX 3/IEMEHTbI CONOCTaBNATb C
aHanorMyYHbIMN 31eMeHTaMM PYKOMUCEN Apyrux nucateneid. B utore
MOMYYUM BO3MOXHOCTb CPaBHEHWA UMEHHO CTPYKTYPHbIX 3/1eMEHTOB
PYKOMWUCHOTO NNCTa: YEPHOBOWM TEKCT KakK BO3MOXKHbIA MUp 6yayLlero
MOMIHOTO TEKCTa; YC/IOBHble 3HaKM (CMMBObI, NOAYEPKUBAHUSA U T.M.),
Kanaurpagus v pucyHKn Kak MHGOpMaLns o T1Me TBOPUYECKOro MblLl-
NeHWs faHHOro asTopa. Mbl MOXeM 3TOT MaTepuan WHTeprnpeTu-
poBaTb Kak YHMBepcasbHble 3/1EMEHTbI PYKOMMCEA NMpakTUYECKM BCEX
nucaTenei n Torga MHHOPMATUBHO M OTCYTCTBME KAKOF0-TO 3/1eMeHTa
(Hanprmep, NpU COMOCTaBAEHWU PUCYIOWMX W HEPUCYHOLMX Muca-
Tenen), WAM Xe MOXHO CTpaHuLy PYKOMWUCU aHanM3npoBaTh Kak
BPEMEHHO-MPOCTPAHCTBEHHYIO CTPYKTYPY, FAe WHTeprnpeTayuu noa-
NeXuT BepbanbHO-BU3YabHOE Lienoe.

AHanoroM Takoro PyKOMUCHOro fiMcTa SBASETCS BCA Ky/bTypa.
Begb PyKONUCHBIA NUCT — 3TO MPOCTPAHCTBO OAHOBPEMEHHOIO
COCYLL,ECTBOBAHMS pasHblX 3/1EMEHTOB WAM NPOABNEHUS OfLHOr0
3aMbiCfla MAM BO3MOXHOFO Mupa 3TOro 3ambicna. [lpuBegem psg
npumepoB. B pykonucax @. [loCTOEBCKOrO Ha paHHMX 3Tanax
BCTpeyarTCca OfHOBPEMEHHO Ha OAHOM /ICTE PUCYHOK (4acTo mopT-
peT), Kannmrpauyeckn HamucaHHbIe MMEHa M caM YepHOBOI TEKCT,
NpUYeM MMEHHO B MPUBELEHHOM MOPALKE NUCT 06bIYHO W 3aMOJHEH.
Ecnn B gaHHOM cnyyae Bep6anbHOE M BM3yanbHOE OTpaXkatT Co-
OTHOLUEHME pa3HblX ACMEKTOB MbICAUTENbHLIX MNPOLIECCOB, Pe3y/b-
TaTOM KOTOPbIX OyAeT BCe >e TONMbKO BepbanbHbIli TEKCT, TO
noruyeckn (B CTOPOHY 3KCMAMUUTHOCTW) CRefylowum npuMepom
MOXeT ObITb M3daHMe BepbanbHOro TeKcTa C COBCTBEHHbLIMU
unnlcTpaunsMm astopa. [MOHATHO, YTO B TakOM Ccflyyae KapTuHa
[OMOMHAET C/IOBO M ABNSETCA OPraHWYeCKUM U SKCTIMLUUTHBLIM
371eMEHTOM CcTUns. CregyrowmuM MOXET ObiTb  XYAOXHUK-UAMKOC-
TpaTop, UMWUTUPYHOLWKIA B MOCTPALUAX CTWU/b PYKOMUCHBIX PUCYH-
KoB nucatens. Janee 6yaeT 06blYHAA CUTYyaLNsA KHUXHOTO MCKYCCTBa,
Korga WAMCTpauus, ¢ OJHOW CTOPOHbI, BCTynaeT B Auanor ¢
BepOanbHbIM TEKCTOM, HO, C [APYroil CTOPOHbI, BXOAWT B AWUCKYPC
WANIOCTPATUBHOIO UCKYCCTBA CBOETO BPEMEHW M BCTyMaeT B Auanor ¢
rpauyeckoin  waM H>KMBOMWUCHON Tpaguumeir. YacTHbIM ciy4vaem
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ABNAETCA CUTyauus COMNPMKOCHOBEHWS [ABYX COBEPLUEHHO pasHbIX
CTWNei, Hanmpumep, B CAlyyae Awanora peanncTUYecKoro nucartens
(cTmna TekcTa) M YTYPUCTCKOrO XyJOXKHMKA (CTUAA MAMKOCTPaLui).
Lpyrum 4acTHbIM Cllyvaem SIBISETCA WAMKOCTPUPOBaHME PasHOCTU/Ib-
HOW WAW MHOTOMUPHOM KHUTW, TAe, HanpuMmep, pasHbiM COLMaNbHbIM
MUpam COOTBETCTYeT B UAMKOCTPALMAX U PasHblil rpamyeckuii a3biK.

Bce aTv npumepbl yKasbiBatOT Ha B3aMMOCBSA3b MeXJy BuU3yalib-
HbIM 1 Bep6asbHbIM B paMKax OAHONM CTpaHWLbl UAK OAHOW KHMrK. Ho
MOXHO MONTW Janblue WM CONOCTaBUTb KHWUTY U ee 3KpaHM3auuio Mo
37O KHWre. KHura v skpaHusauums B BuAe BUAEOKacCeTbl MOrYyT,
KOHEYHO, CTOATb BMecTe Ha MoJsike. HO B Ky/bType OHM Yalle BCero
pasbeAuHeHbl. TO XXe KacaeTcsi TeaTpasbHOW WMHCLEHWPOBKK MO [aH-
HOWM KHUre. [laxke ecnn Mbl Ha30BeM 3KpaHM3aLMI0 WU UHCLEHNPOBKY
MHTEPCEMUOTUYECKMM MEPEBOAOM BepbanbHOI0 XYL0XECTBEHHOrOo
TEKCTa, Mbl HE MOXeM B pamKax Ky/bTypbl FOBOPUTb C MOJIHOM
YBEPEHHOCTLIO O MOAJIMHHUKE U nepeBofe. JIerko yCcTaHOBUTb OTHO-
LUEHNA NepPBMYHOCTM — BTOPMYHOCTM POMaHa W ero uaacTpauuii B
pamKax OfHOM KHWrM. B pamkax BCell KynbTypbl POMaH e CyLliecT-
BYET BMECTe C pasHbIMW MeTaTeKCTaMu, BHeLpAOWUMU ero B Kyflb-
Typy. B UX 4yncno BXoAAT Hapsagy ¢ UANCTpauuaMn, akpaHusaumaMm
N WHCUEHWPOBKAMW W aHHOTALUW, peueH3uu, pasHoro Tuna pek-
NaMHble TeKCTbl, WKO/bHbIE YPOKU U T.A4. B CEMUOTUYECKOM CMbICNe
BCE 3TV TEKCTbl ABNAOTCA NEepeBoamu, HO B TO XKe BPEMS U OHWU caMu
MOTyT CTaTb MOANMHHWKAMW WAN >Ke 3HAKOMCTBO C MOAJIMHHUKOM
MOXET HayaTbCs C N1060ro BTOPUYHOrO TEKCTA. ITU TEKCTbl, Npej-
CTaBnAOLINEe pasHble MeAun W [JUCKYPCbl, B CYMMe OTpaxarwT
0CO6EHHOCTM CYLLEeCTBOBaHWA [aHHOrO TeKCTa B KynbType. Takum
06pa3om, TEKCT CYLLeCTBYeT B Ky/bType Kak CyMMa CBOWX TpaHc-
thopmaumii M NepeBofoB, NPMUYEM B pasHbIX MpoLeccax peuenuum
aKTyanusupyetcs pasHas 4acTb 3TUX TEKCTOB. Tem CaMbiM TEKCT
npespallaeTcs U3 KOHKPETHOro MaTepuasbHOro apTedakrta B abCT-
PaKTHOe MeHTanbHoe Lenoe, [OMNyCKalolee OYeHb pa3Hble WMHTEp-
npeTaunm n cnocobHoe y4yacTBOBaTb B PasHbIX CEMMO3MCAX, TO eCTb,
CTaHOBUTCA UHTEPCEMUOTMNYUHBIM.

NHTEpCEMMNO3NCHBIA acneKT KyfbTypbl BbITEKAET W3 4aCTUYHOTO
COBMafleHNs 3HAKOB U A3bIKOB (3HAKOBbLIX CUCTEM) Pa3HbIX UCKYCCTB,
BO-MePBbIX, Ha YPOBHE OTAE/NIbHOI0 CYLLECTBOBAHUS 3TUX A3bIKOB U
TEKCTOB Ha HUX (HanpuMMmep B Ciy4yae TeaTpa M KWHO), BO-BTOPbIX, Ha
YPOBHE MEHTa/IbHOW WHTepepeHL MM, CyLLeCTBOBaHWNSA OTAENbHOr0
TeKCTa OLHOBPEMEHHO B BUJe Pa3HOro TuMa TEKCTOB (POMaH, (uibM,
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CneKTak/b, KapTuHa WU T.4.), B-TPETbUX, Ha YPOBHE NPOEKLMU TEKCTa
Ha NPecynno3nLMOHHbIA TEKCTOBbLIA WMAW WHTEPTEKCTOBbLIA (BOH. [ns
OMMCaHNA MHTEPCEMMO3NCA KY/bTYpbl BaXHO MOMHWUTL O Heobxoam-
MOCTU Y3HaBaHMA 3HAKOB 1 O TOM, YTO y3HaBaHWe 3TO NMPOUCXOANT He
TO/IbKO B MpoLecce peuenumn LenoCTHbIX TEKCTOB-COO6LEHUN, HO U
BO (hparMeHTapHbIX npoueccax nepuenuuni. B wuHTepcemmosuce
KYNbTYypbl OCMbICIUBaHNE U NepPapXM3aLns 3HAKOB 3aBUCUT He TOJIbKO
OT TEKCTOB — OAHW W TE€ XX&€ 3HaKW MOTyT BXOA4UTb He TOMbKO B
COCTaB pasHbIX TEKCTOB, HO W 3HaKOBbIX CUCTEM W, TaKuM 06pa3om,
MMETb B pasHbIX CMCTeMax pasHble 3HayeHus. Ha nmoHumaHme mexa-
HW3MOB MepLenuun B KynbType OMMpaeTcs MOHUMAHWE WHTEePVHT-
BUCTUYHOCTM,  WHTEPTEKCTYalbHOCTU,  WHTEPAWCKYPCUBHOCTU 1
NHTEPMEANAHOCTU, TO €CTb MHTEPCEMMO3MCHOCTMN OHTONIOTMM 3HAKOB
OTAeNbHbIX TEKCTOB KYNbTYpbI.

B KOHKPEeTHbIX U JaXe O0YEeHb CMOXHbIX TEKCTAaX MOXHO Y3HaTb
anpuopHble 3HaKW, TO ecTb O6LLEN3BECTHbIE 3HAKWU KYNbTypbl, BXO-
fAlne B LONTOCPOYHYIO NamsaTb KyNbTypbl W MOHATHbIE B MpoLecce
BOCMPUATUA [axe B C/ydyae akTyanmsauuMm OLHOr0 3HAYeHUs U3
HECKO/IbKMX BO3MOXHbIX. YacTo 3TO KOHBEHLMOHalbHble (HOHOBblE
AKX Npecynno3nLMoHHble 3Haku. Ha toHe 3TMx 06LEeN3BECTHbIX
3HaKoB 6pocatoTca B rnasa NpoLeccyasibHbIe 3HaKU, yyacTByoL e B
CMbICIONOPOXAEHUN W KOHUENTyanM3npyolwme TekcT. ITO aBTop-
CKUe 3Haku ad. hoc — yHuKanbHble 419 JaHHOTO KOHKPETHOro TeKCTa,
unu ans Bcero TeopuecTBa (TBOpYECcKoro mertofa) aetopa. EcTecT-
BEHHO BO3MOXHbl CUTyauuMn NEpeocMbIC/IeHNs anpuopHbIX 3HaKOB,
npeBpaLleHne nx B YHUKaNbHbIe aBTOPCKMe 3Haku. OTAeNbHO cnefyet
BbILENNTb elle anoCTepPUOPHbIE 3HAKW, PO/bi KOTOPbIX ABASAETCH
OCMbICNEHMEe LEeMoro TeKcTa KakK >XaHpPOBOW WM  LUCKYPCUBHOM
PasHOBUAHOCTM U MpeBpaLLeHne TeKCTa B aBTOHOMHBbI 3HaK.

Ha 3Tu (yHKUWOHaNbHble TWMNbl 3HAKOB OMMPatOTCA COOTBETCT-
BYIOLLME TWUMbl BOCMPUATKSA, MPUYEM B pamKax Ky/bTypbl BO3MOXHO
roBOpPUTb, C O4HON CTOPOHbI, O TEKCTOBOM BOCMPUATUM KaK BO3MOX-
HOCTW pasHblX MPOYTEHWU A OJHOTO W TOFO >Ke TekCTa W, C ApYroW
CTOPOHbI, O MeTa- WIN WHTEPTEKCTOBOM BOCMPUATUM KaK YTEHUU
pasHbIX TpaHcopMauuili TekcTa B KynbType B 3aBUCMMOCTM OT
OOMUHMPYIOLLEA 3HAKOBOM CUCTEMbl. AyAUTWBHbIE, ayAWOBMU3Yyalib-
Hble, BW3yaNibHble W BepbasibHble 3HaKWM (3HAKOBblE CUCTEMbI) MO-
pasHOMy nepeAatdT OCOBEHHOCTWM TEKCTa, HO HaxXoAsaTCs C TOUKM
3pEHUA Ky/bTYPHOrO CYLLECTBOBaHMA TEKCTa B OTHOLIEHUAX KOMM-



120 TMesTep Topon

NeMEHTapHOCTK, TO eCcTb, pa3Hble MPOYTEHUS TEKCTa B JaHHOM Cilyyae
0KasblBaKTCA “MPoYTeHNAMIN” B pa3HbIX 3HAKOBbLIX CMCTEMAX.

MHTepcemmosnc 1 o3HavyaeT MHOFOKpaTHOCTb BocnpuaTus. Kynb-
TYPYy MOXHO paccMaTpmBaTb Kak CUCTEMY MEpevmMTbIBaHUS W 3aNOMMU-
HaHWA 3TUX MNPOYTEHMIA. MHOrve npuKnagHole TEKCTbl Ky/bTypbl
HanpasnAlT BOCMPMHMMAIOWEIO Ha MHOFOKpaTHOe WHTEPCEMUO-
Tuyeckoe Bocnpuatue. MMpocTbIM NPUMEPOM SABMIFETCA €XEeLHEBHOE
yTeHMe raseTbl. MepBoe MNpoYTEHME TaseTbl MPOUCXOAMT MO BAWSA-
HMEM BU3yaNbHOM [OMWHAHTbI — 3TO NPOCMOTP raseTbl MO
3arofoBkam u oTorpaduam, a Takke no pyopukam. BTopoe npou-
TEHME CBf3aHO C O3HAKOM/IEHMEM CO CEMMUOTUYECKMMMW NpPU3HaKamu
UM paMKamu Hambosiee WHTEPECHbIX CTaTeil, TO eCTb, C YTEHWEM
3a4MHOB, TpaUYecKM BblENEHHbIX (parMeHTOB, KOHL,0BOK U
nognucein aBToOpoB. M TOMbKO TpeTbe MPOYTEHWE TraseThbl CBA3AHO CO
YTEHMEM MOJIHbIX TEKCTOB BblOPaHHbIX CTaTeil. TakMM 06pa3oM, 0fHa
raseTHass CTaTbsl MEPEYUTLIBAETCA C CEMMOTUYECKOW TOYUKM 3pEeHWUs
HeCKOo/bKO pas.

Ecnn TpaguuMOHHOE nepeynTbiBaHWME poMaHa ABNASETCA 4acTblo
6eCKOHeYHOro gmanora, B X0f4e KOTOPOro OH KaXAbli pa3 OTKpbI-
BaeTCA C HOBOW CTOPOHbI, TO COBPEMEHHOE MepeynTbiBaHNE 3TOTO Xe
poMaHa B Ky/nbType npeBpauliaeT Ananor B WMHTEPCEMUOTMYECKMIA
noAunor, rae pomaH nepeynTbiBaeTcA B hopme uabma WM Teat-
panbHOM MOCTAaHOBKU. B nonmaore TeKCT OTKPbIBaeTCa C HOBOW
CTOPOHbI, 06ULasiCb C BOCAPUHUMAOLWMM OAHOBPEMEHHO HA HECKOMb-
KMX 3HAKOBbIX CWUCTEMAaxX, MNPWYEM MePBbLIM MPOYTEHMEM pOMaHa
MOXET CcTaTb BW3ya/NbHOE BOCMPUATUE 3KPaHW3aLUUU WKW YTEeHWe
peueH3un. [lapafoKcanbHO, 4YTO Camo YTeHWe nepBOHa4anbHOro
BepbanbHOro TeKCTa poMaHa MOXEeT O0KasaTbCsi MNepeynTbiBaHWEM
WHCLEHUPOBKN WM 3KpaHM3auum 3TOro pomaHa. CUHXPOHWUYECKME
npoueccbl BOCMPUATMS B Ky/NbType CMeLWBalOT MOPsAAOK KaHanoB
BOCMPUATMA W B pe3ynbTaTe MepuenTUBHOE eLWHCTBO TeKcTa
3aBMCUMO OT 3TUX OTHOCUTENBHO CMy4aliHbiX 06CTOATENLCTB. NHTep-
CEMMOTUYECKOE MEepPeyYnTbIBAHWE CPAaBHMMO C UHTEPCEMUOTUYECKUM
nepeBoioM B cmbicne P. HK06COHA, MOHMMAEMbIM KakK WHTeprpeTta-
unsa BepbanbHOW 3HAKOBOW CMCTEMbI NPV MOMOLLM 3HAaKOB APYrux
3HaKoBbIX cucteM (Jakobson 1971, Torop 2000). Ho oAHOBpeMeHHOe
CYLLeCTBOBaHME pa3HbIX WHTEPCEMMOTMYECKMX MEPEBOLOB BbIHYX-
[aeT NocTaBUTb BOMPOC He MPOCTO O MepLEnTMBHOM €AWHCTBE BOC-
NPUATUA B Cyvae KaxJoro OTAeNbHOro nepesoga, HO WM O nep-
LenTWBHOI HeonpegeneHHOCTN WM WUCKAXEHHOCTW B pesynbTaTe
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CMeLLEHNs pa3HbIX TpaHChopmaunii 0gHOro TekcTa. Kak Ha ypoBHe
OTLENbHOr0 TeKCcTa WM ero MHTePCEMUOTUYECKON TpaHchopmauuu,
TaK U Ha YpPOBHE BCEr0 KOMMEKCca BO3MOXHbIX TpaHchopmalmnii
OLHOro TekcTa cnpaeefnumebl cnoBa H. Nygmana: “KoHuenuus 6e3
nepuenuuu nycra, nepuenuyms 6e3 kKoHuenuuu cnena” (Goodman
1978: 6). KoHuenTyanusaums u AekoHuenTyanusaums (Kak u pe-
KOHUeNnTyanusaums) 04MHAKOBO BO3MOXHbI B Ky/bType W 3aBUCAT OT
TWUMa NPOLECCOB aBTOKOMMYHWMKALWUW KynbTypbl, TO €CTb, OT TOrO,
KakuM 06pa3oM OCMbIC/IATCSA TEKCTbl, TUMbl TEKCTOB U WX TpaHc-
thopmauuii.

Kpusnc 60nblIMX HappaTMBOB W HappaTMBHOCTM BOO6LLE BO
MHOrOM WUMeeT MepLenTUBHYHO OCHOBY. B COOTHEeCeHHOCTW [felicTBu-
TeNIbHOro 1 BOOGPaXKaemoro, B MAEHTU(GUKaLMN AeACTBUTENLHOCTH B
MMarmHapHOM TPYAHO CTbIKOBaTb YBWUAEHHOE OMpejefieHHbIM 06pa-
30M (seeing as) u Buammoe Ha camom pgene (actual seeing: Kearney
1997: 191). B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe MNO-HOBOMY MOAHMMAaeTCs BOMpoc
Habnogatenss waM nosecTBoBaTeNs. B Ky/nbType MOBECTBYHOT MU
HabMo[aldT He TOMbKO NIOAW, HO W AUCKYPCbl U Meauun B BuUje
KOHKPETHbIX M3JaHWi, paguocTaHLWii n TenekaHanoB U T.N. Takum
o6pa3omM, Ha (hoHe HeLOBEPAEMOro HappaTuBa BbIfeNseTcs BOMPOC
HefloBepseMOoro nosectsoBartend. KOHEUYHO e 3Ty CMTyaluuio Henb3g
CMeLMBaTh C OTKPLITOCTbIO HappaTMBa M MUMMAULUTHOCTLIO NOBECT-
BOBaTeNA Kak MNpuemMoM no3Tuku. W B cnyyae BepbanbHOro, M B
cnyyae ayAuoBM3yasibHOro cooOLLeHUS HeLOoBepseMOCTb MOBECTBO-
BaTens O3HayaeT Heo6XoAMMOCTb pasnuyatb (BUAMMOr0) MOBECTBO-
BaTens nepegHero nnaHa W (CKpbITOro) MNOBECTBOBaTeNA 3afHero
nnaHa, n B 06omx cnyvasx Heob6Xo4MMO pasnnyeHne MpPoBEPSEMOCTH
N HenpoBepsieMOCTW MOBECTBOBATENS, YTO B CBOK OYepefb 3aBUCUT
0T PO/ UMNAULMTHOrO aBTopa B CTPYKTYpe TekcTa (CM. noapobHee:
Currie 1995).

OnpepgeneHne CTeneHW LOBEPAEMOCTU WM HELOBEPAEMOCTU pas-
HbIX TpaHcgopMauuii 0AHOro TeKCTa NIEXXUT B OCHOBE WX MEpapXu-
3aumMm ¥ obneryaer BOCCTAHOB/IEHME MEPLENTUBHOrO efUHCTBA
CYLLLECTBOBaAHUA TEKCTA B KY/bTYpe.

MpakTUYeCKUn aHann3 TEKCTOB Ky/bTypbl, WX WHTEPCEMMUOTWY-
HOCTb B CMbIC/le OfJHOBPEMEHHOrO CYLLECTBOBaHUSA B (POpMe CamblX
pasHbIX TpaHc(opMaLnii NOCPeACTBOM CaMblX Pas3HbiX 3HAKOBbIX
cucTem, NpMBOAUT K nNpobneme COMNOCTaBNEHUS aHaNIN3MPYEMOCTU
OTLENbHOro TeKCTa W aHanu3MpyeMoCTW TeKCTa B WHTEPCEMUO-
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TUYEeCKOM MpOCTpaHCTBe. B nepBoM c/iydyae M3yyaeTcsi MOCTPOEHWe
TeKCTa, BO BTOPOM Cyyae TpaHcopMUPYEMOCTb TEKCTa.

MHTepCGMVIOTVIl-IECKOG MPOCTPAHCTBO ABMsieTCA MPOCTPAHCTBOM
MHTEPCEMMO3NCA, B KOTOPOM 3M1EMEHTbI WAM 3HAKM TEKCTOB MOTYT
ObITb  MHTEPMNPETUPOBAHbI OLHOBPEMEHHO MPU  MOMOLYM  Pa3HbIX
3HAKOBbIX CWUCTEM W 3Ta BO3MOXHOCTb HECKONbKUX TWUMOB CUHTaK-
CUYECKUX CBA3el YCNOXHSAET OCMbIC/IEHME, YCTAHOB/IEHME 3HAYeHUs
KaXX[j0ro KOHKPETHOrO 3HaKa.

B MHTEPCEMMOTUYECKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE HEOGXOAMM MapameT-
pUYECKUiAi aHanm3 TeKcToB. [epBbIM NMapaMeTpoM sB/seTcs MaTepuan
TekcTa. B c/iyyae TEKCTOB, MaTepuasioM KOTOPbIX SIB/SETCA ecTecT-
BEHHbIli A3blK, BO3MOXEH YPOBHEBbI/ aHannW3 B NOrMYECKOM Mopsiake
OT MUHUMAanbHbIX A3bIKOBbIX €UHMUL, B CTOPOHY LIESIOr0 TeKCcTa Wau
Hao60pOT. F3bIKOBbIE YPOBHU COCTAaBASIOT U MEPAapPXMUECKYH CUC-
TEMY, NO3TOMY CUMMTOMATUYHO, YTO B CEMUOTUKE Gbl/l MHTEHCWBHBIN
nepuoj CBeIeHUs MHOTUX $3bIKOB KyNMbTypbl K TWUMY MOCTPOEHUS
eCTECTBEHHOrO fA3blka. Mouckn hoHeM, MOPEM, C/OB U BbICKa3bl-
BaHWI B A3bIKE KWHO MAKM TeaTpa 060ratuauM NMOHWMaHUe cneuuduku
pasHbIX 3HAKOBbIX CUCTEM W TPYAHOCTel MX onucaHms. OKasblBaeTcs,
YTO aHa/M3 MaTepuana HelMHIBUCTUYECKUX apTedaKToB NPUBOAMUT K
ONUCaHUI0 HECKONbKMX 3HAKOBbIX CUCTEM OfHOBPEMEHHO WM K
HEKOTOPOMY CMWUCKY 3/MEMEHTOB, MPWYEM YjeHeHMe MaTepuana He
SBNSETCA NIOTMYECKMM W MepapXMyeckme CBA3W He BbITEKAOT W3
camoro matepvana. Kagp dunbmMa MOXHO aHann3npoBaTh Kak OTo-
rpauio UM KapTUHY, HO M KaK 31eMeHT MOHTaxa, akTyanusauuio
nnaHa uaM pakypca u T.4.

M6k nepexof OT NapagurMatuku K CUHTarmaTWKe AOCTU-
raeTcs Npy NOMOLLM BTOPOrO MapameTpa, KOTOPbIM fBAseTcs KOM-
No3NUWA. YpoBHM MaTepuana oTpaxkaloT U/MEHMMOCTb TEKcTa Ha
MMMaHEHTHbIE 3/IEMEHTbI, YPOBHM KOMMO3ULMKU OTPaXKalT TUMbI
CBA3HOCTM 3MEMEHTOB B /IMHEApHOM MpOTEKaHUM TeKcTa Kak
MoBecTBOBaHUsA. lMapaMeTp KOMMO3WLUKU OXBaTbiBAaeT W MpPoG/embl
COOTHOLUEHUS 3M1IEMEHTOB MUHMUMANbHbIX NHUL, KOMMO3MLUOHHOTO
UneHeHNs: Kagp B (UnbMe, CLeHa B TeaTpe WKW B XMBOMWUCK, MOTUB
B IUTEPAType SBAAKTCA COEAMHEHVNEM UM KOHAWTypauueid pasHbix
3/1IEMEHTOB.

Matepuan 1n KOMNO3nLus SBASIOTCA BHYTPEHHUMMW MapameTpamu
TekcTa. Ho KynbTypa Kak CuUCTeMa TEKCTOB, C OAHOW CTOPOHbI, W
TEKCT KaK He TOMbKO MaTepuasbHblii apTedakT, HO U CyMMa Wau
MOTeHUMaNn CBOWMX BO3MOXHbIX TpaHcopmauuidi (TO ecTb, TEKCT Kak
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MHOXeCTBO PasHOTUMHbLIX U Pa3sHOPOAHbLIX TEKCTOB) HYXAatOTCH B
CPaBHUTE/IbHOM LIENOCTHOM aHanm3e. [ns aHanusa CTO/b C/I0XHOIO0
00beKkTa Heob6X04MM BHELIHWA MO OTHOLIEHWIO K MaTepuany TekcTa
napameTp. TakvM BHELWHWUM YHUBEpPCA/lbHbIM MapaMeTpoMm SBASETCH
XPOHOTOM. VIMEHHO napameTp XPOHOTONA COOTBETCTBYET HYXAam
aHanusa TeKCTOB B MHTEPCEMMOTUYECKOM MPOCTPaHCTBE.

XPOHOTOMHbIMA aHanM3 ctan nocne pa6oT M. BaxTuHa BHOBb
aKTyasbHbIM VMMEHHO B CBA3M C HOBbIM MHTEPECOM K WHTEPCEMMUO-
TWYECKOMY aHanm3y. YHMBEpPCaSbHOCTb 3TOr0 aHaau3a BbiTEKaeT 13
aBTOHOMHOIO OT MaTepuasia TeKcTa CTPYKTYPMPOBaHWA TEKCTOB MO
COMOCTaBUMbIM  KpuTepuamM. JiuTepaTypa W 3KpaHuU3auum nerde
NoAJal0TCA COMOCTaBUTENbHOMY aHann3y npy NPUMEHEHWW MOHATUS
xpoHotona (Torop 2000). HesaBucumoe OT MaTepuana TeKCTOB
N3MepeHne LeIOCTHOCTU Heob6X0AMMO NS U30eXaHns pacTBOPEeHUs
TEKCTOB B KynbType. [M03TOMYy C UENbl LEeNOCTHOCTM OnucaHus
obpallaloTca K MOHATMIO XPOHOTOMa B aHann3e (uUAbMOB C pa3fBOeH-
HbIM XPOHOTOMOM W ()M/IBMOB C HOPMa/ibHbIM XpoHoTonom (Rosolow-
ski 1996: 109). B XpOHOTOMHbIA aHanM3 OpPraHU4ecKM BK/IHOYAETCH
couManbHbIA acnekT, COMMXKAIOWMI NOHATME XPOHOTOMA C APYruMm
6axXTMHCKMM MNoHATMEM KapHaBana (GOmez-Moriana 1997-1998). W,
KpPOMe TOro, XPOHOTOMHbIA aHann3 rMbKo y4YMTbiBaeT BO3MOXHOCTb
pasHOro (PYHKUMOHMPOBAHMSA OHUX U TEX XKe 3HAKOB Ha pasHbIX
ypoBHAXx TekcTa (Osadnik 1994). HakoHel, XpPOHOTOMHbIA aHanu3
BK/ILOYAET W aHTPOMOJIOrMYECKMIA acnekT W, HanpuMmep, YPOBHU
XPOHOTOMNOB COMNOCTaBWMbl C AaHTPOMOSIOTMYECKUM OMNUCaHWEM Mpo-
CTPaHCTBa SIMYHOCTK, COCTOALLErO U3 TeNeCHO-NPeAMETHOr0 XXWUNoro
npoctpaHcTBa (lived space), AMYHOrO MNCUXONOTFMYECKOr0 Mpo-
cTpaHcTBa (personal space) W CBA3AHHOrO C MOTYCTOPOHHUM 3K3MUC-
TeHUManbHOro npoctpaHcTsa (existential space: Etlin 1998).

XPOHOTOMHBIA aHann3 umeeT [Be PasHOBUAHOCTW. Bo-nepsbliX,
TEKCTOBbIA XPOHOTOMHbIA aHaNM3 unyM aHanus MHAUBUAYaNbHOIO
TEKCTa MO XPOHOTOMHLIM YPOBHSIM. BO-BTOPbIX, MHTEPTEKCTOBbINA
(MHTepANCKYPCUBHbIN, WHTEPMEANaNbHbIN) XPOHOTOMHbLIA aHa-
NIU3 KaK aHanM3 MEeHTANIbHOro TeKCTa, ero MHOXECTBEHHOCTM B
KyNnbType. XPOHOTOMHbIA YPOBHEBLIA aHaiM3 COMOCTaBUM C CEMMO-
chepnmyeckMM aHanu3oM. Ecnu XpOHOTOMHbIE YPOBHM OTpaxawT
YHUBEPCAbHYH0 CEMUOTUYECKYIO CTPYKTYpYy TEKCTOB, TO pasHble
cemmocepbl pasnyMMbl Ha OCHOBE rpafjauuii 4acTu W Lenoro,
CBOEr0 W YyXOoro:
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MpoHM3aHHOCTb CeMuoctepbl YacTHbIMW FpaHMLaMu co3faeT MHOro-
YPOBHEBYIO cucTemy. OnpefenieHHble Yy4yacTKM cemuoctepbl MOFyT Ha
pasHbIX YPOBHAX CaMOOMMcaHUs 06pas3oBbiBaTb CEMMOTUYECKOE €AWNHCT-
BO, HEKOTOpPOe HernpepbiBHOE CEMUOTUYECKOe MPOCTPAHCTBO, OrpaHu-
YeHHOe efWHOlM TpaHuued, WM Tpynny 3amMKHYTbIX MPOCTPaHCTB,
OUCKPETHOCTb KOTOPbIX 6yAeT OTMedeHa rpaHuuaMu Mexay HUMU, Ww,
HaKoHeL|, 4acTb HeKoToporo 6osiee 06LLEr0 MPOCTPAHCTBA, OTrPaHUYeH-
HYI0 C OAHOIM CTOPOHbI (hparMeHTOM rpaHuLlbl, a C APYroi OTKPbITYIO
(JlormaH 1996: 185-186).

3aTpoHyThle Bbile Mpo6aemMbl MEPLenLuUM CONocTaBUMbl C CEMMUO-
chepryeckuM NMOHUMAHUEM KYNbTYpbl U TEKCTa:

“3aMKHYTOCTb” cemuoctepbl MPOSBASETCA B TOM, YTO OHa He MOXET
conpukacaTbCa C WHOCEMUOTMYECKMMM TeKCTaMW WAN C He-TEKCTaMu.
[Ons Toro 4tobbl OHW AN Hee NOAYYUNN peasibHOCTb, el Heo6X0aMMOo
nepeBecT MX Ha OAWH W3 A3LIKOB ee BHYTPEHHEro MPOCTPaHCTBa Wu
CeMMoTM3NPOBaTb (hakTbl. TakMM 06pa3oM, TOUKW rpaHuLbl ceMUocthepbl
MOXHO YNofo6MTb YYBCTBEHHbIM peLienTopam, MepeBOAAWMM BHeLUHUe
pasgpaXnTenu Ha si3blK Halleil HepBHOM cUCTeMbl, UK 610KaM nepesoja,
afanTUpyLWMM LaHHON CEMUOTUYECKONM cepe BHELWHWI ANA Hee Mup
(Jlotman 1992: 13).

Llenbto HacToswel paboTbl He SBASETCS COMOCTaB/EHME MOHATKUIA
XpoHoTona M. BaxTuHa u cemuocdepbl HO. JloTmMaHa, XOTA Mexay
HUMKU cyulecTByeT 6GeccrnopHas cBfidb. HamM BaXHO NOLYEPKHYTH
6/1M30CTb 3TUX MOHATUN KaK MeTas3blKOBbIX CPeACTB aHanM3a UHTep-
CEMMUOTUYECKOr0 NPOCTpaHCTBa. B cBA3M C NOHATMEM XPOHOTOMA HET
YETKOro MpefACTaBfeHMS O ero NOAHON cucTeMaTWKe U MeTOA00rU-
yeckoM noTeHumnane. faxe M. XONKBUCT KaK OAUH W3 BUAHERLLINX
uccnegosarteneli Hacnegms M. baxTuHa BbIHYXAEH MPU3HATLCS, YTO
XpoHoTOn TpygHO noggaetca aHanusy (Holquist 1994: 109). B
KOHTEKCTE HacTosLLero noAxofa HamOMHUM O [BYX TuWnax XPOHO-
TOMHOTO aHanusa. VIHTepTeKCTOBbIA XPOHOTOMHbIA aHanM3 UCXOAUT
M3 MEHTa/NbHOIO TEKCTA, U3 TEKCTOBOW MHOXECTBEHHOCTMU:

MpousBeaeHve 1 M306paXKeHHbI B HEM MUP BXOASIT B peasibHbli MUp ©
oboraljatoT ero, M peasibHbIA MUP BXOAWUT B MPOM3BEAEHUE U B U30-
GpaxeHHbIi B HEM MMP Kak B MPOLLECCe ero co3faHusi, Tak U B npouecce
ero nocfiegytouielii K1M3HMU B NOCTOAHHOM OGHOBNEHUW MPOW3BEAEHUS B
TBOPYECKOM BOCMPUSATUM CnyluaTenen-uyntaTenein. 3ToT npowuecc obmeHa,
pasymeeTcsl, CaM XPOHOTOMMYEH.../.../ MOXHO Aaxe rosoputb 06 0co6om
TBOPYECKOM XPOHOTOME, B KOTOPOM MPOUCXOAMT 3TOT 06MEH Mpous-

BEAEHNA C XXU3HbIO N COBEPLLUAETCA ocobast XX13Hb npouseegeHnaA (BaXTVIH
1975: 402-403).
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OcTaBnas B CTOPOHE YacCTHble TUMbl XPOHOTOMOB B TeKCTax, Mpwu-
BedemM OAHYy no3gHio (1970-1971) szanuce M. baxTuHa, cBuje-
TENbCTBYIOLLYIO O XeNaHWW YCTaHOBIEHUS MeTO40M0MMUYECKUX paMoK
A9 OCMbIC/IEHMSA NPO6/EM TEKCTOBOIO XPOHOTOMHOINO aHanunsa:

XPOHOTONUYHOCTb XY[0)KECTBEHHOI0 MbILLeHUSA (0CO6EHHO [peBHEro).
TouKa 3peHns XpOHOTOMMUYHA, TO eCTb BK/IIOYAET B CebA Kak MpocTpaHCcT-
BEHHbIW, TaK 1 BPEMEHHON MOMeHT. C 3TM HenocpefCTBEHHO CBfA3aHa U
LeHHOCTHaa (Mepapxmyeckas) To4ykKa 3peHWss (OTHOLIEeHWE K Bepxy W
HM3Y). XPOHOTOM W306pPa>KeHHOro CcobObITUA, XPOHOTOM pacckasymka u
XpoHOTON aBTopa (nocnegHei aBTOPCKOM WHCTaHuumu) (BaxTuH 1979:
338).

W coeguHsaeT 3aTU BbICKa3biBaHUA paccyxgeHne M. baxTuHa 0 BK/O-
YyeHUM N6Oro OCMbICIMBAEMOrO SB/IEHWMA B MNPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-
BPEMEHHYIO U CMbICNOBYIO CHepsbl:

. KaKoBbl Obl HW 6bIIN 3TW CMbIC/bl, YTOObI BOWTW B Hall OMbIT (NPUTOM
COLMasbHbIA  OMbIT), OHW [O/HKHbI MPUHATb KaKoe-IM60 BPEMEHHO-
NPOCTPaHCTBEHHOE BblpaXKeHWe, TO eCTb NPUHATL 3HAKOBYH (DOpMYy, Cibl-
WUMYHO W BUAMMYK Hamu (Mepornndg, maTemaTuyeckylo dopmyny,
C/TI0BECHO-A3bIKOBOE BbIpaXXeHWe, pUCYHOK U ap.). bes Takoro BpemMeHHO-
NPOCTPaAHCTBEHHOIO BbIPaXXEHNS HEBO3MOXHO AaXke camoe abcTpaKTHoe
MbilneHne. CregoBaTesibHO, BCSKOe BCTYM/eHME B cgepy CMbICNOB
coBepLUaeTcs TONbKO Yepe3 BOpoTa XpoHoTonoB (BaxTuH 1975: 406).

TeKCTOBbI XPOHOTOMHbIV aHanW3, NO3BONAKOWMIA aHaNN3MPoBaTh Kak
OTAEeNbHO, TaK WU COMOCTaBUTENIbHO TEKCTbl, ODOPMIEHHbIE B PA3HbIX
3HaKOBbIX CUCTeMax, Npeanonaraet BblgefieHNe ONTUMANbHOTO KOJK-
YecTBa XPOHOTOMHbIX YPOBHei. TomorpamyecKnin XpoHOTON oxBa-
TbIBaeT YPOBEHb CHXKETa MW N306PaXKEHUS HEKOTOPOTO COBbLITUS UK
nctopumn. TMCUXONOTNYECKUIA XPOHOTOM (opMUpyeTCs Mof Bus-
HUEM MEepPCOHaXHbIX TOYEK 3peHuid N MeTan3NYeCKUn XPOHOTOM
onpefenset KOHLUENUMI TeKCTa Kak TWMa COOTHOLWEHWS 3TUX Tpex
XPOHOTOMHbLIX YpOBHeid. B cBoMX wuccnefoBaHUAX MO TBOPYECTBY
®. OocTtoeBckoro (Topon 1997) Mbl COefMHWAM XPOHOTOMHbIE
YypoBHU TBOpuyecTBa @. [lOCTOEBCKOrO C €ro WAe0NOrMYeCcKUM
ABymupuem. B pesynbTate nonyymnach paboTtaroLas cxema:
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YPOBHM/ AHTPOMO- CEMNOC®EPA TEOUEHTPU3M
LEHTPN3M
TonorpagmMyecknii  croXKeT MUP 3HAKOB apXncroxer
XpOoHOTON (3HaKoBbIX
romooHus npesMeToB, NMEH,
cuTyaumi,
NoCcTYMNKOB)
NCUXO/IOTUYECKMIA  CaMOCO3HaHWe  MMUP 3HaKOBbIX 6eccosHaHue
XpOHOTON (camo-)
OLLLYLLLEH WA,
nepexxmBaHun,
MbICnel,
nonnoHns CNoB NepcoHaxei
mMeTatmM3nyecknii  npodaHHas MUp TUMNepTeMbl U CaKpasibHas
XpOHOTON NAeNHOCTb ME0NOrMYECKOro WAeliHOCTb
agpa
reTepohoHmsA MUp npodaH- MUP caKpa/ibHbIX
HbIX TEKCTOB 1 cakpasmso-

BaHHbIX TEKCTOB

MpuBefeHHas cXxema ABMAeTCA MNPUMEPOM €eCTECTBEHHOrO COMpU-
KOCHOBEHMA XPOHOTOMHOIO W CEMUOCHEPUYECKOro aHaimsa u
[oKa3ana CBOK MPOAYKTUBHOCTbL B aHanuse TBopyecTBa ®. [ocToes-
ckoro. Ho B faHHOM c/yyae HaMm X0uyeTcs B KayecTBe npumepa
npoaHanusMpoBaTb OAHY CTpaHuuy w3 3anucHoin Tetpagm &. [doc-
TOEBCKOrO C 3annucaAmun K pomady “lpecTtynneHve n HakasaHue”.

B wu3gaHun TekctoB [lOCTOEBCKOro CyLLecTByeT OAHa TeKCTOo-
noruueckasa npobnema. Ha onpefeneHHOM npeABapuTeNibHOM 3Tane B
MOArOTOBUTENbHBLIX MaTepuanax K KPYMHbIM MPOW3BELEHUAM MOsB-
NAKTCA PYKOMUCHbIE CTPAHULbI, Ha KOTOPbIX COCYLLECTBYIOT 3amnuncu
pasHoro Tuna. Mpexpje BCero aTto 3aMeTKM K pomaHaMm (CHOXKETHble
XOfbl, XapaKTEPUCTUKN NEepCoHaxen u T.M1.), rae pagom ¢ CO6CTBEHHO
TEKCTOM HaxogAaTca Kaniurpauyecku HanucaHHble cfioBa (vawe
BCEro UMEHA) M PUCYHKM (4acTo nopTpeTbl). MHe yXe NpuxXoLunoch
nucatb 0 CTPYKTYpe PYKOMUCHOro sncra [JoCTOeBCKOro, a TakXe o
TOM, YTO Kannurpagusa urpaet BaXHYK poib B (POPMUpPOBaHMM, a C
TOYKWU 3pEHUA WCCNefoBaTeNls B MOHMMaHUM WHTEPTEKCTYanbHOro
npocTpaHcTBa pomaHoB JlocTtoeBckoro (Topon 1997). B To e Bpems
nsgateny nosiHoro cobpaHua coumHeHuin ( JoctoeBckmii 1972-1990)
He cuuTanu KanaurpaMyeckm HamnucaHHble C/i0Ba 3/1eMeHTaMu
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TeKCTa M fJaXe He nepeyncnunum ux. B pesynbTaTe 3T0r0 CNOPHOro
TEKCTONOMMYECKOro nNpuHUMNa W3 NONA 3peHus uccnefosaTesnel
BbIMas WHTEPECHbIA ¥ MOME3HbIA AN MOHMMaHMS TBOPYECKOro Mupa
[JocToeBckoro marepman. W, KOHEYHO Xe, paspyLleHO efWHCTBO
PYKONWCHOTO fiucta. MHOrga e WMEHHO CTPYKTypa PYKOMUCHOro
ANCTa MOXET OblTb OCHOBOW PEKOHCTPYKUWW BPEMEHW fnCTa, T.e.
nopagka 3anonHeHus. MNpueedy o4uMH NpuMep. B NoArotoBMTeNbHBIX
matepuanax K pomaHy “llpecTynsieHMe 1 HakasaHWe” ecTb CTpaHuua
3aMnCcHOW TeTpaan, rAe OTHOCMTENIbHO NIEFKO BOCCTaHOBWUTb XPOHO/O-
rMyeckunii nopsgoK paboTbl NucaTens.
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CTtpaHuua osarnaBneHa: OTMETKMW o Ceugpuraiinose. [locie 3T0ro
NOSBNAIOTCA PUCYHKM (2 NOPTpeTa, OAMH M3 KOTOPbIX 3alITPUXOBAH)
M Kanaurpauyecky HanucaHHble cnosa W (parmeHTbl cfioB: COHS,
Napoleon Buonaparte, Bonaparte, Istria, Capo d’Istria, Pozzo di
Borgo. lMocnegHvM 3Tanom 3amno/iHEHUS CTPaHWULLbl SBMAETCH YXKe
NnosiBNeHNe TOr0 TEKCTa, KOTOPbIi Ham W3BECTEH MO MO/HOMY
COBpaHN0 COYUHEHNIA:

CaugpurainnoB. ECnné s 6bii COLMANNCT, HY, KOHEYHO, OCTaNCA Obl XMWTb.
OcTancs 6bl XWUTb, NOTOMY YTO ObINO 6 YTO AenaTb, — HET YOEXKAEHHee
Hapofa, Kak coupanmcTbl. A Bedb B XW3HW TNaBHOe ybexxaeHwe. Mogyre-
Ka, pasybegute ero. [a Bedb OH >Xe YyBCTBYET, YTO BECb KM3HEHHBII
maTepuan notepsieT. [ns Hero rnaBHoe — yo6exaeHWe. A B YeM €ero
ybexaeHne? [aBHad MbICb COUMaIM3Ma — 3TO  MeXaHu3M. Tam
4esoBEK JeNaeTcs YeNnoBEKOM MexaHuKoi. Ha Bcé npasuia. Cam 4yeoBek
ycTpaHseTca.  Oywly >kuBy OTHAAW. [IOHATHO, 4YTO MOXHO 6bITb
CMOKOMHbIM,- HaCTOALLAA KUTaMLMHA, W 3TU-TO rocnoga roBopsT, 4TO
oHM nporpeccuctbl! Tocriogn! Ecnm sTo nmporpecc. To 4TO e 3HaUMT
KUTawyHa!

NB. Bepute nin B 6yayLuee?
MHoro Hesepwus.

Coumanmam — 3T0 OTYasiHMe Korfa-Hubyfb yCTpouTb uenoBeka. OHu
YCTPOMBAKOT €ro AecrnoTmam(om) M roBOpsAT, UTO 3TO camas-TO U €ecTb
cBobopal

A 4TO6 OH He O4YeHb KYPaXWUNCH, TO YXKACHO NHOOST MHEHWe O TOM, YTO
YefloBeK CaM OfHa TO/bKO MexaHuKa. (7: 161)

C MeTof0NOrMYecKoi TOYKM 3peHMs y uccnegoBaTens Tenepb He-
CKOJIbKO BO3MOXHOCTEN: BO-MepBbIX, COMOCTOB/IEHWE BCEX Kannu-
rpaMyeckn HammcaHHbIX CNOB B MaTepuanax O4HOro Mpou3BeLeHus
M MONbITKa UX WU3Y4YeHWA B KayecTBe eAMHOr0 TEKCTa; BO-BTOPbIX,
accouuaTtvBHOE WM KOHLeNTyanbHOe COMocTaBfieHWe Kanaurpagu-
YECKOI M HeKannnrpagmyeckon yacteil KaXgoro pyKonucHOro nmcra
KaK LIeNOCTHOr0 MWKPOTEKCTa; B-TPETbWX, COMOCTAB/IEHWE PYKOMUC-
HOr0 /IMCTa Kak Lenoro ¢ OKOH4YaTeslbHbIM 6GefioBbiM TEKCTOM B
paMKax LieN0CTHOro BO3MOXXHOIo Mupa npov3sefeHuns.
MoaroToBuTensbHble Martepuansl K “INpecTynneHnto U HakasaHuio”
[0MyCKalT BO3MOXHOCTb BCEX TPex Moaxofos. Hanpumep, B oblwem
Cnucke Kannurpauyecku HanuUCaHHbIX CI0B eCTb reorpaguyeckue
HasBaHMa (KpuT, KOHCTaHTMHOMOML) W COOGCTBEHHble UMeHa
(MeHoTTH, Capo d Istria, Pozzo di Borgo, Nero, Ariman, Arius,
Caligula, Aaron, Raphael Santio d'Urbino u gp.), KoTopble Mmoryt
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6biTb pasfeneHbl Ha TPynnbl Ha OCHOBE W/EO/IOFMYECKUX WN
MCTOPUYECKUX JOMUHAHT, T.€. JOMYCKAKT HEKOTOPYH 06LLYHD MHTEp-
npeTaumio. B HEKOTOPbIX CAyYasX OLYyTMMa NpsMas CBs3b MeXAy
Kannaurpaguyeckum u Hekannurpaduyeckum. Hanpumep, Ha OAHON
M3 CTpaHWL, 3anWUCHbIX TeTpaAei, MNOCBSLIEHHONW XapaKTepucTuKe
CeuapuraiinoBa, 4aeTtcs noApoGHbLIA CNUCOK pasHbIX TUMOB Hacnax-
[EHWNIA, COCTaBNAOLMX CYyTb aMOMUBANEHTHOCTU 3TOFO NEPCOHaXa:

HenomepHass M HeHacbITUMasa Xaxfa HacnaxgeHuid. >Xaxpa >XWU3HW
HeyTonumas. MHoroo6pasve HacnaxgeHuin n ytoneHuin. CoepLueHHOe
CO3HaHMWe M aHannM3 KaXforo HacnaxpgeHus, 6e3 6053HN, YTO OHO OTTOrO
ocnabeeT, NOTOMY 4YTO OCHOBAHO Ha MOTPEBHOCTM camoli HaTypsbl,
TenocnoxeHus. (7: 158)

ConpoBoXJaeTca e 3TOT TeKCT Kanaurpa@uyeckuMy UMeHamm
HepoHa, ApumaHa, Apus, a Ha cnefylolweid ctpaHuue u Kanurynel.
EcTb npumep » YCTONYMBOW B3avMOCBA3N Kanaurpagpuuyeckoro u
Hekannurpaguyeckoro. Hanpumep, wumsa Pagaens ynomuHaetcs
HECKO/NbKO pa3 W Bcerja Ha cTpaHuuax, nocsswleHHbIX CoHe
MapmenafoBoii.

MeHs e UHTepecyeT CONOCTaBUMOCTb Kannurpapuyeckux cnos c
LiefibiIM TEKCTOM W OCMbIC/IEHWe TPYAHO WHTEPnpeTupyembiX MecT B
pamMKax BO3MOXHOro Mupa npou3BefleHUs. Y>Ke yKasaHHas CTpaHuua
3anWCHON TeTpagum nof HasBaHwem OTMeTku o Csugpuraiinose
MOXET MOCNY>XWUTb MaTepuanom. OfjHa BO3MOXHOCTb WCXOAUTL W3
ambuBaneHTHOCTM ob6pasa Ceugpurainnosa v nNpocneguTb 3Ty ambu-
BA/IEHTHOCTb B WUCTOPUYECKOM WHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOM MPOCTPAHCTBeE,
roe psagom okasbiBloTcA HanoneoH BoHanapT v ABa BUAHbIX AeATens
aHTMHaMNO0NeOHOBCKOro fABMxeHus. Kapn-AHgpei Mouuo an bBopro
pogunca Ha Kopcuke B ofuH roj ¢ HarnoneoHoM, 6bin1 Npe3naeHToM
rocyfapcTteeHHoOro coseta Kopcuku, 3atem HeHaBUCTHWMKOM Hano-
JIeOHa W pycCKUM AunaomaTtoM, cocTtasuswumM B 1813 rogy npokna-
MalLMlo aep)xaB npoTtuB HamoneoHa u ero agmHactuu. pad) MoaHH
KanogucTpusa pogunca Ha octpose Kopdy, HO nNpeakn ero pofom w3
aBCcTpuiickoro ropogka Kanmo g’Mctpus, pacnonoXXeHHOro Ha CKa-
INCTOM OCTpoBe TPMWECTCKOro 3anvBa M HanoMmuHawowero BeHeyuto.
B 1813 rogy 6bin cBA3aH ¢ npusnedeHmem LLBeliuapun B ABMXKeHWE
npotue HanoneoHa, ¢ 1816 no 1822 rog 6bl1 MUHUCTPOM WHO-
CTpaHHbIX gen Poccun, a B 1827 rogy Obin u3bpaH Ha CeMb feT
npesugeHTom Mpeunn. B 1831 rogy 6bin youT.

Ha ¢oHe nCTOpMM HamOMEOHOBCKOW AMHACTMM CTaHOBATCA 6onee
OCMbIC/IEHHbIMW W HEKOTOpble MOTWMBbI B U306paxeHUn Cauapu-
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rainnosa. ECnnm BCMOMHUTL NPO €ro BOSXK, YNOMWHAHWE MyTewwecTBns
B AMEpUKy, TO B BO3MOXHOM mupe “lpecTynfeHus n HakasaHus

oKasblBalOTCA ¥ ABa HanoneoHa: HanoneoH |, nnaHuWpoBaBLINiA
6ercteo B Amepuky, n Hanoneon Ill, yyactBoBaBwunii B 1831 B
MogeHe B 3arosope UYupo MeHOTTU, UMSA KOTOPOTO TakXke 3afukcu-
pPOBaHO Kainurpaguyeckn, U BbiCNaHHbIA B 1836 rogy B AMepuKy,
rae npoo6bia rog.

Tak KakK Hano/sieOHOBCKasA TeMa BblpaXKeHa B TEKCTe A0CTaTO4YHO
3KCNANLUUTHO, TO TakKuWe MPOEKUMW pasHbIX MOTUMBOB B pOMaHe Ha
Hamno/IeOHOBCKYIO UCTOPUIO peasin3yeMbl OTHOCUTENLHO NErko.

Bce Takme BO3MOXHOCTW BXOAAT B OOLLYH MOYBEHHUYECKYHO MO3-
TUKY BPEMEHMW, B UCTOPUYECKYHO CUMYNbTaHHOCTb, UHTEPTEKCTYaslb-
HOCTb U MHTEPCYOBLEKTUBHOCT.

C BpeMeHeM HeOoTpbIBHO CBA3aHO NpocTpaHcTBo. O Tomorpaguu
MeTepbypra B pomaHax J[lOCTOEBCKOrO MHOFO HamuMcaHo, HO Jaxe
H. AHuugepoB BbIHYXAEH MpU3HAaTb, 4YTO MNUcaTeNb WHOr4a mnepe-
CTaBNAN apXUTEKTYpHble 00bEKTbl, T.e. KOHLenTyanusumposan Mpo-
CTpPaHCTBO. Mcxofda M3 KOHKPETHOro PYKOMWCHOrO fincTa XO4eTcs
YKa3aTb Ha HeKOTOPble MPU3HaKW, O MapKUPOBAHHOCTU KOTOPbIX HeT
CBUJETeNbCTB M OCMbIC/IEHWE KOTOPbIX AOMYCTUMO /Wb B BO3-
MOXHOM MUpe Npon3BefeHUns.

Mouuo an Bopro n Kanognuctpusa ocTpoBUTSAHE — BCMNOMHUM POJib
OCTPOBOB B POMaHHOM MPOCTPaHCTBe, C OAHON CTOPOHbI, W OTHO-
weHne CBuapuraiinoea K Boge, ¢ Apyroin cTopoHsl. Kpome TOro, ato
ABa MHOCTpaHua, cnyxumewux Poccun. Ums Ceugpuraiinoa Apka-
OWUIA 3TUMONOTMYECKN O3Ha4vaeT 4venoBeka M3 Apkaguu. Mo Tuny
MOCTPOEHUS WMEHW OH HaxXOAUTCA B WHTEPTEKCTyaslbHOM Mpo-
CcTpaHcTBe Mexay Kanoguctpuein n WNypoin ns Kapuota. ConuxeHne
nMmeH Apkagus WMesaHoBuya n MoaHHa KanogucTpun aktyanusmpyet
rpeyeckyto Temy U co3faeT BO3MOXHOCTb NOHUMaHWUA amMBuBaneHT-
HocTu CBuppuraiiioBa M CKBO3b NMpU3My 3TON Tembl. MeHee cny-
YaliHbIM KaXeTCs Ha faHHOM (hOHe yrnomuHaHue CBUAPUTaifoBbIM B
pasroBope C PacKONbHUKOBbLIM OAHOFO COObITUA BOCbMWUJIETHEN
fJaBHocTM: "A BCe-Takum nocagunum 6bIN0 MeHs Torja B TIOPbMY 3a
[JONTW, TPeYOHKa OfWH HeXWHCKWiA.”(6: 218). [dononHuTenHas
BO3MOXHOCTb OCMbIC/IEHUSA KOHLENTyanbHOCTM 3nn304a NocfefHero
Boshka CBuApwuraiinosa, ero Nyt Ha Mecto camoybumiicTBa, BO3HMKaeT

C NOSIB/IEHNEM B pOMaHe HecylLecTBYIOLLei B TorgawHem MeTtepbypre
rocTUHUUbI “AfpuaHonons”:
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OH waran no 6eCKOHeYHOMY -OMY MPOCMEKTY Y€ 0YeHb JO/Ir0o, MoYTU C
nonyaca, He pa3 06pbIBasicb B TEMHOTE Ha [iepeBAHHON MOCTOBOI, HO He
nepectaBasl Yero-To ¢ NO6OMbITCTBOM pa3bICKMBaTb N0 NpaBoli CTOPOHE
npocnekTta. TyT rAe-To, Y€ B KOHLe MNpOCneKTa, OH 3amMeTWu/, Kak-To
npoesas HefjaBHO MWMO, O4HY FOCTUHULY [epeBAHHYI0, HO O6LUMPHYIO,
N UMA ee, CKONbKO €My MOMHW/OCL, 6bI/I0 YTO-TO Bpoge ALPUaHOMoONS.
OH He owmnbcsa B CBOMX pacyeTax: 3Ta roCTMHMUA B Takol raywm 6bina
Takol BUAHOK TOYKOWM, UYTO BO3MOXHOCTM He OblI0 He OTbICKaTb ee,
Jaxe cpefn TeMHOThI. (6: 388)

HanomHuM, uTo KanogucTtpus ctan npesugeHTom [peumn A0 1 6bin
youT nocne ALpumaHononbckoro mupa 1829 roga, rapaHTUpOBaBLLErO
aBToHoMuUio [peunn. Ona Ceuapwurainosa, 4yenoBeka M3 ApkKaguw,
roctMHmua “AfprMaHonons” cTana NnWb BPEMEHHbIM ybexuwem. N3
“ALpuaHonona” OH HanpasnfeTcA K Apyromy “rpeky” — Axunny,
nepej KOTOPbLIM W 3aCTPennTCs.

Takum 06pa3om, akTyasbHble COObITUA pOMaHa, nMpoTekawwume B
KOHPETHOM BPEMEHM W NpOCTpaHCTBe, nomelatroTcs [OCTOEBCKUM B
BO3MOXXHbI MUP BCEMUPHOIO MCTOPUYECKOro npouecca. OgHU 3noxu
ABNAIOTCA apXUCKOXKETHOW OCHOBOW pOMaHa M HYXAatoTCA B OCMbIC-
NEHUN B WHTEPTEKCTyaNbHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE B KauyecTBe oOpraHuye-
CKWUX 3/IEMEHTOB MO3TUKWM pomaHa. lMpu nomouin Apyrux 3nox moryt
6bITb OCMbIC/NIEHbl OTAENbHbIE 3MU304bl WUAN YepTbl MepcoHaxen. B
HarHeTaHWM pasHbIX 3MOX MOXHO YBUAETb NMOYBEHHWYECKYID OCHOBY
No3TUKM [l0CTOEBCKOr0 — >KeflaHWe BblAeNIeHUs YHUBEPCaNbHbIX
MpoLeccoB B WUCTOPUKM, NPUYEM YHMBepPCasbHOCTb [O0Ka3blBaeTcs
NMpPeemMCTBEHHOCTbIO MMEH, COCTaBAAWMX no cnosam A. ['puropbesa
“ayuwly npouecca”. 1oaToMy K MmeHaMm B TBop4yecTBe [OCTOEBCKOIO
Heo6X0AMMO OTHOCWUTLCA BHWMaTenbHo, OyfAb OHW B TeKCTe WAN B
YepHOBUKe.

DTOT KpaTKMil Npumep NOKa3bIBaeT aHaNOrnI0 MeXAY OTAENbHbIM
PYKOMUCHBIM JINCTOM W KYNbTYpPOW KaK CUCTEMON PasHOPOAHbIX
TEeKCTOB. 3TO fABa WHTEPCEMWOTUYECKMX NPOCTpPaHCTBa. JaHHblit
PYKOMUCHBIWA UCT ABAAETCSA LEbIM TEKCTOM C TOYKU 3PEHUS CEMMUO-
TWYeCcKOW OQOPMIEHHOCT W MecTa B UCTOpUM pomaHa “lpe-
CTynfeHne W HakasaHue”. Kaxgblli 371eMeHT TekcTa (PUCYHOK,
Kannurpaguio, TEKCT) MOXHO aTpubyTuMpoBaThb OTAeNbHO. Ho B ToiA
e Mepe BaXHO aTpubyTMpoBaTb B3aMMOCBA3U MEXJY 3NeMeHTamu,
Tak Kak umeH lMouuo oM bopro u Kanoguctpuy B OKOHYaTE/IbHOM
TEeKCTe HeT. XPOHOTOMHas CTPYKTypa poMaHa COAEPXWUT Lenblii pag
NCTOPUYECKUX W MPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIX anno3nii. [eiicTBne pomaHa
npoucxoguT B MeTepbypre, HO Apkagnii CBuapurainnos cBA3aH vepes
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nmMs ¢ Apkagueii, cobupaetca yexaTb B AMepuKy, OCTaHaB/IMBaeTCs B
AfpuvaHornone, u O4HMM W3 ero npotoTunos ssnderca Wypa wus
KapuoTta. lNMpoaHann3npoBaB B WHTEPCEMUOTUYECKOM MPOCTPaHCTBE
PYKOMWCHOr0O NNCTa MPOLLecC MOPOXKAEHUA KOHLUenuuu TekcTa, Mbl
MOXXeM PEKOHCTPYKLMIO 3TOr0 npoLecca NpoBepuTb Ha 0COBEHHOCTSX
6enosoro TekcTta. CyulectBoBaHue “IpecTynneHnss W Haka3aHusi B
UHTEPCEMUOTMYECKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE KyNbTypbl ABASeTCA 6eCKOoHey-
HbIM MPOLLECCOM peLenunn, KOTOPbIA MOXET ObiTb COMOCTaBfeH C
MpoLeccoM MOPOXAeHUs U B pe3ynbTaTe MOXHO MPOaHann3npoBaTb
CEMMOTUYECKME OCOBEHHOCTM CYLLECTBOBAHWA 3TOr0 TeKCTa B
KYNbType, CTeneHb ero TpaHC(HOpMUPYeMOCTU UM  WUHTEPCEMMUO-
TWYECKOoli NepeBogMMOCTMN.
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Intersemiootiline ruum:
Adrianopol F. Dostojevski “Kuritdo ja karistuse”
Peterburis

Artikkel on puhendatud intertekstuaalse kultuuriruumi eripérale ja
analtisivéimaluste otsimisele. Koérvutatakse tasandi-, kompositsiooni- ja
kronotoobilist analtisi. Eraldi viidatakse tekstilisele ja intertekstilisele
kronotoobilisele analtisile. Vaadeldakse kaht teksti protsessuaalsuse
aspekti: teksti saamislugu, kasikirjalehe struktuuri osa selles stiili ja kir-
janiku mdtlemisviisi peegeldajana (eriti intersemiootilises pildi, graafika,
sdna vahekorras) ja teksti retseptsioonilugu, tema intersemiootilist tolki-
mist erinevate margisisteemide abil ja pihustunud kujul kultuuris ek-
sisteerimist. Sellega seoses kdrvutatakse individuaalse ja mentaalse teksti
madistet.

Ndaiteks on toodud Uks lehekiilg F. Dostojevski taskuraamatust, millel
pildi, kalligraafia ja teksti keeruline kooslus pakub huvitavat informat-
siooni teose kontseptsiooni kujunemise viisist.
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Abstract. Signifying practices by which living creatures communicate,
are, according to Sebeok, the survival-machines. Accordingly, as repre-
sented by the semiotic text analysis or Bakhtin’s textology, one can speak
about a human survival-machine. This has been studied by different semi-
otic schools (including the Moscow-Tartu school) referring to language,
culture, genre and, importantly, text ideology. In this article, the aspects of
textology in Peirce’s generalized theory of signs become analysed. After a
discussion of the concept of text in Peirce’s (published and unpublished)
writings, its relationship with semiosis and other Peircean categories is
shown. The project of elaborating Peirce-based text-semiotics expects that
it must be dramatically different from other sign-theoretical text-theories.
This may be a path towards more inter-subjective and creative textology.

Textology

The application of a semiotic paradigm to text analysis, which char-
acterizes the analysis of written verbal utterances, also called text
semiotics, is finally what distinguishes the formalized approach of text
grammar from a more comprehensive point of view, that of communi-
cation in the broad sense of the term. Indeed, texts are objects or ar-
tifacts containing and conveying information; messages encoded, sent,
transmitted, received, decoded, and given some interpretationl

For text and textuality, see further Gorlee 1997a and 1998.
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Semiotics in the broad sense is precisely concerned with the study of
all signifying practices (verbal, non-verbal, or a combination of both) by
which living creatures, human and non-human, communicate. How vital
this pursuit is, has been repeatedly emphasized by Sebeok, who refers to
it as life’s, and thus also man’s, “survival-machine” (Sebeok 1986: 5).
In order to study the many different ways in which signs can function,
semiotics has developed a fullfledged repertoire of concepts. Semiotics
is therefore in the unique position to describe, explain, as well as to pre-
dict human thought as operative in the sign process. Moreover, a semi-
otic analysis does not peculiarly involve a value judgment, neither a
priori nor a posteriori; because as the radically general theory of signs it
is, at least in its purest form, incompatible with ideological discoloration
of the facts it pretends to study.

Textual production and textual interpretation are, among innumer-
able other human practices, forms of communication through signs. The
text-phenomenon can therefore be studied from the perspective of a
theory of signs. Obvious as this may perhaps seem, a “semiotic textol-
ogy” (Petdfi 1986b)2 is nevertheless a relatively recent emprise within
semiotics, and remains in many ways a little-explored field of applied
semiotic investigation. One important reason for this is that text semi-
otics as it has so far been practices has often concentrated rather one-
sidedly on what is called linguistic semiotics, or descriptive sign theory
in the Saussurean tradition. Examples abound3 Whereas, on the other
hand, the semiotic project of a textology from the point of view of
Peirce’s semiotics has as yet received scant attention (Gorlee 1992).

Without going into the details of the sectarian “warfare” between
followers of the two sign-theoretical traditions, the discussion here
will concentrate instead on their respective relevance to the textologi-
cal case in point. On the other hand, the insights as developed in the
former Soviet Union, the Moscow-Tartu school, will also, whenever
relevant, be drawn upon. Bachtin’s novel textological propositions,
from the Leningrad school of semiotics, has been mentioned in the
previous paragraph, who rejected the Saussurean dichotomy of syn-

The term “textology” was originally an invention of Bachtin’s from the Leningrad
school of semiotics. See his 1959-1961 article “Das Problem des Textes” (Bachtin
1990: 437-438, note 2 [composed by the translators]).

See Linguistique et discours littdraire. Theorie et pratique des textes by Adam,
published in 1976, still in use. Jointly with Saussurean terms the following (always
literary) texts are analyzed, for instance, Colette’s La maison de Claudine, Chretien de
Troyes’s Perceval ou le Conte du Graal, Flaubert’s Madame Bovaiy, Andre Breton’s
Poisson soluble, Zola’s Germinal, Montesquieu’s Lettres persanes, and so forth.
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chrony and diachrony and statics versus dynamics, as against the re-
vival of post-Saussurian descriptive tradition in France (see Levi-
Strauss) and parts of North America. No attempts will therefore be
made here to resolve semiotic disputes. It will instead be argued that
Peirce’s theory of signs has been unduly neglected in text theory, and
that its potential for text-theoretical study fully deserves further explo-
ration. To explore this well-nigh pristine ground will be the primary
aim, and indeed the privilege, of this study.

Text semiotics

Different semiotic theories have defined the text by establishing a re-
lation between the concept of text and that of sign. This does, how-
ever, not mean that there is agreement among semioticians about what
precisely is a text. Indeed, what is meant by it varies according to the
different definitions, explications, or descriptions given, explicitly or
implicitly, to the concept of the (linguistic) sign.

In what has been denominated “linguistic semiotics”, the written
verbal sign is regarded as a graphic utterance-sign occurring as a se-
qguence of word-signs, that is, as an “entity endowed with meaning
prior to any linguistic or logical analysis” (Greimas and Courtes 1982:
362). It is not until the object in question is analyzed (or described)
that it becomes a signifying whole, or text. It is thus only as a result of
the descriptive process of what is called “signification” that articulated
meaning comes into existence and is made visible to the reader. This
means that a text is “made up only of those semiotic elements fitting
the theoretical goal of the description” (Greimas and Courtes 1982:
340). Different types of analysis will perceive different pertinent traits,
will choose, retain, and process different signifying features, and will
consequently produce different non-equivalent texts.

This sign-theoretical approach studies how the utterer (who in this
predominantly literary-oriented tradition is often referred to as “nar-
rator”) addresses himself to the reader. As it concentrates on retracing
the process in which meaning is encoded and textualized, linguistic
semiotics is primarily concerned with text production, and hence with
sign production. This agrees with Barthes’s concept of the text (or
Text, as he often called it), which hinges on the sign qua signifier;
while its counterpart, the signified, can be endlessly explored (this is
Barthes s semiological adventure”), yet its true scope must remain
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elusive. After making a round through textuality in his structuralist
colleagues (Propp, Kristeva, Derrida, Foucault, Lacan, Tel Quel) as
Barthes formulated his textness (originally in 1974):

And what is the Text? | shall not answer by a definition, which would be
to fall back into the signified.

The Text, in the modern, current sense which we are
trying to give this word, is fundamentally to be distinguished from the lit-
erary work:

it is not an esthetic product, it is a signifying practice;

it is not a structure, it is a structuration;

it is not an object, it is a work and a game;

it is not a group of closed signs, endowed with a meaning to be redis-
covered, it is avolume of traces in displacement;
the instance of the Text is not signification but the Signifier, in the semi-
otic and psychoanalytic acceptation of that term;
the Text exceeds the old literary work; there is, for example, a Text of
Life ... (Barthes 1988: 7)

In so far as the often cryptic nature of Barthes’s idea-world and the
daunting nature of his parlance do permit a transparent and unambigu-
ous interpretation, a structuralist concept of text seems to de-
emphasize what is central to other semiotic theories, namely that a text
serves first and foremost a communicative target. Yet to conceive of a
text as a self-contained entity with its own internal structure, inde-
pendent (at least in principle) of whatever interpretations it may at any
time be able to receive, is to ignore the almost obvious, namely that
this structure or form is as it is precisely to efficiently organize and
convey a particular message. Before anything else, a written text must
therefore be considered as a communicative event, a writer’s device
for telling something to somebody, his particular reader(ship).

In non-structuralist semiotic theories, and in semiotic theories
which, while bearing the stamp of Saussure, are not as directly Saus-
surean as structuralism is, communication does take central stage. In
the former Soviet Union, this was clearly prefigured in the text-
theoretical work by Jakobson and Bachtin, which focuses upon the
(preferably artistic) verbal text qua individual utterance (written as
well as spoken), and which is conceived as a polemical dialogue be-
tween Saussurean linguistics and “metalinguistics”, the latter a Bach-
tinian concept (not coextensive with Jakobson’s 1960 notion of meta-
language) emphasizing the diachronical and cumulative aspects of
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literary hermeneutics instead of the static nature of Saussure’s model .
This marks the transition, in so-called Soviet semiotics, from a cyber-
netic and scientistic approach to a cultural approach.

In the sense of the Moscow-Tartu school of semiotics, originally
headed by Lotman, communication is approached as a fact of culture,
and its manifestations, both linguistic and non-linguistic, are called, in
consequence, “texts of the culture.” In his article “Problems in the
typology of texts”, Lotman gives the following, deliberately broad
characterization of the (linguistic) text:

A text is a separate message that is clearly perceived as being distinct
from a “nontext” or “other text” ... The distinctive character of a text is
not randomly distributed among semiotic levels. For a linguist, a sequence
of sentences may be perceived as distinct from what precedes and follows
in a linguistic relation, syntactically for instance, and thus as forming a
text; and yet it may not possess such a delimitation according to certain
legal standards. For a lawyer, a sequence of sentences is part of a text if it
belongs to a broader unity, and is a nontext if it does not belong to such a
unity. From this follows: ... A text has a beginning, end, and definite in-
ternal organization. An internal structure is inherent by definition in every
text. An amorphous accumulation of signs is not a text. (Lotman [1977]
1988:119)

Considered as a semiotic sign, the text is for Lotman a delimited
whole. First, the text must have clear external boundaries, which set it
apart from other texts in the same linguistic code. Second, and in ad-
dition to its outward demarcations, the text often has an inner dis-
tinctiveness, insofar as it consists of parts (strophes, chapters, para-
graphs, etc.). The text is hierarchically organized in a variety of sub-
signs corresponding to levels of structural-semantic organization, or
subtexts5. In order to be understandable as a coherent unity, both in
terms of form and in terms of meaning, texts must for Lotman be
viewed as rooted in a given culture in its plurality of codes. As
Shukman points out, the concept of “code,” “in Lotman’s usage, may
refer to semantic level, literary convention, level of consciousness or
ideology. Used in this way, it is a heuristic device not strictly or ideo-
logically defined” (Shukman 1986: 1088). What is important here is
not so much how texts are interpreted (because widely divergent in-

4 See, e.g., Bachtin 1990, an essay composed in 1959-1961, mentioned in note 2.

In addition to its hierarchism. the concept of text is defined by Lotman in terms of
(1) expression, (2) demarcation, and (3) structure. In my survey, these features do not
appear seriatim, but are blended into the discussion.
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terpretations are often possible, all integral), but the fact that they
make sense in a community or culture and can be efficiently inter-
preted by its members. Herein lies perhaps the difference between
Lotman’s and Barthes’s ideas of text. While both scholars consider the
text as an autonomous object, Barthes’s analyses disregard all ex-
tratextual properties and ideological relations, whereas these play a
decisive role in Lotman’s textual approach.

As argued in Lotman and Pjatigorskij ([1977] 1988)6, culture con-
sists in a collection of rules which functions as a system of signs. The
(written) text is a cultural product and may be regarded as a “*semiotic
space’ in which the various codes combine in a unique manner”
(Shukman 1986: 1088). In order to become texts, verbal messages
must function semiotically, that is, they must possess a special cultural
significance. This means that they must have a meaningful relation not
only with other texts, but they must also function meaningfully within
the relevant system of social and cultural codes governing religion,
law, medicine, politics, art, etc. All texts are embedded in and, to a
certain degree, conditioned by certain sociocultural rules. This relation
can be simple and straightforward, or it can be polemic and am-
biguous; but a verbal message lacking a cultural impact cannot be en-
dowed with a textual status.

This means that the everyday utterance, or linguistic communica-
tion without a particular cultural meaning beyond the purely utilitar-
ian, does for this reason not qualify as a semiotic sign, or text. It is
called a “nontext”. That the division between a text and a nontext is
neatly defined only in theory, may be exemplified by the New York
stock-index, a sports report, a shopping list, or the weather report;
mundane texts, true, but not devoid of cultural relevance. It must be
underscored that in the text-semiotic perspective as developed in the
former Soviet Union, strictly linguistic well-formedness & la Chomsky
is not as such decisive in verbal utterances, because what would at
first blush seem like a random sequence of words (for instance, a
magic formula, children’s nonsense rhymes, a Dada poem) can nev-
ertheless make perfect sense to specific interpreters and/or in specific
sociocultural contexts. Of the three semiotic dimensions (Morris’s
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic factors) which may be distinguished in
the text, the first two are thus integrated in, and overshadowed by, the
third: “Eeny Meeny Mo” does function as what Lotman conceives as a
“real text” ([1977] 1988: 124).

6 On Lotman’s ideas, see also Segre 1984, for example.
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In spite of the wide range of their interests, Lotman and his associ-
ates (such as Ivanov, Uspenskij, Toporov, and many others) gravitate
towards a concept of text which is particularly applicable to dividing
texts into “artistic” and “non-artistic” texts (see Shukman 1986). This
is hardly surprising, because they are especially interested in how
culturally-functioning signs (Lotman’s “real texts”) not only reflect a
certain encoded meaning, but also how they enable interpreters to
generate new and unexpected meanings of them, for example by
placing them within the novel context of a different cultural (sub)code
than the original or “natural” one:

In the course of the cultural functioning of the text, its original meaning is
subjected to complex re-makings and transformations, which result in an
increase ofmeaning. This may therefore be called the creative function of
the text. In contrast to its communicative function, where the slightest
change represents an error and a distortion of meaning, a text in its crea-
tive function tends to produce new meanings (cf. E. T. A. Hoffmann’s
words in the preface to his Lebensansichten des Katers where errors, slips
of Murr about the creative role of misprints, and also the numerous inci-
dents mentioned by Tolstoy, Akhamatova, and others, the pen, etc., have
played a part in the creative process). If in the former function noise
swallows up the information, it may creatively transform it in the latter.
(Lotman 1987: 161)

By concluding that “the text in its modem semiotic definition, is no
longer a passive carrier of meaning, but appears as a dynamic, intrin-
sically contradictory phenomenon, as one of the fundamentals of
modem semiotics” (Lotman 1987: 163), Lotman transforms the text-
sign from a mere vessel of meaning into an active meaning-generating
agency, hereby moving textuality away from the statics of the post-
Saussurian tradition and towards new horizons.

Text ideology

In the final analysis, this dynamic conception of the text as semiotic
sign would seem more germane to “semiosis” in Peirce’s sense of tri-
adic sign-action, than to Saussure’s dyadic sign-relation, between a
signifier in opposition to a signified. It is true that the semiotic tradi-
tion in the former Soviet Union is conceptually closer to Saussure and,
to some degree, to Hjelmslev, than to Peirce. One example of this is
the notion of culture, which echoes langue, and the vision of the text
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asparole; another, that Lotman operates with binary oppositions (such
as systemic/non-systemic, univocal/ambivalent, center/periphery).
Moreover, Lotman’s focus (in tandem with Saussure’s) is on man-
made signs interpreted by human interpreters; while Peirce conceived
of the sign, in a much broader way, to include all signs, man-made
and/or natural. Yet it can perhaps be suggested that in Lotman’s per-
spective, as in Peirce’s, the text’s meaning is not reducible to the sys-
tem in which it is inscribed; it is an ongoing process whereby new
relations with the world are being established and revived, and hence
new meanings are being forged. Lotman’s conception of the “real”
sign as determined by culture can be regarded as akin to Peirce’s
“genuine” sign (at least in one of the senses in which Peirce uses this
term): this is, in addition to being an entity in itself, a two-faced
agency mediating meaningfully (that is, both functionally and crea-
tively) between “reality” as represented in the sign and “reality” as
interpreted by an interpreting mind; whereas Saussure’s sign consists
of, and is therefore reducible to, the sign-internal interaction and mu-
tual dependence between its material side (signifier) and the “content”
(signified) with which it is descriptively connected. This is textual
ideology in structuralism, that is “in the restricted, semiotic, meaning
of this word” (Greimas and Courtes 1982: 149).

Next, let us consider Eco’s concept of the written text, which is
radically eclectic as it seeks to harmonize and integrate many different
semiotic traditions, particularly East Europan semiotics, “French” se-
miology, and “American” semiotics. In tandem with semiology (more
commonly called structuralism), Eco concentrates, in his classic
A Theory of Semiotics and later work, on modes of text production,
while borrowing his textual concepts and terminology mainly from the
communication model deviced by information theoreticians. At the
same time, however, Eco began to develop a text theory emphasizing
textual interpretation. In consequence, his exploration of the “role of
the reader” in interpreting texts has been guided expressly by Peircean
concepts (Eco’s The Role ofthe Reader [1979] 1984).

In A Theory of Semiotics, Eco notes that “usually a single sign-
vehicle conveys many intertwined contents and therefore what is
commonly called a ‘message’ is in fact a text whose content is a mul-
tilevelled discourse” (1979: 57; Eco’s emphasis)7. If a text can express

7 Eco inverts the use of “text” and “discourse” as found in, for example, the work of
van Dijk, for whom “text” is “the abstract notion ... , underlying what is intuitively
known as ‘connected discourse’ (van Dijk 1972: 1).
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several coexisting messages, Eco argues, it is because the codes ac-
cording to which it is encoded, are ideally shared by the utterer and
the interpreter of the text. Except in the rare case of the absolutely
simple and rudimentary sign, every sign constitutes for Eco a text; and
a complex sign such as a painting is thus, for Eco, “not a sign but a
text” (1979: 20, 250).

Eco realizes, of course, that while every sign is a vehicle of mean-
ing, in order to do so it does not necessarily have to be produced by a
human individual. Many signs, such as the so-called “natural” signs
(signs of the weather, medical symptoms, etc.) have no utterer. But a
sign does not function as a sign until it be recognized and understood
as such, and interpreted by some (real or potential) interpreter. What
is, however, crucial in making the sign (whether verbal or non-verbal)
a text, is for Eco solely its multiple meaning-potential; as opposed, it
must be reminded, to Lotman’s above-discussed, more diversified
requirements. A sign must be susceptible of receiving more than one
meaning, including non-intended and even fanciful ones. In the inter-
pretive act or acts new meanings can emerge as a result of the appli-
cation by the interpreter of non-intended (by the sign producer) codes.
In Eco’s favored expression, the sign must be capable of lying.

Eco’s identification of sign with text holds also true for the inverse
operation, the written text as a semiotic sign — intentionally produced
and conventionally interpreted. When Eco considered the sign as a
text, he really used “text” in an extended, even metaphorical sense;
while in his consideration of the verbal text as a sign Eco uses the
term “text” also, and primarily, in reference to the particular written
object, thereby using “text”, somewhat confusingly, in two senses,
literal and figurative, concrete and abstract. As it happens, Eco’s ar-
gument concentrates upon the latter (the concept of text) while as-
suming a general acquaintance with the former (the object called text).
Poorly defined, if defined at all, this object can only be known through
the (fragments of) verbal texts which Eco uses as examples illustrative
of his text theory. These include, in Eco ([1979] 1984), texts as hetero-
geneous as a short story (Un drame bien parisien, by Alphonse Al-
lais), an excerpt from a poem (Toto-Vaca, by Tristan Tzara), a para-
graph from Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations, and Peirce’s
definition of the words “hard” and “lithium”). With such a wide topi-
cal selection of texts (from literary, philosophical and chemical gen-
res), Eco shows a universal, Peircean spirit and departs from other
semiotic traditions which either limit textual study to the study of lit-
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erary texts, or define what constitutes a text in terms of culture, high
and/or popular. Following Peirce’s line of reasoning, the crucial dis-
tinction is not, as usually, between the artistic and the non-artistic, the
verbal and the non-verbal, the cultural and the natural, but (as shall be
shown in more detail in the next section) between the genuine, or tri-
adic sign and signs which do not function triadically. In short, Peirce
opposes semiosis to non-semiosic forms of textual sign-action.

In The Role of the Reader Eco states that the literary, philosophi-
cal, etc. text as “what one calls ‘message’ is usually a text, that is, a
network of different messages depending on different codes and
working at different levels of signification” ([1979] 1984: 5). At the
same time he points out that “every text is a syntactic-semantico-
pragmatic device whose foreseen interpretation is part of its generative
process (Eco [1979] 1984: 3, 11). This last definition of the text as
concept not only accomodates all three semiotic dimensions of the
text; it also emphasizes the crucial role which text interpretation cru-
cially has to play, in tandem with the earlier text production; and the
use of the designation “device”, rather than “sign”, underscores that
the text is however a complex human construction, something con-
trived by human design; and at the same time a means for bringing
about a result, a kind of tool requiring, from both its maker and its
user, a combination of workmanship and creativity, skill and imagina-
tion.

In “Peirce and the semiotic foundations of openness: Signs as texts
and texts as signs” (Chapter 7 of Eco [1979] 1984), written in 1976,
Eco deploys his ideas on a Peircean text theory by developing some of
Peirce’s concepts in a suitable textual direction. These concepts are
not so much Peirce’s well-known triad, icon-index-symbol, as his the-
ory of the “interpretant”. In other words, of the three relations which
the sign has (with itself, with its referent, and with the meaning it is
given), Eco goes beyond what the sign stands for and also concen-
trates on the dynamic process by which the sign (text) arouses an in-
terpreting sign (meaning) in some interpreting mind (reader). Such a
pragmatic approach includes and presupposes an approach from both
semantics and syntactics, in the same way as Peirce’s Thirdness in-
cludes and presupposes Secondness and Firstness. In fact, it is one of
the many concrete manifestations of Peirce’s three modes of being.
Rather than giving here a detailed account of Eco’s reading, interpre-
tation, and application of Peirce’s ideas, let us in what follows take a
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closer look at how Peirce himself equated, or otherwise connected,
text (as defined for the purpose here) with the adventure of the sign.

Peirce, text, and sign

Peirce did occasionally use “text” in a modem sense of the term .
Nevertheless, in Peirce’s days “text” was commonly used in classical
philology, religious studies, and related disciplines, to refer to the
words of Greek and Latin authors, and other, preferably “ancient”
(N1:158,1892), pieces of writing, or manuscripts, invested with spe-
cial authority, the Bible, especially9, and referring to Aristotle’s writ-
ing, his “Greek text, the context of the book calls more emphatically
for a chapter of very different meaning from that which we read in the
present text” and “the meaning that can be attached to the existing
text”, written by Aristotle (MS 756: 10-11, c. 1906). This is how the
term is commonly used by Peirce, and this is likewise how Peirce’s
contemporary, Saussure, spoke of “written texts” (Saussure [1916]
1959: 1, 7), namely, as objects of comment and exegesis.

See, particularly, Peirce’s review-articles for The Nation, where he referred, for
example, to “the illustrations, which are wood-cuts in the text” (N 2: 62, 1894); “there
was a date, 10 Nov. 1619, in the text, and 11 Nov. 1620, in the margin” (N 2: 93,
1889); “its pages were filled with solid text” (N 2: 197, 1899); “The text occupies less
than six hundred pages” (N 2: 265, 1900); “a text of half a million words” (N 3: 34,
1901); “the Appendix to the book ... fills more than half again as many pages as the
body of the text” (N 3: 62,1890); “Heiberg prints for the first time the Greek text of
Anatolius on the first ten numbers” (N 3: 87, 1902). From Peirce’s other works, see the
following examples: “End of footnote” is immediately followed by “Text resumed”
(MS 646: 8, 1910); and apropos of the opera Peirce remarked: “The business of the
composer was to invent ‘beautiful melodies’. The text that was written below it was a
secondary affair. Music and words were yuxtaposed, as it were” (MS 1517: 31, 1896).
The latter quote is from Peirce’s translation of William Hirsch’s Genius und Degen-
eration (1998), and Peirce’s use of “text” here is evidently a transposition of the origi-
nal German Text (as an addendum, see publications on this theme, Gorlee 1996, 1997).
See also the following passage: “I hold that it is necessary to make an emendation to
the text of the 25th chapter of the Second Prior Analytics ...” (MS 318: 187, 1907),
where Peirce also used “text” in the sense of “words”. In this connection it is interest-
ing to note the following quote: “... if we take a piece of blank paper, and form the
resolve to write upon it some part of what we think about some real or imaginary con-
dition of things, then, that resolve being made and the whole sheet (called the [)] hav-
ing been devoted to that purpose exclusively,...” (MS 678: 42, 1910; underlining in the
handwritten original). Here, the word which Peirce was apparently looking for to fill
the blank space, could perhaps have been “text”, or an equivalent.

9  See further Segre 1988.
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In respect to the modem meaning of “text” as constituting the ob-
ject of research in these pages, Peirce, as a sign-theoretician, used
terms such as symbol”, “discourse”, “proposition”, and “argument”,
thereby addressing himself to logical properties of the text, which will
be elaborated later in greater detail. Here it must suffice to character-
ize the several concepts through which Peirce approached the phe-
nomenon of text, briefly and seriatim, as follows: A symbol is a sign
requiring intelligent or skilful interpretation to become meaningful. It
is the vehicle of thought, and “all thinking is conducted in signs that
are mainly of the same structure as words ..., or symbols” {CP 6.338,
c. 1909). Reasoning, that is interpretation of signs by signs, whether
spoken, written, or otherwise (such as pictorial), takes always a dis-
cursive form. Peirce wrote that

Reasoning by our older authors Shakespeare, Milton, etc. is called “dis-
course of reasoning”, or “discourse” simply. The expression is not yet ob-
solete in the dialect of philosophers. But “discourse” also means talk, es-
pecially talk monopolized. That these two things, reasoning and talk,
should have come to be called by one name, in English, French, and
Spanish, a name that in classical Latin means simply, running about, is
one of the curious growths of speech. (MS 597: 2, c. 1902)

However, Peirce hastened to add to this that discourse, or reasoning, is
“communication”, and hence not “a sort of talk with oneself ... ad-
dressed to oneself’ (MS 597: 3, ¢.1902). Accordingly, a “proposition”
is, for Peirce, “any product of language, which has the form that
adapts it to instilling belief into the mind of the person addressed,
supposing him to have confidence in its utterer” (MS 664: 8, 1910);
and in what Peirce called “argument”, “[cjertain facts are stated in
such a way as to convince a person of the reality of a certain truth, that
is, the argumentation is designed to determine in his mind a represen-
tation of that truth” (MS 599: 43, ¢.1902). Applied to written texts,
these concepts (symbol, discourse, proposition, argument, inter alia)
enable us to deal logically (that is, semiotically) with the text as a de-
vice for verbal definition, suggestion, persuasion, instruction, and
other forms of communication through words.

First, it is necessary to consider the text as a material object. Con-
strued in Peircean terms, it is a sign and, more specifically, a verbal
sign. As a sign it must be seen on a par with all other objects which in
Peirce’s logic are susceptible of signhood. In a Peircean semiotics,
anything (any object, event, phenomenon, concept, etc.) can, in certain
circumstances, be a sign. Fisch underscores that “Peirce’s general the-
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ory of signs is so general as to entail that, whatever else anything may
be, it is also a sign” (1983: 56). According to Peirce, signs in general
are “a class which includes pictures, symptoms, words, sentences,
books, libraries, signals, orders of command, microscopes, legislative
representatives, musical concertos, performances of these ... (MS 634:
18, 1909). In short, “[a] sign is any sort of thing” (MS 800: 2, [19037],
provided it is a “representation” and thus “stands for something to the
idea which it produces, or modifies; or it is a vehicle conveying into
the mind something from without” (NEM4: 309, 1895)10

It has been frequently noted, and commented upon, by Peircean
scholars that Peirce’s concept of the sign is very broad; much broader,
at any rate, than all other semioticians’s conception of signhood,
which it encompasses. According to Greenlee, it is “deliberately
broad” (1973: 24); but note Peirce’s own affirmation that it “is a very
broad conception, but the whole breath of it is pertinent to logic”
(NEM 3: 3: 233, 1909). Indeed, despite Peirce’s numerous definitions
and redefinitions of the sign throughout his intellectual careerll, he
never abandoned the broadness of its scope; nor did he change the
essence of the logical properties of the sign as “something, A, which
denotes some fact or object, B, to some interpretant thought, C” (CP:
1.346, 1903).

There is substantial evidence from Peirce’s work that he had a keen
interest in language and linguistics, in addition to many other fields of
research, theoretical and applied. Peirce’s numerous linguistically-
oriented essays (the first of which is his 1865 Harvard Lecture | (W L
162ff., 1865)) are manifestations of a deeply-felt concern with language
as a logical (i.e., for Peirce, as a semiotic) sign system. This interest
manifests itself most peculiarly in Peirce’s later period (from 1902),
when the idea of a phenomenology governed by the three modes of be-
ing (Firstness, Secondness, Thirdness) had crystallized in the philoso-
pher’s mind12 Unlike phenomenology in the more customary sense,

1 Pharies notes that “Peirce’s definition of the term as anything capable of standing
for something else is so broad that it includes many things that would not normally
qualify for the term in everyday English (tokens, marks, badges, signals, ciphers, sym-
bols; objects, animals, persons; propositions, arguments, sentences, paragraphs, books;
mountains, seas, planets, stars, galaxies, universes), although it would be possible to
say, for example, that a robin on the lawn is a sign of approaching spring, that a book is
a sign of the author’s labors, or that a galaxy is a sign that the laws of physics continue
to operate” (1985: 14).

1 For bibliographical key references, see Parmentier 1985: 45. n. 2.

2 For a further discussion of Peirce’s categories Firstness, Secondness, and Third-
ness, see Gorlee 1994: 40-42.
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Peirce s idea of phenomenology is the science studying “the collective
total of all that is in any way present to the mind, quite regardless of
whether it corresponds to any real thing or not” (CP: 1.284, 1905). Ob-
ject of study can thus be, in a Peircean phenomenology, all that can pos-
sibly be perceived or thought. Thus we find linguistic phenomena rub-
bing shoulders with the myriad phenomena of a non-linguistic nature
which call our attention. Peirce’s doctrine of the three categories pro-
vides a means of dealing with all such phenomena indiscriminately,
though not equally. To place Peirce’s thought under the banner of phi-
losophy of language is, nevertheless, a serious misconstrual of the facts,
because it would fail to do justice to the universal scope of Peirce’s
logic. This is brought out beautifully by Jakobson, thus:

Peirce’s semiotic edifice encloses the whole multiplicity of significa-
tive phenomena, whether a knock at the door, a footprint, a spontaneous
cry, a painting or a musical score, a conversation, a silent meditation, a
piece of writing, a syllogism, an algebraic equation, a geometric diagram,
a weather vane, or a simple bookmark. The comparative study of several
sign systems carried out by the researcher revealed the fundamental con-
vergences and divergences which had as yet remained unnoticed. Peirce’s
works demonstrate a particular perspicacity when he deals with the cate-
goric nature of language in the phonic, grammatical and lexical aspects of
words as well as in their arrangement within clauses, and in the imple-
mentation of the clauses with respect to the utterances. At the same time,
the author realizes that his research “must extend over the whole of gen-
eral Semeiotic,” and warns his epistolary interlocutor, Lady Welby: “Per-
haps you are in danger of falling into some error in consequence of limit-
ing your studies so much to Language.” (1987: 442)

By categorizing signs not by their material aspects but by the different
ways in which they may be meaningful, Peirce conceived of many
human languages (speech, gestures, music, and others), in which ex-
perience may be differently communicated. Verbal language (that is,
language consisting of verbal signs) is, of course, pivotal among these
languages. Peirce said that “[b]y a ‘verbal sign’ | mean a word, sen-
tence, book, library, literature, language, or anything else composed of
words” (MS 318: 239, 1907)13 This list, from Peirce’s later period, is
nearly echoic of earlier enumerations, such as “words and phrases, and

b In his monograph on Charles S. Peirce and the Linguistic Sign, Pharies takes the
linguistic sign only in the narrowest sense: “Peirce would use it to refer to any linguis-
tic representation, including words, sentences, conversations, even whole books. | am
employing it in the sense that has become traditional in linguistic literature, namely,
that is ‘word™™" (Pharies 1985: 9, n. 7). This limits the value of this book.
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speeches, and books, and libraries” (MS'404: 5, 1893). As Fisch inter-
prets Peirce,

It goes without saying that words are signs; and it goes almost without
saying that phrases, clauses, sentences, speeches, and extended conversa-
tions are signs. So are poems, essays, short stories, novels, orations, plays,
operas, journal articles, scientific reports, and mathematical demonstra-
tions. So a sign may be a constituent part of a more complex sign, and all
the constituent parts of a complex sign are signs. (1983: 56-57)

Scattered throughout Peirce’s works there are numerous references to,
and discussions of, written signs of all kinds and genres, from isolated
simple word-signs to complex verbal structures. For instance, the
words “witch” (MS'634: 7, 1909), “Hil” (MS 1135: 10, [1895] 1896),
“runs” (MS 318: 72, 1907), and “whatever” (CP: 8.350, 1908) are for
Peirce signs; so is “the word ‘man’ [which] as printed, has three let-
ters; these letters have certain shapes, and are black” (W 3: 62, 1873;
cf. MS 9: 2, 1904). Peirce considered as a sign “[a]ny ordinary word,
as ‘give’, ‘bird’, ‘marriage’ (CP: 2.298, 1893)M4 and combinations of
words, such as “all but one”, “twothirds of’, “on the right (or left) of’
(CP: 2.289-2.290, c. 1893).

In his writings, Peirce further presented and analyzed many sen-
tence-signs (grammatically complete or elliptic), such as “Napoleon
was a liar” (MS 229C: 505, 1905), “King Edward is ill” (MS 800: 5,
[19037]), “Fine day!” (MS 318: 69, 1907), “Let Kax denote a gas fur-
nace” (CP: 7.50, 1867), “Burnt child shuns fire” (MS 318: 154-155,
1907), and “Any man will die” (MS 318: 74, 1907). By the same to-
ken, Peirce wrote that “if —then —, “— causes —~, would be —=,

X InJuly of 1905, Peirce wrote to Lady Welby, in a draft of a letter which was never
sent to his correspondent: “The dictionary is rich in words waiting to receive technical
definitions as varieties of signs” (PW: 194, 1905). His long list includes many in-
stances of verbal communication, spoken and/or written: “Then we have mark, note,
trait, manifestation, ostent, show, species, appearance, vision, shade, spectre, phase.
Then, copy, portraiture, figure, diagram, icon, picture, mimicry, echo. Then, gnomon,
clue, trail, vestige, indice, evidence, symptom, trace. Then, muniment, monument,
keepsake, memento, souvenir, cue. Then, symbol, term, category, stile, character, em-
blem, badge. Then, record, datum, voucher, warrant, diagnostic. Then, key, hint,
omen, oracle, prognostic. Then, decree, command, order, law. Then, oath, vow, prom-
ise, contract, deed. Then, theme, thesis, proposition, premiss, postulate, prophecy.
Then, prayer, bidding, collect, homily, litany, sermon. Then, revelation, disclosure,
narration, relation. Then, testimony, witnessing, attestation, avouching, martyrdom.
Then, talk, palaver, jargon, chat, parley, colloquy, tittle-tattle, etc.” (PW: 194, 1905).
Regrettably, the rest of this text — possibly containing Peirce’s comments on the
catalogue — did not survive.
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and is relative to - for  are “among linguistic signs” (CP: 8.350,
1908). Peirce s favorite examples of sentence-signs were perhaps,
chronologically, “This stove is black” (e.g., CP: 1551, 1867), the
military command “Ground arms!” (e.g., CP: 5.473, 1907 and MS
318: 37, 175, 214, and 244, 1907), and “Cain killed Abel” (e.g., NEM
3: 839, 1909 and CP: 2.230, 1910), all of these repeatedly used by
Peirce as illustrative examples.

Pieces of writing (that is, texts) are signs. Though a sentence may
sometimes be a text in itself, texts are more commonly combinations
of sentences, complex signs consisting in their turn of signs, which
again consist of signs. This may be exemplified by the syllogism: a
compound sign built up, logically as well as linguistically, of three
subsigns, which are again divisible, and so on: “All conquerors are
Butchers / Napoleon is a conqueror / n Napoleon is a butcher” (W 1:
164, 1865). The theater directory and the weather forecast published
in the newspaper are, for Peirce, predictive signs (MS 634: 23, 1909);
so are “the books of a bank” (MS 318: 58, 1907) and “an old MS. let-
ter... which gives some details about... the great fire of London” (MS
318: 65, 1907). As a further example of a verbal text-sign mentioned
by Peirce we might finally mention “Goethe’s book on the Theory of
Colors ... made up of letters, words, sentences, paragraphs, etc.”
(MSI: 18, 1904).

Text and semiosis

All linguistic signs, regardless of size or complexity, are first and
foremost signs of Thirdness: Peirce’s symbolic signs (see CP: 5.73,
1903). “All words, sentences, books and other conventional signs are
Symbols” (CP: 2.292, ¢.1902): they stand for the object not because
they have a (qualitative or structural) similarity to it (which would
make them iconic signs); nor are they (physically or causally) con-
nected with their object (as is the case of indexical signs). A symbolic
sign is a sign “simply because it will be understood to be a sign” (MS
307: 15, 1903) and it “is applicable to whatever may be found to real-
ize the idea connected [with it]” (CP: 2.298, 1893).

As Thirds, symbolic signs only function fully in a triadic sign rela-
tion including the sign itself, the object it stands for, and the sign in
which the “first” sign is interpreted, its interpretant-sign. Every inter-
pretant is a sign, every sign is not an interpretant:
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If this triple relation is not of a degenerate species, the sign is related to its
object only in consequence of a mental association, and depends upon
habit. Such signs are always abstract and general, because habits are gen-
eral rules to which the organism has become subjected. They are, for the
most part, conventional or arbitrary. They include all general words, the
main body of speech, and any mode of conveying ajudgment. (CP: 3.13,
1867)15

“Habit” must here be understood in the Peircean sense: not as an eti-
quette fixed once and for all, but, on the contrary, as a rule of proce-
dure adopted for the practical purpose of successfully interpreting a
sign. Phenomenologically, a phenomenon is considered a First when
looked at “in itself’; it is considered a Second when compared with
either internal or external characters or with its own context; and it is
considered Third when regarded as a totality of influences within a
postulated unity predicting the future. All signs dealing not with fee-
ling (Firstness) nor with action (Secondness) but with thought (Third-
ness), that is Peirce’s “intellectual concepts” (CP:5.467, 1907), are in
this sense habit-bound or habitual. The understanding and interpreta-
tion of a linguistic signs is an intellectual (or better, expert or profi-
cient) activity, and therefore a habitual, rule-governed activity.

However, the rule must always be conceived as being ultimately
based upon some deliberate resolution adopted by the language users
to give certain linguistic signs certain meanings. The implication of
this is again that language users as a group may also at any point de-
cide to change the rules, while the “new” rules may be overruled in
their turn by any following decision. Change and development are, as
repeatedly argued by Sebeok, essential to language, or better all hu-
man languages. Though the concept of the linguistic sign as an ad hoc
rule of procedure would make linguistic change into an arbitrary en-
tity, one which, paradoxically, would be unfit for efficient communi-
cation, yet the fact that the linguistic sign is habit-bound means, at the
same time, that it is also conventional inasmuch as a word, sentence,
or text can only function as a means of communication if the rule or
habit is, to some extent, somehow agreed upon by a consensus in the
community of language users.

In order to communicate its message the text-sign must function in
a ftripartite (sign-object-interpretant) relation called “semiosis”.
Semiosis as Peirce conceived it, seems to be both the action of the

The first sentence of this quote speaks on the concept of degenerate signs as op-
posed to genuine or regenerate signs, see the discussion in Gorlee 1990.
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sign itself and the process of its interpretation. These are in fact two
aspects of the same activity, because a sign is only capable of pro-
ducing an interpretant in a thinking mind if it is an element of a triadic
relation. Only the latter constitutes a real thought-sign, as opposed to
the quasi-sign which is governed by “automatic regulation” (CP:
5.473, 1907) between sign and object.

In a dyadic sign relation, such as bounds linguistic semiotics or
structuralism, the sign is “physically connected with its object; they
make an organic pair, but the interpreting mind has nothing to do with
this connection, except remarking it, after it is established” (CP:
2.299, C.1902). In order to be meaningful and genuine a non-triadic
sign does not require intelligent interpretation (that is, an interpreta-
tion which is at the same time habitual and habit-changing, conven-
tional and creative), either because the sign immediately exhibits its
meaning or because it directly points toward it. That there is no real
action in the interpretation of a one-place, iconic sign, a First, should
be clear; but the two-place, indexical sign, a Second, equally disquali-
fies itself from semiosis, because it signifies its object either by law or
by “brute force with no element of inherent reasonableness” (CP:
6.329, c. 1909). It needs Thirds in their combination.

Peirce emphasized explicitly that by semiosis he meant “an action,
or influence, which is, or involves, a cooperation of three subjects,
such as a sign, its object, and its interpretant, this tri-relative influence
not being in any way resolvable between pairs” (CP: 5.484, 1907).
Text semiosis means that it is essential for the text-sign to embody
predictive ideas, thoughts, a message, because they are what the text is
about, its object. However, it is not sufficient for a text-sign to have or
possess a meaning-content in itself; its persona must be recognized,
identified, and interpreted as such in order to operate as a full-fledged
symbolic sign. It may on occasion even be misunderstood or manipu-
lated (see Eco’s lying), because from a strictly Peircean perspective
the nature of the interpretation produced is, in the final analysis, as
irrelevant as is the person of the individual interpreter. The text-sign
itself is endowed with a power which, coming from the object and
ultimately referring back to it, must in order to realize its full semiotic
effect, appeal forward through it (the sign) to what is potentially an
endless series of interpretant signs, each one interpreting the one pre-
ceding it. Textual semiosis teaches ultimately that the “real” meaning
of the text-sign is not necessarily identical with the prima facie object
which the text refers to, but rather with the rule or habit (its interpre-
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tant) by which one would, under certain conditions, read, understand,
and interpret it.

This can be illustrated by Peirce’s account from the “life” of one
text-sign, thus:

Take, for example, that sentence of Patrick Henry which, at the time of
our Revolution, was repeated by every man to his neighbor: “Three mil-
lions of people, armed in the holy cause of Liberty, and in such a country
as we possess, are invincible against any force that the ennemy can bring
against us.” Those words represent this character of the general law of
nature. They might have produced effects indefinitely transcending any
that circumstances allowed them to produce. It might, for example, have
happened that some American schoolboy, sailing as a passenger in the Pa-
cific Ocean, should have idly written down those words on a slip of paper.
The paper might have been tossed overboard and might have been picked
up by some Jagala on a beach of the island of Luzon; and if he had them
translated to him, they might easily have passed from mouth to mouth
there as they did in this country, and with similar effect. (CP: 5.105,
1902)

The history of Henry’s pronunciamento is, at least potentially, the life
history of all text-signs. Texts need to receive a (real or potential) in-
terpretation in order to be able to operate as signs in different spatial
and/or temporal settings, that is, they must be meaningful in shifting
time/place semiosic relations. If a combination of verbal signs does
not draw the attention toward itself as a sign and does not manifest
itself as mediating between what it can mean and what it is interpreted
to mean, it remains a non-text (see Lotman’s concept of non-text). A
text which, when transplanted in time and/or place, loses its power to
appeal to an interpreting mind, becomes thereby a non-semiosic (that
is, a dead) entity. From the perspective of a Peircean semiotics, the
text-sign is characterized by unlimited semiosis, by the ongoing proc-
ess of growth through interpretation. What keeps the text-sign alive is
precisely that it elicits an interpretant again and again, and that these
interpretants (and the interpretants of the interpretants) are not only
rule-governed entities but also (whether virtually or really) rule-
changing and rule-creating activities. This is vital for semiosis.

It is apparent that for Peirce, a written text was a complex verbal
sign partaking of the basic properties common to semiotic signhood.
Unfortunately, Peirce himself did not develop an explicit text-
semiotics, he was no textologist in the modern sense, so that the sig-
nificance of his theory for the purpose of a text-semiotics will require
some interpretive extrapolation. The project of elaborating a Peirce-
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based text-semiotics expects that it has at this point been sufficiently
argued that it must be dramatically different from other sign-
theoretical text-theories, particularly from Saussure-based text-
theories. As opposed to French semiology with its emphasis on text
production, pragmatic semiotics (that is, semiotics in the Peircean tra-
dition) proceeds to the contrary and manifests itself first and foremost
as a theory of sign interpretation. The sign as Peirce conceived it is, in
contradistinction to its semiological counterpart, not defined in terms
of an utterer and/or interpreter but in terms of its dynamic relations,
with itself, with its object, with its interpretant. Through semiosis, the
sign deploys its meaning; its full meaning is thus ideally knowable, if
only in some hypothetical future. Sign-action and sign-interpretation
are not necessarily determined by a human utterer nor interpreter.
Peirce’s semiosis is self-generating triadic action. As all semiotic
signs, the text-sign is a living agency actively seeking to realize itself
through some interpreting mind rather than passively waiting to be
realized by it, as is the case in linguistic semiotics.

One reason why a Peircean concept of text, and hence a Peircean
text-semiotics, may at first seem fanciful is that it diminishes the sig-
nificance of the reader/interpreter. In a semiological (structuralist)
text-theory, the reader/interpreter is customarily looked upon as the
sole discourse-producing subject, as the one agency giving the text-
sign its meaning by matching signifier with signified. By moving in-
stead to a pragmatic, Peircean paradigm, the presence of an interpreter
is somehow subsumed but at the same time deemphasized. Appar-
ently, Peirce did not have in mind one single person or not even one
specific mind, but in an abstract way any receptive organism capable
of generating textual interpretants. Peirce called this an intelligent
“guasi-mind”. As Peirce wrote, semiosis “not only happens in the
cortex of the human brain, but must plainly happen in every Quasi-
mind in which Signs of all kinds have a vitality of their own” (NEM 4:
318, C.1906); and a “quasi-interpreter” is one example of such a
“quasi-mind” (CP: 4.51, 1906).

Peirce did therefore not include the interpreter as a fourth compo-
nent of semiosis, in addition to the interpretant. This is not to say that
Peirce did not recognize the existence of the interpreter, because he

did in fact refer to an interpreter occasionally, e.g., in his often-cited
definition of a sign as
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.. something which stands to somebody for something in some respect or
capacity. It addresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind of that person
an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed sign. (CP: 2.228, ¢.1897)

On the whole, however, Peirce seems to indicate that the meaning of
the text-sign must be logically conceived as relatively independent
from the reader/interpreter and transpires wholly in what is an endless
series of individual semiosic events. This proposition argued and
documented in this essay, provides a new and fruitful perspective on
the phenomenon of text, one which undercuts subjective signification
and elevates semiotics to the plane of intersubjective and objective
inquiry, thereby enhancing, not restraining, its creative and innovative
component of textology16.
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CeMnoTUKa TeKcTa:
TEKCTO/IOMUS KakK MallMHa BbDKUBAHUSA

CUrHMMKaTVBHbIE NPaKTWKK, C MOMOLLbI0O KOTOPbIX XWBble CylliecTBa
obuatoTes, ABnaTesA, no Cebeoky, MawmMHaMu BbhkMBaHMA. COOTBETCT-
BEHHO, B MPVMEHEHUN K CEMUOTMYECKOMY aHanu3y TeKCTa WM TeKCTo-
nornn bBaxTuvHa Mbl MOXEM TFOBOPWTb O Ye/I0BEYECKOW MalluHe BbDKU-
BaHMsA. OHa M3yyanacb pasHbIMU CEMUOTUYECKMMMW LIKONaMu (BKAOYas
MocKOBCKO-TapTyCcKyl LWKOY), C obpaljeHneM K SA3blKy, KynbTYpe,
XaHpy W, 4TO Ba@KHO, K WAe0NormyM TekcTa. B faHHO cTaTbe acnekThbl
TEKCTO/IOTMM M3y4aloTCA B CBETe MWPCOBCKONM 06LLeid Teopuu 3HAKOB.
O6CcyxaeTca NOHATME TeKcTa B 0NY6/IMKOBAHHbIX Y HEOMY6/IMKOBaHHbIX
COYMHeHUAX Mnpca v JEMOHCTPUPYETCA ero COOTHOLIEHWE C CEMUO3NCOM
n gpyrumn Kateropuamu lMupca. Haw npoekT pa3paboTKu NUPCOBCKON
TEeKCTOBOl CEMWOTUKMW OCHOBbIBAETCA Ha NPe3ymnuuu ee CyL,ecTBEHHOro
OT/IMYNA OT APYTNX 3HAKOBbIX TEKCTOBbIX TEOPUI U YKasblBaeT HaM MyTb
K 60/1€e NHTEPCYOBEKTUBHON 1 KPEaTUBHOWM TEKCTON0OMUN.
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Teksti semiootika:
tekstoloogia kui ellujagdmismasin

Signifikatiivseid praktikaid, millede abil elusolendid suhtlevad, nimetab
Sebeok ellujag@mismasinateks. Vastavalt vdiks teksti semiootilise analtilsi
vOi Bahtini tekstoloogia puhul réékida inimese ellujddmismasinatest. Seda
on uuritud erinevate semiootikakoolkondade poolt (ka n&ukogude
semiootikas) pdordumistega keele, kultuuri, Zanri ja, mis on oluline,
ideoloogiliste kasitluste poole. Antud artiklis pdoratakse tekstoloogiale
tdhelepanu Peirce’i tldise méargiteooria valguses. Teksti mdiste Ule arut-
lemine Peirce’i avaldatud ja avaldamata Kirjutiste p&hjal seostatakse
semioosise ja teiste Peirce’i kategooriatega. Peirce’i pShise tekstisemioo-
tika valjatdotamise projekt toetub tema eripérale teiste margiliste teksti-
teooriate suhtes ja nditab meile teed intersubjektiivsema ja kreatiivsema
tekstoloogia juurde.
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Abstract. Among the national scientific groups, it was the Prague Lin-
guistic Circle that had the most decisive affinity to the work of the Mos-
cow-Tartu school. This paper examines the work of one of the most tire-
less contemporary Czech interpreters of the Lotman school, Vladimir
Macura (1945-1999), whose work on Czech literary and historical texts
are outstanding examples of the reverberation of Lotmanian semiotics of
culture in the Czech Republic. This is particularly the case in Macura’s
reevaluations of the texts of the Czech National Revival of the late eight-
eenth and early nineteenth centuries, especially in two books, Znameni
zrodu (Signs of Birth) (1995) and Cesky sen (The Czech Dream) (1998).
In these works Macura looked at this critical period in Czech national
history as a multi-layered semiotic text in both the verbal and visual
spheres. The present paper is an attempt at an exploration of Macura’s
treatment in this manner of the following: the Czech, language, the city of
Prague, the question of Czech national self-identification in general and as
part of a larger category, the world of the Slavs. An important aspect of
this project is an examination of Macura’s exploration of the value func-
tions of symbolic animals and plants in Czech Revival culture, and its re-

I am indebted to Pavel Janous$ek, Director of the Institute for Czech Literature of

the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, for his great bibliographic assistance.
I wish to express my gratitude to dr. Nadezda Macurova for her kind permission to
publish illustrations from Macura’s works.
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lation to the axiology of Czech (Slavic) cultural identity. The paper is
dedicated to Macura’s memory.

1. Introduction

The Prague Linguistic Circle of the 1920s and 1930s and the Tartu-
Moscow school of cultural semiotics are complexly interconnected.
Both groups start from Saussurean linguistics and semiotics. However,
the Prague group, and some of the later Russian “formalists,” especially
Jurij Tynjanov, and the Moscow-Tartu school broke with Saussure’s
rigid dichotomies (langue/parole, synchrony/diachrony, etc.). The first
critique of Saussure was expressed in 1929 in a notable statement by
Roman Jakobson and Jurij Tynjanov (1929) in which the authors as-
serted that each synchronic slice of a verbal text also has a strong dia-
chronic character, for example in stylistic archaizing, and each dia-
chronic system is not free of synchronic layers. Thus the static and the
dynamic were now united. For Jakobson and Tynjanov, Saussure’s bi-
lateral sign was not sufficient; the significant unit was the text. But the
literary text was also insufficient, and since, in the view of Jakobson and
Tynjanov, such semiotic units need not be limited to verbal ones, the
beginning of a semiotics of culture was laid. For particular signs were
embedded in other signs of the text, and the boundaries of texts were
permeable. As Mukarovsky was to point out several years later (1936),
external stimuli entered the text through the intention of the creating and
observing subjects. Mukarovsky saw the literary text in Hegelian terms
as autonomous, subject to internal changes brought about by Hegel’s
Selbstbewegung (Czech samopohyb), but also vulnerable to outside
stimuli. For Mukarovsky the individual sign was infected by the context
of other signs in the same text, and the text itself interacted with other
literary texts cast in similar stylistic traditions (e.g. Romanticism), and
national traditions as well (French literature). This position applied to all
the arts. And toward the end of his life Mukarovsky postulated a “Sys-
tem of Systems” which, while only sketchily defined, prophesied the
Tartu-Moscow semiotics of culture and Lotman’s semiosphere.

From the late 1920s to our days Euro-American semiotics has di-
verged, taking different paths: those who base themselves on Saus-
sure’s signifier and signified2 (primarily French and American semi-

This led to such verbal concoctions as the concept of post-structuralism which
reinvented semiotic contextuality. | have discussed this in Winner (1995: 243-275).
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otics3) and those who broke through Saussurean boundedness, pri-
marily the Prague and Tartu schools and the continuation of the Pra-
gue tradition by Jakobson during his American period (1942 until his
death in 1982).

2. The Prague Linguistic Circle and
the Tartu-Moscow school

The Prague Linguistic Circle and the Moscow-Tartu school chrono-
logically overlapped. In 1973 in Moscow, during our first face-to-face
meeting Jurij Lotman told me that he was in correspondence with
Mukarovsky, and that he was concerned about the harsh political cli-
mate under which Mukarovsky had to live and work at that time.

While in the 1920s Mukarovsky, the chief aesthetician of the Pra-
gue group, was still drawn to the Russian Formalists, by the early
1930s he had repudiated the principles of their project in his sharply
critical review (1934) of the Czech translation of Viktor Sklovskij’s
most radical formalist statement, his programmatic Theory of Prose
(O teorii prozy).

It is thus important to see the pivotal differences between, on the
one hand, French and American “structuralism,” firmly placed into the
Saussurean mold, and the program of the Prague group whose agenda
was launched in renunciation of Saussurean statism and advanced in-
stead the notion of system or structure as relational and dynamic, for-
ever in motion and implying multifunctionality and polysemy, thereby
launching Prague structuralism and later semiotics as an original ini-
tiative which led to the path-breaking sign theory in various domains,
not only verbal, but also visual, audial, gustatory and tactile texts, and
to the first study in semiotics of culture, without naming it as such,
Bogatyrev’s investigation of the function of folk costumes in
Moravian Slovakia (Bogatyrev 1936), and was later to lead to the
broad Lotmanian program of semiotics of culture and, towards the end
of his life, to his formulation of the principle of the semiosphere

J  Peirce was not a perceptible influence on either French or Prague-Tartu-Moscow
semiotics until relatively recently, except for the work of Jakobson during the 70s and
80s and the pioneering work of semioticians like the late Max Fisch and his group,
Kenneth Kettner, the late Richard Martin in the United States, Gerard Deledalle in
France, Elizabeth Walter and the late Max Bense in Germany, and Jerzy Pelc and his
school of logical semiotics in Poland. It is therefore not part of our consideration in this

paper.
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(Lotman 1990). The Prague school thus foreshadowed Tartu semiotics
of culture in their rejection of the Saussurean dichotomies, their
teleological model, their view of literature not as an isolated series but
as related to other artistic and broadly cultural domains, including eve-
ryday behavior and history, thus abandoning Saussure’s logocentrism.
Whereas the Tartu-Moscow school initially posited natural language
as the primary modeling system, and all so-called secondary modeling
systems as structured along the model of this primary system, by the
1980s this school had cast off this split into the two classes of model-
ing systems and emancipated non-verbal semiotic systems from the
hegemony of the linguistic model as the primary modeling system, as
had the Prague group earlier.

3. Vladimir Macura (1945-1999) and
the Tartu-Moscow school

I turn now to one of the most persistent interpreters of the relation of
the Prague school and the Moscow-Tartu school who, unfortunately
died at a very young age this past April, whose works were of signal
importance and uniquely original, but who, because of his premature
death is not known to any extent outside the Czech-speaking world.

I am thinking of Vladimir Macura (1945-1999) to whose memory
this paper is dedicated (Fig. 1). He was an admirer of Lotman and his
school and examined literary and historical texts in the manner of
Tartu semiotics of culture, and he also had a significant interest in
Estonian language and culture in which he found many parallels to the
evolution of Czech culture and language. He was struck by the fact
that both the Czech and the Estonian nations, both small in size, found
themselves, in the nineteenth century, overwhelmingly dominated,
politically, culturally, and linguistically, by other cultures, German in
the case of the Czechs, Russians and Germans in the case of Estonia.
Macura learned Estonian, and translated some works of Estonian lit-
erature into Czech, and some of his works were also translated into
Estonian. Only a few examples of his work with or on Estonian topics
must suffice here4: They are “Legendaarne Kangelanna” (Horisont,
Tallinn) (Macura 1998 (an Estonian interpretation of the Czech Libuse
myth); “Kimme XX sajandi t3ehhi luuletajat” [Twenty Czech Poets of

4 For a full list of Macura’s work that is concerned with Estonian culture, see Refer-
ences below.
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the 20th Century) (as editor), Eesti Raamat, Tallinn (Macura 1996);
“Eesti keel ja kirjasdna t3ehhi ajakirjas aastal 1946”, Keelja Kirjan-
dus (Macura 1974). He also became interested in Czech-Estonian lit-
erary relations (1976) and introduced several Estonian writers to
Czech readers (A. Tammsaare (1976), D. Vaarandi, E. Niit, V. Luik
(1988), Lennart Meri (1991)). He interviewed Lotman and published
this dialogue both in Czech and in Slovak (1991, 1992), and his many
studies on the Moscow-Tartu school (1994, 1995a, 1995b) are of
great interest.

Figure 1. Vladimir Macura 1945-1999.

In 1974 Macura co-founded (with V. Novotny) the then illegal Society
of Friends of the Baltic (Balticky svaz), illegal in communist Czecho-
slovakia which published a samizdat journal called La&nemere Liidu
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Liige. After the “velvet revolution,” the journal became official under
the new name ofBuletin cesko-estonskeho klubu Baltica. When writ-
ing about Estonia during the communist reign, Macura frequently used
the nom de plume Vladimir Kreutzwald, after the name of the Esto-
nian Revivalist, F. R. Kreutzwald (1803-1882) who recorded Estonian
folklore and produced the epic Kalevipoeg, the story of the mythical
founder of the Estonian nation.

4. Macura’s original work on semiotics of culture

Macura’s writings covered many genres: novels, scholarly essays on
literary theory, book reviews, journalistic feature articles, and transla-
tions, mainly from Estonian to Czech. His studies at Charles Univer-
sity in Prague in the tradition of the Prague Linguistic Circle (he was a
student of Felix Vodicka), shaped his structuralist and semiotic ap-
proach in the analysis of literary and historical texts. In the 1980s,
when Moscow-Tartu writings became more freely available, he was
strongly attracted to Lotmanian semiotics of culture, which is evi-
denced in his historical writings on the Czech National Revival
(Narodni obrozeni) of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centu-
ries. This new perspective characterized his book, Signs of Birth
(Znameni zrodu, 1995) and his last published monograph Cesky sen
[The Czech Dream] (1998). In Signs of Birth he saw the critical period
of the Czech National Revival as a multi-layered semiotic web, char-
acterized by a certain artificiality, mystification and game-playing on
the part of the Czech intelligentsia. This was a radical departure from
the traditional Czech view of the popular romantic Herderian nation-
hood. Macura’s whimsically entitled Masaryk’s Boots and other-
semi(o)feuilletons [Masarykovy boty a jine semi(o)fejetony] (1993),
incorporates selections from his feature articles that appeared in the
weekly Tvar (Form) during 1992-1993. Themes of Czech history and
disquisitions on the Czech language and Czech literature are inter-
spersed with semiotically interpreted popular pieces, on advertising,
Czech banknotes after the “divorce” from Slovakia, the Czech flag,
Romas as “others,” the history of Czech toponymies, and on other
themes. In The Czech Dream (Cesky sen, 1998), the last book before
Macura’s death Macura focuses on the image of the Revival as an
awakening (probuzeni) from sleep or from a dream, which suggests
the Lotmanian semiosphere, as | will note.
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5. Macura’s semiotics of the Czech National Revival

What was the historical background for these treatments of the Czech
National Revival? | digress to discuss this very important question.

As a result of their defeat in 1621 by the Imperial forces in the
Battle of the White Mountain [Bila hora], the Czechs were deprived
for a long period not only of their political independence, but also of
much of their cultural and artistic life since after the Czechs were van-
quished in 1621, all aspects of Czech culture were threatened or nearly
obliterated. The Protestants were persecuted and expelled from the
country, the Czech aristocracy was decimated; Czech books were
burned. German and Latin replaced Czech in many cultural spheres
especially in the eighteenth century, leading to the virtual obliteration
of Czech as a written language. During this period, especially during
the reigns of Maria Theresa (1740-1780) and of her son Joseph I
(1780-1790), the Austrian empire followed a policy of intense cen-
tralization and Germanization. Joseph’s educational reforms essen-
tially Germanized all levels of the school system, including elemen-
tary schools in the Bohemian and Moravian crown lands, down to the
level of village elementary schools. Czech books were no longer
printed.

Nevertheless, the baroque, as a quintessentially counter-reforma-
tional artistic movement, blossomed following the Czech defeat. Mag-
nifcent architectural objects and a superb lyric tradition persisted; but
by the eighteenth century Czech literature could no longer remain un-
affected by the intense Germanization efforts by the Viennese court.
Thus, during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, a Czech
National Renewal (narodni obrozem) took shape, rejecting the cul-
tural imperialism of Vienna. The Czech language, long dormant, was
recodified and became again the basis of a literary tradition. Some
exquisite romantic poetry by Karel Hynek Mécha, was an exception to
the predominantly politicized writing, directed toward the cause of the
National Revival of ethnic and linguistic identity.

Thus by the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century the
Czechs regained their written language. No longer was Czech rejected,
even by some Czech intellectuals, as an insignificant language re-
duced the unwritten vernacular of the peasants and the urban prole-
tariat, while the elite wrote in Latin and German and often spoke only
German. Two types of Czech had survived during the eighteenth cen-
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tury: the archaic and conservative language of the courts, and a popu-
lar oral type, spoken primarily by the peasants and urban proletariat
(cf. Havranek 1936: 80). During the National Revival during the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth century, Czech was recodified first by
Josef Dobrovsky (1753-1829), and later again by Josef Jungmann
(1773-1847). It was illustrative for the unfortunate state of Czech of
that time that Dobrovsky’s fundamental Czech grammar was written
not in Czech but in German (Lehrgebdude der béhmischen Sprache)
(Dobrovsky 1909), and that many of the language reformers them-
selves had only a minimal academic knowledge of the Czech language
gleaned from the pages of the pre-1621 literature (cf. Havrének
1936:84). Later, however, Jungmann’s works on the Czech language,
Slovesnost [Literature] (Jungmann 1829), Historie literatury ceske
[History of Czech Literature] (Jungmann 1825), and his monumental
Slovnik cesko-nSmecky [Czech-German Dictionary] (Jungmann
1835-1839), were written in Czech.

Macura saw the Czech Revival as a self-conscious process, as an
intentional pedagogical design on the part of certain intellectuals,
among them Josef Dobrovsky and Josef Jungmann as a complexly
structured sign system (cf. JanouSek 1999: 334) which led him to the
notion of Revivalist culture as a game, appropriating Lotman’s differ-
entiation of “play” and “art.” In play the situation is conventionally
treated “as though” it were real, assuming the player “lives” in the
game and follows its unconscious rules. In such a case a stuffed tiger
is accepted as “pretend-true”, inspiring “pretend-fear,” whereas a
work of art makes no such pretensions. Accordingly, Macura holds
(1995: 102-103) that the National Revival was looked upon as an
ideal, embodying the human ability to create something higher than
reality, namely a design for striving toward the divine. But at the same
time, there existed a profound pessimism, casting doubt on the human
ability to achieve so lofty a goal. Could the gap between the small
group of intellectual “Awakeners,” and the unlettered masses be
closed? For the Czech language no longer existed as a general means
of communication, and thus it must have appeared to the small group
of recodifiers of the Czech language that they were creating a game-
like reality. As the poet Jan Kollar (1793-1852) facetiously wrote,
“We play on a piano that perhaps does not have any strings” (Kollar
1952: 351 in Macura 1995: 105). Thus the contrast between play and
life in Czech Revivalist culture, often seen by contemporaries as ironic
and playful, or at best as naively optimistic.
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5.1. Other semiotic systems of the National Revival
1. Linguocentrism

The central issue became the recodification of the Czech language and
the propagation for its use in daily life in an urban population, including
the intellectuals. And this led to such epithets as Czech as a philological
nation (abecedarsky narod [Safank]). Especially in the first half of the
nineteenth century linguistic questions transcend the boundaries of lin-
guistics and become reflections of a specific cultural and social per-
spective. For example, the complex Czech case system was not only
seen as a morphological trait of the language, but, it took on axiological
dimensions of such positive values connected to the language as musi-
cality and harmony, in contrast to the less valued non-inflectional or
part-inflectional, languages. The latter were metaphorized as a wall con-
structed so that the nails (the prepositions that act like case endings) are
openly visible, whereas in Czech and other inflected languages, as most
other Slavic ones, the nails are hidden, making for greater elegance
(Macura 1995: 43). Nor was orthography seen as an arbitrary system of
rendering the sounds of a language. It also became an autonomous value
fused to aesthetic and political phenomena. For example, after Russia’s
victory over Napoleon in 1912 there were various calls on the part of
the, Awakeners to adopt the Cyrillic alphabet (Jungman 1948: 155).
Thus the Czech National Revival, and even much of modem Czech
culture, took on a strongly metalinguistic character, and this linguocen-
trism is still active today, and comes strongly to the fore in the language
games of the interwar Czech literary avantgarde.

2. The city — Prague

As in other European cultures, the axiology of the city begins to
change during the nineteenth century. As is seen in the works of Dick-
ens, Sue, and Balzac, the city, which until the end of the eighteenth
century was valued negatively by the pre-Romantic writers who ide-
alized the countryside, began to be valued positively, as it was by
Karel Hynek Mécha, the Czech Romantic poet par excellence. Macha
now praised the city’s picturesque charm. Thus Macha writes “towns
like small white markers peeked out of the dark shadows; and light
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smoke curled up from them” [“mesta, co bila znammka vyhliZela z
Serych stmi; nad nimi se krouZil lehky kour”] (Mé&cha 1961, 11.210 in
Macura 1995: 178). Yet the situation was different from that in other
European countries, for the image of Prague enters the literature of the
Revival often by the back door, by way of the little valued peripheral
genres of art, the urban dramatic farce, especially Czech adaptations
and/or translations of Viennese humorous folk plays. In Macura’s ex-
ample, the Czech play Alina or Prague in another Part of the World
[Alina aneb Praha vjinem dilu svita] by Stepanek, was simply a free
translation of the Viennese folk play by Karl Ruber, Aline, oder Wien
in einem anderen Weltteil. Viennese localized details are simply
transposed to Prague equivalents (street names, landmarks, etc.).

Macura sees Prague as having a dual sign function in this period: it
is depicted both in its realities, its streets, houses and inhabitants, and
as an allegory. The former function is realized on what Jakobson
called the axis of combination (syntagmatic axis), indexically. In the
allegorical aspect, on the other hand, elements are based on similarity,
iconically (Macura 1995: 180). Allegorically Prague is personified as
a female, as its Czech name, Praha, is grammatically feminine. Prague
then is metaphorized as “Mother” (during the Interwar first Czecho-
slovak Republic, the motto “Praha matka mest’ [Prague, Mother of
Cities] was painted on the red-yellow streetcars of the city. The figure
of Prague as “mother,” “bride,” “widow” (of kings) brings it near to
the Revival theme of vlast (one’s home country, equivalent to the
Russian rodina and the French patrie. Again, like its French and Rus-
sian equivalents, but unlike the German Vaterland (grammatically
neuter, vlast is grammatically feminine, and is axiologically tied to the
symbolism of the Czechs as a family of father, mother, and children
(Macura 1995: 181)). (Fig. 2-3).

In Lotman’s terms, boundaries become signs; Prague is split into
two parts, an “old” and a “new”, where “old” is identified with the
allegorical (iconic) past expressed in such attributes as “old,” “vener-
able” (staroslavna), and “brave” (chrabrd), whereas “new” is repre-
sented by the contemporary realities of the city, its physical shape, its
streets, real people, etc. In Czech mythology the allegorical aspect of
the city is a meeting of this world and the divine world (Macura 1995:
183), suggesting the traditional folk image of the cosmological tree,
the “tree of life”. Here Macura comes very close to the Lotmanian
function of myth as a device for creating a picture of the world, and to
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Figure 2. National symbols which had become established in the culture of
the National Revival, had become accepted as natura andl traditional in the
second half of the nineteenth century. Tracesof Revival culture are seen in the
stylization of Pragueas a sacred space, the Macca of Czechdom, etc. Illustra-
tion from the cover of the annual Zlata Praha (Golden Prague) (1864).
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Figure 3. Mother Slavia with her children. Image of the Panslavic “family”.
(Humoristicke listy [Humor Magazine] vol. 5. 1863, p. 328).

establish an identity to distant spheres (Lotman 1990: 152). The tree
of life, frequently supplanted by the image of the mountain represents
the link between humans and the gods. In Bakhtin’s sense, its axiol-
ogy is spatial-vertical, it moves from the bottom of the mountain, the
actual reality, the bowels of the earth, man, and even lower the
devil(s), upwards to the mountain summit which reaches to the ideal,
the godhead. The mountain summit and Prague both are bipolar
mythemes, interchangeable images and their iconographies share the
metaphoricity of “cathedral,” *“castle,” “crown,” “throne,” etc.
(Macura 1995: 185). Similarly, the Slovak emblem are the Tatra
mountains. Indeed, a specific tree, the linden tree (lipa) became the
Czech (or Slavic) mythical tree par excellence. (Fig. 4-5).
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Figure 4. The symbol of the “Slavic linden tree” arose in the first quarter of
the 19th century as the opposite of the German oak. The female linden tree
(the Szech lipa is grammatically feminine) with its soft wood, a source of
honey, was opposed to the (German) oak and exploited as as central emblem-
atic item: Slavic honey vs. bitter German acorns, Slavic busy bees vs. German
parasitical drones, Slavic softness and benevolence vs. German severity and
harshness, a.s.o. The illustration is by the Czech painter Mikolds Ales. It
shows Czech cultural and political figures as the roots, and titles of Czech
songs and poems as the branches of the linden.
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Figure 5. Alfons Mucha “Youth Under the Linden Tree” (1926).

3. The Czech nation (narod, vlast)

The problem of nationhood permeated the National Revival. What is a
nation, and how it can be defined as something specific, was, after all,
an important theme of he Romantic nationalism pervading Europe.
But while it was no problem to define what characterized the German
or the French nation by territory and distinctive language, the defini-
tion of what constituted Czech nationhood was far more complex. For
the Czech nation could not easily be defined by language. Macura
cites an anecdote involving the Czech writer Jan Neruda (1834-1889).
In a Czech small town Neruda initiated a conversation with a woman
innkeeper concerning a recent Czech national celebration that had
taken place in this town. “Yes, the Czechs had a celebration here,”
agreed the innkeeper in perfect Czech. “But there live only Czechs
here,” was Neruda’s reply; “and aren’t you a Czech yourself?” “I,”
replied the innkeeper, “I am neutral”. (Neruda 1961: 375-376 cited in
Macura 1998: 54). To what nationality did this lady feel she belonged,
asks Macura. Was it Austrian, as a subject of the Habsburg monarchy?
Or did she feel that she belonged to the Kingdom of Bohemia, But the
epithet Bohemus or Bohemicus did not necessarily identify a language,
and could simply mean a subject of the Kingdom of Bohemia which
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was part of the Habsburg empire. And this subject, especially in the
cities, might more probably speak German than Czech. A Czech could
also be called a German, even a Czech speaking peasant, as a subject
of the Holy Roman Empire. Similarly, the German label Béhme could
be applied to both German and Czech speakers. But “Czech” could
also be seen as part of a larger unit, the world of the Slavs (Slovan-
stvi). The association of Czech with Slav led to attempts at creating a
universal Slavic language (e.g. Jan Herkel’s Elementa universalis lin-
guae slavicae (1826), and Kollér’s notion of Slavic Solidarity (Slo-
vanskd vzajemnost) (Macura 1995: 157).

4, Smallness: the new ideal of nationhood

The view of Czechs as part of a larger unit, Slavdom, was weakened by
the appearance of an article by the Czech historian Erazim Vocel
(1864). It appeared in the Journal of the Czech Museum (Casopis
Ceskeho Muzea in its 20th volume, entitled “The Estonian Learned So-
ciety in Derpt” (Ucena spolecnost estonska v Derptu™) (Derpt is today’s
Tartu). The article was a paraphrase of some texts in the Estonian
Learned Society’s Verhandlungen der gelehrten estnischen Gesell-
schaft. Two points strike us. The first is that the language of the Ver-
handlungen is not Estonian but German, thus a situation analogous to
that in the Czech lands through the early period of the National Awak-
ening. The second interesting matter is Vocel’s choice of texts in the
Estonian journal for paraphrasing, namely two historical essays in Ger-
man by D. H. Jirgensen one on the Estonian language and the second
one on Estonian literature, “Uber die Entstehung der beiden
Hauptdialekte der estnischen Sprache” and “Kurze Geschichte der est-
nischen Literatur” (1846: I: 19-25; | I: 41-52; 1 | I: 61-73). It is clear
why Vocel chose just these two texts and added to them two translations
from the German translation of two Estonian folk texts, (“Wanne-
munna’s Sang” and “Koit and Hamarik™) while omitting other learned
articles on historical topics and other fields. This choice was clearly
engendered by the interest in the late Czech National Revival of ques-
tions of the nature of national languages and the related fields of litera-
ture and oral art. Vocel knew German but not Estonian, nor could he
have had any knowledge of Estonian literature and folklore, but he en-
thusiastically foretold a great future for the reawakening of Estonian
culture, in which he saw a promising analogy to the Czech situation.
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Hence an enthusiasm for the culture of a nation, even smaller than the
Czechs, took precedence over the desire of Czech intellectuals to iden-
tify with a larger body of related cultures, all of Slavdom, that had
dominated Czech Revivalist thought in the early decades of the nine-
teenth century. It was not only Estonian culture that fascinated the
Czechs now, but they began to identify with other smaller nations re-
belling against foreign dominance, namely the Irish, the Basques, the
Flemish, and the Greeks. This new self-identification of the Czechs with
other small nations expressed changed values in which the powerful
attributes of largeness were gradually displaced by those of the spiritu-
ality, modesty, simplicity of the cultures of small ethnic groups (Macura
1995: 166). The positive value of the concept of the “Middle” (stred)
evolved with the process of the creation of a Czech philosophy, akin to
Herder’s concept of the golden middle (“die goldene Mitte”). For the
Czech historian Frantiek Palacky the Czech nation mediated between
and bridged East and West (Palacky 1848). Such notions continue to
characterize the Czech nation as moderate and eschewing the radical
extremes which still has significance today.

5. The mythological function of nature: animals and plants

Macura semioticized properties of the Czech Revival culture such as the
axiological function of flowers, plants, trees, and animals (Macura
1995: 20-30). The medieval flower symbolism was transformed in the
nineteenth century language of sentiment and love of the Biedermeier
period, similar to other European cultures. Just one example must suf-
fice here: the oriental flower symbolism of the rose as a symbol of per-
fection and love was taken over by Christian medieval iconography as
the sign of the Holy Grail, the heart of the Virgin Mary and, in general,
as a metaphor for the Holy Virgin. This metaphor and other oriental
flower metaphors became secularized and eroticized in the Czech lit-
erature of the National Revival (the rose as a metaphor for love and the
lily as a sign for innocence). The Czech identification of the red of the
rose and the white of the lily with Red and White combination of the
Czech national colors (Macura 1995: 22) become a strong extended
metaphor for Czechness. Furthermore, in the National Revival two ani-
mal and plant species conveyed the idea of Slavdom and of Czech iden-
tity, namely the dove (holub) and the linden tree (lipa). For the Czech
Revival the dove was a Slavic symbol, and the abundance of pigeons on
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Venice’s St. Mark’s Square was seen as evidence of an earlier Slavic
influence. And this lead Czech writers to such pseudo-etymologies that
related the Czech word holub to the Slavic stem -ljub- (love-), as is done
by Jan Kollar in a special study which connects ljub{love) to the dove
(holub), e.g. holub >holjub, holub>spoljub (mutual love) (Kollar 1862:
329-348 in Macura 1995: 90.)

Among the plants, it is the linden tree (lipa) that became an im-
portant symbol for Slavdom, and especially for Czechness, as it is to
this day, creating such expressions as ceska lipa (the Czech linden
tree). (Fig. 4-5). The Czech feminine gender for the linden tree (lipa)
are bonded to many of the attributes ascribed to the dove (gentleness,
sweetness, peace). In Czech Revivalist literature the linden tree is of-
ten opposed to the oak with its Czech masculine gender (dub), signi-
fying Germanness, not only in Czech but also in German mythology
(die deutsche Eiche, Er ist deutsch wie eine Eiche /the German oak, he
is German as an oak). In Kollar’s epic poem Slavy dcera (Sldva’s
Daughter) (Kollar 1832)3, and even earlier, at the beginning of the
nineteenth century. Macura quotes the Czech writer Vaclav Stach as
writing as early as 1805 (1805: 15) “The oak is a shade giver and or-
nament of the German fortune teller (veStec). Cannot then the linden
tree be that of the Czech soothsayer? (Macura 1995: 91). Here we can
see an early example of Jakobson’s semantization of grammatical
morphology in his example from Heine’s poem liDer Fichtenbaum
und die Palme” [The Fir Tree and the Palm Tree] which he cites in his
“The Grammar of Poetry and the Poetry of Grammar” (Jakobson:
1981). As Jakobson notes, Heine here suggests an erotic relation be-
tween the two trees the grammatically masculine fir tree (Der
Fichtenbaum) and the grammatically feminine palm tree (die Palme)
interact erotically. To strengthen this idea, Heine chose to name the fir
tree not by its common German name, die Fichte, which is feminine,
but chose the combination with the masculine -baum which makes the
entire compound noun masculine. The same grammatical semantiza-
tion is cited by Jakobson in his discussion of the Russian bylina about
“Vasilij and Sofija,” in which a cypress (R. Masculine noun kiparis)
and the willow tree (R. Fem. verba) grow out of Sofija’s and Vasilij’s
graves respectively, and “wove together with their heads? And stuck

As Mest’an points out (1984: 69). Kollar uses a conscious “Revivalist” etymology.
The noun sldva, in Czech and Slovak, as well as in other Slavic languages, has the
meaning of gloiy. And for Kollar and other writers of the National Revival, the ety-
mology of the word for Slav (Slovan) is derived from this Slavic root for glory, fame.
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together with their leaves.” (Jakobson 1981: 92). Macura notes (1995:
91) that this semantization still exists in some rural areas of Bohemia
and Moravia where an oak is planted at the birth of a boy, and a linden
tree at the birth of a girl. Furthering the thesis of feminine ideal for
Czechness, Macura notes the frequency of the figure of the Czech
amazon fighting for freedom in the 1848 revolution, a theme which
became a favorite of illustrators in the Czech press, frequently with
striking similarity to Delacroix’s famous amazone picture. (Fig. 6-7).
The opposition linden tree / oak tree for Czechness or Slavdom in
general vs. Germanness is accompanied by secondary semantizations
that also model the same dichotomy of Czech vs. German. For the
Czech/Slavic side, they are honey (sweetness), the bee (as the pro-
ducer of sweetness with a secondary semantization of industriousness
(Cz: pile, also of feminine gender)) on the Slavic side, and the bitter
acorn and aggressive boar on the German side. Macura develops the
following model of the Czech-German opposition (1995: 92):

Slavic (Czech) German

the linden tree (lipa, fern.) Female vs. Male principle oak (dub, masc.)
softness vs. hardness
Peace loving vs. Aggressive

honey sweetness vs. bitterness acorn

bee (vcela, f., pile, f) Industrious vs. Aggressive boar (kanec, m.)

6. Czech “dreams” of the Revival period

In his last book, The Czech Dream (Cesky sen) (1998), Macura returns
again to his pivotal topic of the Czech National Revival, which he
semioticizes by another opposition, that of sleep-dream (sen) vs.
awakening (probuzeni, buditef). Here Macura analyzes fifteen Czech
myths (he calls them “dreams about...”), and in the Introduction and
Conclusion, he provides a meta-analysis of the Czech Revival Move-
ment, often shown as characterized by the artificiality of a dream. In
the Introduction, he demonstrates how the “Czech Dream” of nation-
hood in the National Revival extends into the “dreamings’ of the In-
terwar first Czech Republic under Masaryk, and how this “dream” is

6 The leaders in the National Revival movement were also called buditele [Awaken-
ers]
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Figure 6. Amazone on the barricades under the Charles Bridge Tower on the
Old Town side in Prague. From a leaflet of 1948.
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Figure 7. The mythical Czech amazone, Vlasta. Painting by Josef Navrétil.

shifted into a new semiotic model after the communist putsch of 1948.
As we have seen, the “dreaming” of the time of the Awakening was a
sign of a transition towards a Czech national identity defined in con-
trast to German culture; Macura’s analogy is the “dreaming” after the
communist putsch of 1948 of the communist ideology, which is al-
ways presented as a transition to the ideal society of communism. This
new “dreaming” revalued the anti-Germanism of the National Revival
into the image of the hostile imperialist war-mongering West, while
the Slavophilism of the Awakening was transformed into Russophi-
lism or Sovietophilism (Macura 1998: 11-12).

Today the Czechs are again striving for a national identity, and the
“bridge” is replaced by a desire for becoming part of the European
Union on Czech independent terms. And Estonia also shares this new
dream. In both cases, then, the search for a national identity is cast in
quite new terms.

Macura, like a poet, has the ability to treat metaphorically relation-
ship that are not always noted so clearly, and then they become a se-
miotic documentation of Czech culture since the Habsburg monarchy

to our days.
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Uewlckaa n TapTycko-MocKkoBcKas ceMUOTUKaA:
KynbTypHasa cemmotuka Bnagnmupa Mauypbl (1945-1999)

Cpean HauMOHANIbHBIX HAy4YHbIX TPy AesTeNbHOCTb [paXCKoro SIHr-
BMCTMYECKOrO KpyXXKa 6blna Hambonee cxofHa c paboToii MOCKOBCKO-
TapTyckoil wWwKonbl. B gaHHOR cTaTbe uccnegyercs paboTa OAHOMO 13
CambIX HEYTOMUMbIX COBPEMEHHbIX YELICKUX WHTEepPrnpeTaTopoB /l0TMa-
HOBCKOIA LWKoMbl Bnagumupa Mauypbl, Yb TPyAbl MO YELICKOW iuTepa-
Type W UCTOpWM NPeacTaBAsAoT coboi 3aMeyaTeNbHbIA MpUMep 0T3BYKOB
NOTMAHOBCKOM ceMuoTuku B Yewickoid Pecnybnuke. 3TO 0CO6eHHO
KacaeTcs nepeoueHkn Mauypoil TEKCTOB UYELLCKOro HaLMOHANbHOro
BO3POX/AEHMS KoHUa 18 - Hauvana 19 BeKoB, OCOOEHHO B KHUrax “3HaKu
poxgeHunsa” (1995) n “Yewcknii coH” (1998). B atux pabotax Mauypa
paccmaTpvBaeT 3TOT KPUTMYECKWIA MepuMof YeLICKOn HaumoHabHOM
NCTOPUN KaK MHOTOC/IOMHBI CEMUOTUYECKUIA TEKCT 1 B BepbanbHOM, U B
BU3yanbHOI chepax. Hactoswaa ctaTbs npeacTaBnseT MoOnbITKY wucchne-
[0BaHMs Takoro nogxoga Mauypsl K YelCKOMY f13bIKy, ropogy pare, K
MpobemMe YeLICKOM HauMoHaTbHOV CaMOugeHTUMMKaLMA B LESIOM 1, Kak
yacTu 60nee LUIMPOKOWA KaTeropmu, CnassHCKoOro mupa. Ocoboe BHUMaHWe
yaenseTca wmccnefoBaHnio Malypoi LeHHOCTHbIX (YHKLUWIA CMMBOMK-
YECKUX >XMBOTHbIX W PacTeHWin B KynbType Yelickoro Bospoxpenus B
COOTHOLLEHWW C aKCMONOTMEN YELLCKOW (CNaBSHCKOW) KyNnbTYPHOWR MAEH-
TYyHOCTU. CTaTba NOCBALLEHa NaMAaTy Mauypbl.
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TSehhi ja Tartu-Moskva koolkonna semiootika:
Vladimir Macura (1945-1999) kultuurisemiootika

Rahvuslike teaduskoosluste hulgast oli Praha lingvistikaringi tegevus kdi-
ge samasem Tartu-Moskva koolkonna suunitlusega. Artiklis vaadeldakse
tdnapdeva TSehhi Uhe kdige vasimatuma Lotmani koolkonna interpre-
teerija Vladimir Macura tegevust, kelle t66d tSehhi kirjanduse ja ajaloo
alalt kujutavad endast suurepérast ndidet lotmanliku semiootika mdju-
véljast TSehhi Vabariigis. Eriti puudutab see Macura-poolset tSehhi rah-
vusliku darkamisaja tekstide mberhindamist, eelkdige raamatutes “Sdinni-
mérgid” (1995) ja “T3ehhi unendgu” (1998). Neis tekstides vaatleb
Macura seda tSehhi rahvuse ajaloo kriitilist perioodi kui mitmekihilist (nii
verbaalses kui visuaalses sféaris) semiootilist teksti. Artiklis lahatakse
Macura semiootilist l8henemist tSehhi keelele, Praha linnale, tSehhi
rahvusliku enesemdédramise probleemile tervikuna ja, laiemalt, slaavi
maailmale. Erilist tdhelepanu pdtratakse Macura uurimusele suimboolsete
loomade ja taimede vaartusfunktsioonidest tSehhi arkamisaja kultuuris,
suhestatuna t3ehhi (slaavi) kultuurilise identiteediga. Artikkel on piihen-
datud Macura mélestusele.
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Abstract. From “word-images’ to “chapter-shots: The imaginist mon-
tage of Anatolij Mariengof. The article discusses the three dominant
imaginist principles of Anatolij Mariengofs (1897-1962) poetic tech-
nique, as they are translated into prose in his first fictional novel Cynics
(1928). These principles include the “catalogue of images”, a genre intro-
duced by Vadim Shershenevich, i.e. poetry formed of nouns, which Ma-
riengof makes use of in his longer imaginist poems. Another dominant
imaginist principle, to which Mariengof referred in his theoretic articles
and poetic texts, is similar to the creating of shocking images typical of
Russian futurism. Mariengofs application is the juxtaposition of “pure”
(chistyj) and “impure” (nechistyj), either a conflict between the vehicle
and the object within a metaphor or a conflict between metaphors. This is
an essential poetic feature in both Mariengofs poetry and prose. The
third, maybe the most Mariengofian imaginist principle, relevant to the
study of Cynics, is the poetics of transition (poetika sdviga), i.e. a certain
fragmented structure of the text, which is related to Mariengofs use of
heteroaccentual rhyme. All these principles can be treated as fundamental
elements in Mariengofs use of montage technique in his fictional prose.

Ecnm KOMy-HMGYAb He NeHb — co3galiTe dunocoduto
MMa>KMHN3Ma, 00bACHUTE C KaKOW yrogHo rny6uHoii
(hakT Halero noseneHns. Mbl He 3Haem, MOXKeT
6blTb, OTTOr0 YTO BYepa B MeKkcuke Obi JOXKAb,
MO>XeT 6bITb OTTOr0 YTO B NPOLUJIOM FOfy y Hac
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owiennnach fgywa, MOXKeT O6biTb, ewe OT uyero-
HW6YAb, — HO VMa>KMHW3M AO/I>KEH 6bl NOABMTbCA,
N Mbl TOPAbl TEM, YTO Mbl OPY>XEHOCLbl, YTO Hamu,
Kak nfakaTamu, ToBOPUT OH C BaMWu.

Oexknapauunsa 1919 r. (LuTt. no MW 1997: 10.)

Bonpoc 06 uUMaXWHM3Me B COBETCKO npo3e 1920-x rogoB A0Aroe
BpeMsi ocTaBanca 6e3 BHUMaHMS, KaK W MHOTWe Apyrue acnekrbl
[eATeNbHOCTN 3TOM nuTepaTypHOil rpynnbl. CHUCKaB cnaBy BO3MY-
TUTENeid CNOKOWCTBMSA, MMAXMHUCTBI Yalle BCero UHTEpPecoBasn UCTO-
PVKOB PYCCKO NUTEpaTypbl He CTONbKO XYAO0XECTBEHHbIM KayecTBOM
CBOWX NPOW3BELEHUIA, CKOJTIbKO 3NaTaXKHOCTbIO M033UM 1 MOBEAEHUS, a
TakKe AeKnapaTvBHbIMW TEKCTaMU W, B fanbHeiwem, memyapamu . o
HallemMy MHeHWIo, 3TOT BOMPOC (Kak M BCA WUCTOPUA MUMAaXMHU3MA)
NPeLCTaB/AETCA 3aC/NY>KMBAKOLWNM BO/bLUIEr0 BHUMAHUSA, YeM emy yje-
nanocb fo cux mop. Mpu aTom cnegyeT yUnTbiBaTb, C OAHOW CTOPOHBI,
MOCTEMEHHO YBEIMUMNBAIOLLMIACS MHTEPEC K UMaXUHWU3MY, &, C APYroW
CTOPOHbI, HEKOTOpble 06LiMe MPU3HAKM MOC/EepeBONOLMOHHON COBET-
CKOI KynbTypbl, KOTOPble OTPaXKalOTCA B TEOPUM M NpakTUKe (B CTUXax
1 B ObITY) 3TON ManOM3BECTHOI NNTEPATYPHON rpynnbl. Ha Haw B3rnsg
MMEHHO HEeCOOTBETCTBME MOBEAEHUA M TEKCTOB, OKasaBLLeecs Hambonee
CYLLECTBEHHbLIM C CaMOro Havana CyL,ecTBOBaHUA UMaXMHWU3Ma, MOr/o
6bl 06BACHWUTL He MpeTepneBLWNi U3MEHEHWUIA NMPOTUBOPEYUMBLIN UHTE-
pec K Memyapam MMa)KMHNCTOB.

Hwune Oke HwunccoH B cBOEl MMOHEPCKONM paboTe 0 PyCCKOM MMa-
XWHU3ME The Russian Imaginists NpuUXo4AuUT K BbiBO4Y, YTO NPSMOro
BAUSHUSA UMaXUHU3Ma Ha Npo3y He cyuwiecTByeT2 OT4acTu 06 3TOM
CBMAETENbCTBYET aHaNOMMyHas UMaXUHU3MY T.H. OpHameHTanbHas
npo3a 3TOro BpeMeHW. [leACTBUTENIbHO, He COCTaBMT Tpyda Haitu
aHanorM MMaXWHWCTCKOM MN0o3TUKM B npousBegeHnax W. babens,
A. Benoro, b. TMunbHaka, E. 3amatmHa wam . asgaHoBa3, — M

NmetoTca B BUAY npexzae Bcero BocnomMuHaHus A. B. MapueHroga, HefaBHO
Bbllweawne B ogHoOM Tome (MapueHrod 1998) B cOOTBETCTBUM C aBTOPCKON BOMEN M
Nno-nNpeXXHemMy BbI3bIBaKOLLME Pe3KMe OLEHKN KPUTUKOB (B OCOGEHHOCTW 3TO KacaeTcs
PomaHa 6e3 BpaHbsi, 1926).

Mo ero MHeHWI0, BONPOC 06 UMaXKMHM3Me B MPO3e He YMeCTeH, T.K. posib obpasa
LUMPOKO obcyxjanacb B pycckoi nutepatype 1920-x rr. BHE WMaXMHUCTCKOIO
KoHTekcTa (cM. Nilsson 1970: 92).

(@) noAobHbIX aHasorax cM., Hanpumep, Schreurs 1989: 117, Ka6anotn 1998: 320-
321. leopruii YCcTVHOB B CBOK 04Yepedb oxapaktepusoBan [MunbHsiKa, Bc. MBaHoBa,
3OLLSEHKO N HuKMTUHA Kak npofosmkaTeneid MMaxKuH13mMa B npose (cMm. Markov 1980.



OT “cnosoobpa3oB” K “rnaBokagpam” 183

CMWCOK 3TOT MOXHO 6b1710 6bl MPOAOMKUTL. B faHHOM cnyyae Mma-
XWUHU3M MOHUMAeTCH Y3KO: Mpexie Bcero, Kak runep6osv3m, Hachbl-
LLeHHOCTb 06Pa3HOCTLI0 MM “camMoLeNIbHOCTL” 06pas3oB, YTo AeKna-
pupoBanoch uneHamu rpynnsl B 1920 rogy (cm. LepweHesuy 1920:
18). Borpoc 0 BAVAHUM UMAXWHW3Ma Ha NPo3y MpeAcTaBNAeTCH Ham
4aCTHbIM C/ny4yaeM 60nee KpPYMnHOro, no XapakTepy WHTepcemuo-
TUYECKOr0 Ky/bTYPHOr0 fBNEHUSA — T.H. MOHTaXHOT0 MbILIEHNA
1910—20-x ropos.

UTo Kacaetca npo3bl AHatonus MapueHroda (1897-1962), Mbl He
MOXeM He YYWUTbIBaTb BAUAHWUSA MO3TUKW LUKOSbI Ha OAHOrO U3 OCHO-
BOMOJIOXXHWUKOB LUKO/bI U TNaBHbIX 3KCNEPUMEHTATOPOB UMAXUHUCT-
cKoll akpobaTum (Hapagy ¢ Bagmmom LlepweHesnyem). C gpyroi
CTOPOHbI, BPAZ SN YMECTHO FOBOPUTbL O COBCTBEHHO UMaXXUHUCTCKOW
npose, UrHopupys TekcTbl MapueHroga. MMaKMHU3M MapueHrog-
CKOI Npo3bl BO MHOrOM OMpefAensieTcsi KOHUENuUWeid MOHTaXa, OXBa-
TbiBalOLWWE/ pasHble ABMEHMSA aBaHrapAuCTCKONM KynbTypbl 1920-x
rofos. IMaXWHUCTbI 3aHUMA/IMCb MOHTAaXKHOI N033Mel, Kak 1 fpyrue
npeacTaBuUTeNn asaHrapga. W Bce-Taku MMeHHO B 3TOW rpynne 6binia
co3fjaHa pa3BepHyTas TeOpMsA MOHTaXHON Mo33umn4.

Ecnun cneposath WMPOKO pacnpocTpaHeHHOMY NMOHVMMaHUI0 NnTepa-
TYPHOIO MOHT@Xa KaK BHELLHel (parMeHTapHOCTW, €ro MOXHO pac-
CMaTpmBaTh KakK OYeBUAHYH OCOGEHHOCTb MapueHrog)ckoli nposbl B
uenoMm. Memyapbl MapueHroga MOryT YWTATbCA Kak MPOW3BEAEHUS,
rge nof MHUMOW Cy4aiHOCTbIO CLEMIEHUS pasHbIX BOCNOMWUHAaHWUI —
T.e. MO ECTEeCTBEHHO (parMeHTapHbIM BOCMPUATMEM UCTOPUN,
CKpbIBaeTCA rNy60K0 MOTMBMPOBaHHbLIA NOA6GOP (PaKTOB, HEKUA MOH-

4 VIM&XVHUCTbI HW pasy He YNOMUHAaKT TePMUH “MOHTaX” B CBOMX paboTax, uTo,
KaK Ham KaKeTCs, CBWAETE/IbCTBYET MPeXx/Ae BCEro 0 pPacrnpocTPaHeHHOCTU T.H.
MOHTaXXHOr0 MbILLMIEHWSI B PYCCKOW Ky/bType nepBoii NonioBuHbI XX B. (CM. VBaHOB
1988, bynrakosa 1988). O MOHTaXXHOCTU B aBaHrapAMCTCKON M033um cM. TUMeHUMK
1989 n Schaumann 1985. O6 MMaXuHU3Me B 3Toli cBsian cM. Nilsson 1970: 66-73,
Kosanovic 1987 u Lawton 1979; 1993. CTouT Takxke OTMETUTb APYryl rpynny,
KpaiiHe MapruHasbHYl0 B PYCCKOM KOHTEKCTE HECMOTPS Ha CBOE LUMPOKO M3BECTHOE
Ha3BaHWe, — HeAONroBeYHbI NOCT- WM OKOIOMMAaXXUHWUCTCKUI ““‘3KCMPecCoHN3M”
(1919-22). Ero nuaepom 6bin Monogoii moaT Mnnonut CoKoMoB, KOTOPbIA MO3AHee
pa6otan B KMHO M B 1926-m rogy BbinycTun KHury KuHocueHapuii — Teopus u
npakTuka. “Kpyxok” Cokonosa (V. FpysnHoB, C. Cnacckuid, E. Fabpwnosuy u ap.)
Bbln “3KCNPECCMOHN3MOM C MMaXKMHUCTCKOW AOMUHAHTOR”. B cBoem “ByHTe akcnpec-
cnoHncTa” (1919) CokonoB 06BUHSAET MMaXXMHUCTOB B “runep6onmsme” n “nnoxom
(hyTypraMe” — 3KCMPecCMOHU3M OH 0OBSBWM “CMHTE30M BCero gyTypusma”, 3asBuB
cnegytouee: “TOMbKO Mbl, 3KCMPECCUOHUCTbI, CMOXEM OCYLLeCcTBUTb [...] AUHaMUKY
HaLLero BOCMPUATUA M JUHAMUKY HaLLero mbiwwneHns” (cM. TepexuHa 1998: 51-55).
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TaXHbI/A NPUHLMMA, HANOMUHAKOLWMWIA KOMMAO3ULMIO “3aMUCHBIX KHU-
XeK”, — B NepByto ovepedpb, Basemckoro (cm. MnH30ypr 1929: 42).

TemM He MeHee, COMOCTaBNEHWE MOHTaXa C (PparMeHTapHOCTbIO
OTCbINIaeT K C/IULIKOM LUMPOKOW NS TOro, 4tobbl PEKOHCTPYMPOBATb
CYTb TeopuuM MOHT@KHOW M033UN  UMAKMHUCTOB, Mpo6IeMaTuKe.
OnpefeneHne MOHTaXHOCTU TeKCTa TpebyeT YyTOYHEHUs. B pycckux
TEOPUAX MOHTaXa BHMMaHWe YAensetcs ONpefesieHNto MOHTaXHOro
anemeHTa. Beneg 3a C. M. 3ii3eHwWwTeliHbIM (He UTHOPUPYS NPy 3TOM
paboT Apyrux TeopeTukoB KuHO — [. BeptoBa, JI. Kynewosa,
B. MyposknHa vam HO. TbIHAHOBA) MOXHO BBECTU HEKOTOpOe 0606-
waloLiee onpefeneHne, nofjyepkusaloliee OTHOCUTENLHYIO aBTO-
HOMWIO OTAENbHO B3ATbIX 3MIEMEHTOB, WX MONMBANEHTHOCTbL W CMbIC-
NOBOV NOTeHUMaN, KOTopbIi peannsyeTcs NUlb NPU COMOCTaBNeHUN
C COOTBETCTBYIOLMMMN 3/ieMeHTamMK. B mpocTpaHCcTBe TeKcTa faHHbIN
3/IEMEHT YacTO OKa3blBaeTCAd MHOrOMYHKLMOHAMNbHLIM, CNOCOOHbIM K
CLUEenfeHnto C pasHbIMU 371eMEHTaMW U K MOPOXAEHUIO HOBbIX
CMbIC/IOB.

B MOHTa)XHOM TekcTe nogbop (hakToB M Pa3sHOPOAHbLIX 3/1EMEHTOB,
MX opraHm3auums B CMbIC/I0BOE Le/I0e OKa3blBAETCA 3HAYMMbIM npue-
MOM, — Hanpumep, B pabortax [3urun BeptoBa. Ecnu conoctaButb
naen BepToBa C 3/3€HLITEAHOBCKON Teopueil MOHTaXa, Mbl 06Ha-
PY>XWM, 4TO B ero paboTax NOAYEpPKMBAETCA pPUTOpMYecKass Crno-
CO6HOCTb AOKYMEHTa/bHOro KuHemaTorpaa u MOHTaXXHOW OpraHu-
3auMM MaTepuana MeHATb Hale BuAeHue Mmupab. PuTopuka Oii3eH-
WTeliHa, CO CBOEl CTOPOHbI, OCHOBbLIBAETCSA Ha Pe3KUX CTONIKHOBEHUAX
M npoueccyasbHOM COOTHOLUEHWW aBTOPCKOW (parMeHTaumu u ynuta-
TeNbCKOM MHTerpauuv6. B obwem u LenoM, 34eCb MOXHO BbISIBUTb
TPW OCHOBHbIX TWMa PYCCKOr0 MOHTaXa: KYNEeLWOoBCKWA HappaTUBHBbIi
(MOHT@X CLenneHns), 3M3eHLITENHOBCKUA MaHUNYAATUBHbIA (MOH-
TaX CTONIKHOBEHWIA7), N BEPTOBCKWI PUTOPUKO-TPaHCPOPMATUBHbIN

5 KpuTuk pycckoro mMoHTaxa AHApe BaseH CTaBWUT NOf COMHEHWE PUTOPUYECKYHO
OCHOBY [JOKYMeHTOB BepToBa: “Y 3puTens BO3HMKaeT WNIO3US, ByATO nepes HUM bGec-
CMOpHOEe B CBOE/ 0YEBMAHOCTY [0Ka3aTeNbCTBO, B TO BPeMsl KakK B AeCTBUTENIbHOCTU
3TO NMWb Cepust ABYCMbIC/EHHbIX (haKTOB, CLEMEHTVPOBAHHbIX TOMbKO C/I0BAMW KOM-
MeHTaTopa' (Lut. no CokonoB 1988: 35-36). Cm. Takke Tupitsyn 1992: 87.

6 Cwm. OiizeHwWTeH 1964: 163.

Kak n3BecTHO, 3i3eHLITEH BbldenseT BCero YeTbipe WAW MATb TUMOB MOHTaXa
(METPUYECKUIA, PUTMUYECKUIA, TOHA/TbHBIA, 06EPTOHHBIN), HO 34eCb Mbl OCTaHOBMMCS
LWL Ha TeX YepTax ero TeopwuW, KOTOpble Tak WIM MHa4ye COMOCTaBMMbI C APYTUMM
BapuaHTamu pycCKMX Teopmii MOHTaXa.
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(MoHTaX WHTepBanosd). MMocnegHuiA TMn B OOMbLUEN CTEMNEHM, YeM
ocTa/nbHble, NpefCTaBNeH B BOCMOMUHaHMAX MapueHroga u npexae
BCEro B ero MepBOil KHUIe XYA0XXEeCTBEHHOW MpO3bl, — MOHTaXXHOM
pomaHe LIMHWKK, HanucaHHOM B (hopMe AHeBHMKA. TeM He MeHee, B
3TOM pOMaHe MOXHO HaiTh 1 SPKMe OTrO/I0CKU 3M3eHLLITENHOBCKOrO
MOHTa)Ka, MoA4YepKMBaloLMe CTOKHOBEHME COMOCTAaBUMbIX 3/1EMEH-
TOB. Kak Mbl NonbiTaemMcs [0Kas3aTb B AaNbHeliLleM, 3TO COMPSXKEHO
MMEHHO C UMaXXWHUCTCKMMU OCOBEHHOCTAMM pOMaHa.

VIMaXMHUCTCKasa Teopus MOHTaXKHOW M033MuM CTPOMUTCH Ha ABYX
OCHOBHbIX MpuHUMMax. Mep.blil U3 HUX — “KaTasnor 06pa3oB”, HOMU-
HaTuBHas no3sus 6e3 rnaronoB. Ee rnaBHbIM TEOPETMKOM W Mpak-
TMKOM aBnseTca LLleplieHeBMY, XOTS ee BAUSIHNE MOXHO TakXXe 06Ha-
PY>XUTb B Mo3Max M pomaHax MapueHroga. BTopoit okonogyTty-
PUCTUYECKWIA MPUHUMN — KOH(IMKT BHYTPU A3bIKOBOro ob6pasa u
Mexnay o6pasamu (CTONKHOBEHME “YMCTOr0” € “HeYUcTbiM™) —
XapaKTepusyeT Noasuto 1 nNpoly MapueHrodga.

B cBoMX MaHU(ecTax MMaXUHUCTbI 3asBAAIOT 0 TOM, YTO B M033UK
o6pa3 ABNSETCA CamMoLeNbio, a TakKKe 4YTO 06pasHOCTb fA3blKa cogep-
XWUTCA B CYLeCTBMTeNbHbIX. LlleplieHeBuY BoCMpUHMMaET o06pas-
HOCTb KaK OpraHWyYHyl 4acTb PYCCKOr0 f3blKa:

B camom pfene, B pycCKOM A3bike 06pa3 cnoBa Haxogumtcsa 06bIYHO B
KopHe cnosa [...] CnoBo BBepx Horamu: BOT CaMOe eCTeCTBEHHOE MoJo-
XEHWe CNoBa, U3 KOTOPOro JO/MKEH POAMTLCA HOBbIA 06pa3. McnyraHHas
6epemeHHas poguT po cpoka. CnoBo Bcerfa 6GepemMeHHoe o06pasom,
Bcerga rotoeo K pogam. (LLepweHesny 1920: 39).

B aTom MeTaopMyHOM >KaproHe MHTepecHee BCEro MAes O CTUXO-
TBOPHO efnHULLe, Hecyllel CMbIC/IOBO NMOTEHUMan — “6epeMeHHOM
cnose” wunam “cnosoobpase”. B Teopuu iA3eHLWITEiHA OHA COOTHO-
CUTCH C KagpoMm, OTHOCUTE/lbHO ABTOHOMHbLIM 3/1EMEHTOM, OKOH-
yaTesibHOe 3Ha4YeHne KOTOPOro yCTaHaB/IMBAETCA MPU COMOCTaBIEHUN
C ApYyr“MW COOTBETCTBYIOLWMMMK 3neMeHTaMW. Bedb ofgHa U3 OCHOB-
HbIX MAaein Teopumn JinseHwTeliHa (1964: 158) 3akntoyaeTca B TOM, UTO
BO3HMKAIKLLUIA HOBbLIA CMbIC/T MPW COMOCTaBAeHUN ABYX (hparMeHTOB
ABNAETCA He WX CYMMOW, a MPOU3BELEHWEM B MbIC/SX BOCMNPUHM-
mMatowwero. MOHTaXHbIA TEeKCT CnegyeT MOHWMATb Kak Yy4yacTHUKa
B3aMMOAENCTBNA — HeKoe YCTPOCTBO, pacCUMTaHHOE Ha YnTaTens c
“MOHTaXHbLIM MblIleHNeM”. Ons NMaXXKUHUCTOB M033UA eCTb UCKYC-

* O TeopuM WHTEpPBa/IOB B CBA3M C BepToBbIM M Sii3eHWTerHbIM cM. Michelson
1992.
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CTBO CaMOOPMWEHTUPYEMbBIX CNOB WM “CNOBO06Pa3oB”, a CTUXOTBOP-
HbIli TEKCT — BCerga uenb 06pa30B, BO3HMKalOLLasa B MbICSAX YMTa-
TeNns npw BOCMPUATUM TeKCTa.

MMaxnHucTCKaa “peBo/iOUMOHHAA” 6opbba NPOTMB rpaMMaTUKu
HanpaB/fieHa Ha YHWUTOXEeHWe rnaronos. Bocnpustne noasumn 6e3
rnaronoB TpebyeT OT yMTaTeNs akTUBHOrO yyactus, T.K. HeobxoLuMas
npeavkKaumsa NpoMCXOAMT UL NPU B3aMMOLEACTBMM TeKCTa C 4nTa-
Tenem. Takum 06pa3oM, 3[eCb Mbl CTaNKMBaeMCs C MNpPo61eMaTMKOl
MOHT@XHbIX MeTaop: “pojauTcs rnaros, npoLecc M3 ComnocTaBfieHUS
[BYX PpesynbTaToB: HayafbHOro W KOHEYHOro, Hanpumep, KWUHO-
(heHOMEH KaK Mbl ero onucanu n3 AByx pALoOM CTOSAWMX KAeTok. Vnu
NnpakTUKa KWUTaliCKOro nepornuga, Kotopas AaeT MOHATUIO [AeiACTBuS
“nofcnywmeatb” pPoAUTLCA M3 CTONKHOBEHMS ABYX (CyLLecTBUTENb-
HbIX) MPeAMETOB: W300pa>KeHUs “ABepu” W M306pad>KeHua “yxa””.
(On3eHWwTENH 1964: 429). Kak 6bll0 0TMeYeHO HWUACCOHBbIM, MMaXK-
HUCTbI MCNO/MIb30Ba/IN pasHble BO3MOXKHOCTW PYCCKOro f3blka [AnA
MOCTPOEHMs Be3rnarofbHbIX MNPEANOKEHWNA: HYNEBYK CBSI3KY, OMy-
LLeHWe rnarona, Kpatkue npunaratefibHble, KOMMapaTuBHblE (DOPMbI,
KOHCTPYKUUW C ynpaBneHWeM B TBOPUTENbHOM Nafexe, rnpegnoru (npu
ynoTpe6/IeHNN rNarofioB ABMXKEHUS), Hapeuns WaM Mexpometus (Cwm.
Nilsson 1970: 88-91). Takum 06pa3om, 34eCb HeT MPUHLUNNANIBHOMO
JINHTBUCTNYECKOTO HOBATOPCTBA, MOCKO/IbKY YMeHbl FPYnMbl KOHLEHT-
PUPYIOT BHMMaHWe Ha OAHON M3 OCOOGEHHOCTEW PYCCKOro A3blka —
BO3MOXHOCTM BblpaXKaTb CKa3yemocCTb, He YnoTpe6nsas rnaronos.

VMaXMHUCTCKMIA KaTanor o06pa3oB Takxke SBASETCA OAHOW W©3
OCHOB MOHTaXHON Komnosuuumu LIMHWKOB. PomaH npegcTaBnseT
C060i COOPHMK PasHOPOAHbIX, KaXYLMXCA He CBA3aHHbIMW APYT C
OPYrOM TEKCTOBbIX (PPAarMeHTOB M MOXET OblTb MPOYUTaH Kak npo-
3aMyeckunin aHanor Katanora o6pas3oB, rae “c/ioBoo6pasbl” BbiCTpau-
BalOTCA KakK “rnasokafpbl”. C TOUKW 3peHus Lenoro npoussefeHus
(CTUXOTBOPEHMA WKW POMaHa), NOMANBANEHTHOCTb M MHOFO(YHKLMO-
HaNbHOCTb “CcN0OBOO6Gpasza” M “rnaBokagpa” TOXAECTBEHHbI. PeKOHCT-
PYKUMSA COOTHOLUEHWNA PparMeHTOB M MOPOXAEHWE MNP 3TOM HOBOrO
CMbIC/TIOBOFO YPOBHS, T.H. “TPeTbero”, ABNAeTcsA 3ajayeinn gna 4mra-
Tens, akTUBHOI0 Y4YaCTHUKA CMbIC/IONOPOXKAEHUA TEKCTA.

YTo KacaeTcsi B3aMMOOTHOLLUEHWA A3bIKOB MPO3bl U N033UK, CTOUT
OTMEeTUTb elle OfHY OCOBEHHOCTb MapUEeHroCKoli Mo33nn, KoTopas
NepeBoOAMTCA Ha A3bIK NPO3bl UMEHHO B LIMHMKaxX. 3T0 T.H. “MoaTuka
cABura”, Ha Kotopyto o6patun BHUMaHue B. ®. Mapkos (1983),
n3yyas nNpobnemMaTuky pasHoygapHoOi pudMbl B cTuxax MapueHroda.
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Hanpumep, B noame MargannHa MapueHrod ucnonb3yeT yaaneHHble
ApPYr oT apyra (4acto pasHoygapHblie9 pugMOBaHHbIE Mapbl, 4TO
6e3yCNOBHO YCNOXHAET YTeHWe TeKcTa, HO BMeCTe C TeM MOAYEpPKU-
BAET MOHTAXHOCTb KOMMO3WULMWU MO3Mbl. 34eCb BbIABNSETCA WUAea O
naMsATn TEKCTa U ero cnoco6HOCTU HanmoMKHaTb C MOMOLLbLIO MOBTOPA,
a TaKXKe CYLLeCTBEHHAA C TOYKM 3peHWs MOHTaXa uiea 0 yepeno-
BaHWW (hparMeHTaumum U UHTerpauun. B aTOM MOXXHO YCMOTPeTb OfHY
M3 CYLECTBEHHbIX OCOBEHHOCTEN MapueHrodckoin noasnnll AHano-
FMYHble peleHns Haxogum B LIMHMKax, paccmatpuBas COOTHOLUEHUS
yOaneHHbIX Jpyr OT Apyra (parMeHTOB WM OTAeNbHbIX M306pa-
XKEHWA. DTV paccbiNaHHble YacTU TeKCTa CLUEenstTca No NpUHUMNY
TEKCTOBOW OpraHm3auuun 4anekoro pacCcTosHus.

Ha ypoBHe COOTHOLIEHMsI parmeHToB LIMHUKOB Haubonee spKuii
npumep “noaTuky casura” oTMeyaeTcs B MOTMBE “AeKanuTynauumn’,
TEMATUYECKN MHOTO(YHKLUNOHANBHOM pacckase 06 OTOpBaHHbIX
ronoBax. Y 3T0ro MOBTOPSIOLLErocs MOTUBA HECKOMbKO pasHbIX
(YHKUWIA, CBSI3aHHbIX MpPeXAe BCEro C KWHEMATOrpatMyHOCTLHO
TekcTall

JTlo6onbITHOE MPOSAIBAEHNE MMaXWMHM3MA M “NO3TUKM cAasura” B
npo3e MapueHroa — HappaTUBHbIA XapaKTep OTHOCWUTENbHO aBTO-
HOMHbIX W306pakeHWii. OnpefeneHHble MNOBTOPAOLWMeECs 06pasbl-
MOTUBbLI CLEMAAITCA B POMaHe Kak pacCbiMaHHble feTalbHble W30-
bpaxeHuns. Hanbonee sipKkue Npumepbl 3TOF0 — BapuaTUBHbIE Onuca-
HMA nepcoHaxei. Mo cyTn fgena, Bce obpasbl NEPCOHaXKEW CTposTCS
N0 MPUHLWMY MOHT&XHOTO HEMOrO KWHO: OHW W306paxKeHbl MeTo-
HYMMWYECKN C MOMOLLbI0 acCOLMAaTUBHbIX feTaneid, npu 3TOM 3ajadva
ynTaTens — PEKOHCTPYMPOBATL LefbHble 06pasbl U3 3TUX paccbinaH-
HbIX 4yacTeii. Hanpumep, n3obpaxeHne 6onblieBnka Cepres, 6pata u
conepHMKa Mo nw6BM Bnagumupa, OKasbiBaeTca CBOeEro poga
NMOBECTBOBATE/IbHbIM TEKCTOM, OTPaXKaloLWUM OTpuLaTeNlbHOE OTHO-
LLEHMe paccKa3ymka K ceoemy bpary:

9 Cwm. Mapkos 1983: 255, rfhe nepeuncnsoTca Bce pasHOyAapHble puUdMbl B T.u.
MarpanvHel.

10 Mo mHeHno MapkoBa (Tam >xe: 241), umeHHO MapueHrod m3basun pasHoypap-
Hyl0 pudmy OT "yNpeKoB” B TOM, UYTO OHa PefKO BCTPEYaeTCA W He WUrpaeT CyLLecT-
BEHHOW po/n B PYCcCKOl Mo3a3vun. B cBA3W ¢ aTUM vccnegoBaTtesb MonbITanca fokasaTb,
YTO Ha M306peTaTe/lbHOM MCMOb30BaHUM AaHHOTO MpreMa “CTOMT MPOYHO MOYTU BCA
ero noasus” (Tam xe: 243).

1 TlMoppobHee 06 3TOM CM. Hawly cTaTbio XyTTyHeH 1998: 232-233.
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Y Cepres Becenble rnasa [...] oTTonbipeHHble ywu [...] ronosa ¢ CMHUMK
rnazamn nonetut [...] Bo BCl npaByt weky [..] po3oBoe naTHO [...]
Bpofe noxmartoro 6onbworo nca. (MapueHrodg 1928: 13-14).

OH onATb NOX0X Ha 60/bLWOro ypogosoro nca [...] Po3oBoe NATHO Ha
weke Ceprea cmyu,eHHO 6arposeeT (Tam xe: 30-31).

OH KaxeTcsd MHe 3arafo4HbiM, Kak TeMHas, MOKpbITas Mblinblo K
nayTWHOI 6yTbiNKa BUHA B CYNpy4yHOI decke (Tam xe: 35).

[...] Ha ronoBy Cepresa, npbiralwyt B nieyax, Kak cymacluejLias
CeKyHAHasa cTpenka (tam xe: 97).

[..] ronoBa Cepres, pasykpaweHHas 60AbWWMW NYLWMUCTBIMW T[Na-
3aMu, 6ecnpecTaHHO B3fparuBaeT, MpbiraeT, Aepraetcsa, BUXASeTCA, KOp-
yutcd. OHa TO NpuUcepaeT, CNOBHO Ha KOPTOYKMW, TO BbICKAKMBAET M3 NJey
Hanofobue ApMapoyHOro YepTmMKa-nuckyHa (tam xe: 105.)

Mo aTomy o06pasuy BCe MNEepcoHaXu OMUCbIBAOTCA C MOMOLLbLIO
peTanein-goMuHaHT: ronosa Cepres; nagoHyn (“KOTOPbIMM  XOPOLUO
3abumBaTb rso3fgu™) HanmaHa JloKy4aeBa, 6blOLLErO CBOK XKEHy; rnasa
repovHun Onbru (“cepast Nblib” — NPU3HaK, KOTOPbIA K KOHLY poMaHa,
K MOMEHTY €e CamMOybuiicTBa, WucyesaeT); OOCble HOTMM CAy>KaHKW
MapgyLum, “BOCTOpXeHHas cntoHa” ToB. Mamalwesa M T.0. To e
CaMOe KacaeTcs CllyyaiHbIX BTOPOCTEMEHHbIX W300paXeHWin nogen,
4acTb M3 KOTOPbIX CYLLECTBYIOT MWL KaK METOHUMWYECKUE AMUTETI:
“conswme Hocbl”, “noTeroLine LWen”, “4yepHble HUTOUKM” (BMECTO HOT)
n 1.4. C noMoLLbi0 NOBTOPA CTPOMTCA ranepes pacchbinaHHbIX Mo BCEMY
NPOW3BEAEHNI0 OMUHAHTHbIX YepT, N0 KOTOPbIM aKTWUBHbIA yMTaTeNb
JOMKEeH PEeKOHCTPyMpoBaTb 006pa3bl  MEPCOHaXeN. AHaNOMMYHbIN
npueM LUVPOKO UCMOMb30BaICA B HEMOM KMHO — 06pa3 yesioBeka Obin
pa3gpobneH B MOHTaXE M NpeBpaLleH B 3HAKOBYHO Lienbl2

OO6LWEMOLEePHUCTCKYIO UAE0 O HOBOM BOCMPUATUU XYL0XKeCTBEH-
HOro Tekcta MapueHrod nNoHMmMaeT AOCTAaTOYHO arpeccnBHO (0THACTK
Mo-3li3eHIITEAHOBCKN), BbISIBNAA B CBOeW cTatbe “BysiH-OcTpoB”
(1920) MaHMNyNATOPCKYK (YHKLMIO NO33UU U MOJYEepKUBaAsA TeM
CamMbIM MOHT@XHY!O0 LiefIbHOCTb UMaXKMHWUCTCKOr0O TEKCTa:

OfHa wn3 ueneli noaTa: BbI3BaTb y 4MTaTeNss MaKCUMYyM BHYTPEHHEro
HanpsbkeHus. Kak MOXHO rny6e BcaguTb B NafOHW YMTATeNbCKOro BOC-
npusTus 3aHo3y o6pasa. MMof06HbIe CKPeLWMBAHUS YNCTOTO C HEYUCTHIM
Cy>XaT cnoco60M 3a0CTPEHUs TeX 3aH03, KOTOPbIMU B LO/KHOW Mepe
WeTUHATCA NPOWN3BEAEHUS] COBPEMEHHOW MMAaXWHUCTCKOW noasun [..]

2 Cwm. SiseHwTenH 1964: 170, 310. Cp. /lotmaH (1973: 112): “Cnoco6HOCTb KWHe-
matorpada pasgenuTb 06pa3 YenoBeKa Ha “KyCKW” W BbICTPOUTb 3TW CErMeHTbl B
MoBeCTBOBATE/IbHYI0 BO BPEMEHHOM OTHOLUEHUM LEeMOYKy npeBpallaeT BHELLHWIA
06/IMK YenoBeKa B NOBECTBOBATE/IbHbIV TEKCT”.
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MpefenbHoe cXaTue WMaXUHUCTCKOW M03asum TpebyeT OT uumTatens
HanBbICLIEro YMCTBEHHOr0 HanmpsXXeHUs — 06pOHeHHOEe MaMATblo 04HO
3BEHO W3 Lenu o6pa3oB paspbiBaeT BCHO Lenb. 3ak/0YEHHOe B CTPOryto
(hopMy XY[0)KECTBEHHOE Lienoe, pacchinasllnCb, NpefjcTaBnaeT u3 cebs
nopoii 6necTAWY0 1 BENWKONMENHYH, HO BCE e XaoTUYEeCKYyH Kyuy, —
0TCl0Aa Kaxyliascad HermoHATHOCTb COBPEMEHHOW o06pa3Hoi noasuu.
(MapwueHrod 1997: 36).

AKTMBHOE y4acTue 4uTaTenss B CMbIC/IONOPOXAEHUM TeKCTa TeCHO
CBA3aHO KakK C BbIGOPOM MaKCMMalbHO 3NaTUPYHOLLMX COnocTaB/e-
HWiA, TaK U C “NpegenbHbIM CXXaTuem” CTPYKTYpbl TeKCTa, 3acTaBnsto-
WM BOCMPMHMMALOLWLero (Monb3yscb TepMWHONOTMER, COOTBETCT-
BYHOLLel BbIGPAHHON HamMW TOYKe 3peHWs, — WMMAULUTHOIO 4uTa-
TeNs, Hecywero MOHTaXHOE MbIW/IEHNE) PEKOHCTPYMPOBaTb CUHTE-
TUYECKUE CMbICAbI, B/IOXKEHHbIE aBTOPOM B TeKCT. M3yyas noaTuu-
HOCTb MapueHrodckoii nposbl, N. . Ban Baak (Van Baak 1997: 268)
BUANT UMaXUHU3M LIMHMKOB MMEHHO B ero 06pa3HOCTH, B T.H. “nos-
TUKE 3aHO3bl”, MOAYEpPKMBas TEM CambiM TOT BaXHbIA (hakT, 4TO B
Mpo3e WUMaXWHUCTCKas akpobaTus Bcerga NOAYMHEHA CHOXKETHON
CTPYKTYPe M Hen3beXHO CTa/KMBaeTCA C KOHKPETHbIM KOHTEKCTOM.
[encTBnTeNnbHO, NOCTOSHHOE 3naTMpyloLlee conocTaB/ieHne “YnucTto-
ro” ¢ “HeYncTbIM” ABNSETCS OAHOI U3 Hanbonee PKMNX 0COOEHHOCTEN
06pa3oB pomaHa. B MbICNsiX pacckasumka Bnagumupa nonoxuTtesnb-
HOe 1 MpeKpacHOoe COMOCTaBMfETCA C YeM-TO OTBPATUTE/IbHbIM: LiBe-
Tbl — C OTOPBaHHbIMW [0/I0BaMU, BO3BbILLIEHHbIE YYBCTBA — C FUrMe-
HUYeCKUMKN Npobnemamu, Nt060Bb — C KNU3MOIA:

No60Bb, KOTOPYK He yAywuna pesuHoOBas KUWKA OT KAU3Mbl, —
6eccmepTHa. (MapueHrog 1928: 21).

B pomaHe 06bEKTbI ONUCLIBAOTCA CPaBHEHWAMMW, a BO3HUKaKOLiMe B
pesynbTate 06pas3bl Yallle BCEro 0Kas3blBalOTCA OTB/IEYEHHLIMU OT
NCXOAHbIX 3/IEMEHTOB (Kak u306paxaroliero cnoea, Tak u u3obpa-
XKAeMoro 06bekTa), UTO COOTBETCTBYET MMAXWUHUCTCKUM MpecTasne-
HMAM 06 “ob6pase kak camouenn”, HO OJHOBPEMEHHO CBUAETENb-
CTBYET O MOHTaXHOM Hayase MapueHrocKoro MMaxnHmnsmall
MOMMMO MMaXWUHUCTCKUX ocobeHHocTel LIMHMKOB — KoMMo3u-
UMK MO MPUHUMMY KaTanora n 06pasHoro fA3blka pomMaHa, — CyLLecT-
BYeT APYroi N60NbITHbIA WCTOPUKO-NUTEPATYPHbIA acnekT ero
MOHTaXa, CBfA3aHHbI/i C (hakTorpausmom. 3Ta OKONOYyTypUCTCKas

B Cp. npeactaBneHne “TpeTbero” y 3iiseHwTeliHa (1964: 158). Mo ero MHeHwto,
o6pa3 BCerfa KayeCTBEHHO OT/INYAETCA OT COMOCTaBUMbIX 3/1EMEHTOB.
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NNHUA NpeacTaBnseT cob6Oi onpefeneHHYH MOCT-UMAXUHUCTCKYHO
(basy TBOpYecTBa MapumeHroga. B COOTHOWEHUM BbiMbICNa U (akKTa
(reTeporeHHbIX (hparMeHTOB) CKpblTa ocobas AuMHamuMKa pomMaHa.
XoTa MapuneHrod), HaCKOMbKO HaM W3BECTHO, He y4acTBOBan B paboTe
T.H. “(hakTOBUKOB”, €ro CBf3b C YTUINTAPUCTCKUMMN TeHAEHUUAMMU
NNE®a ouesmgHa. W3 paga [OKYMEHTOB chnegyeT, 4to B 1928-m
rogy— BO Bpemsa co3faHus LIMHWMKOB, — OH nbITancd opraHn3oBatb
(BmecTe ¢ Propukom VIBHeBbIM) nuTepaTypHylo accouuauuio “Jiute-
patypa u 6bIT”. B fOKnagHOW 3anucke, nogaHHoi B HKBJ, 3asB-
NSAeTCA cnefytollee:

MoBecTb, pacckas, poMaH, nosma TpebytoT 065a3aTe/IbHON YBA3KMN C peab-
HbIM MaTepuanoM, BHe KOTOPOr0 HeMbiCMMa coBeTcKas crneuunduka [..]
Monyuyaemble B pesynbTaTe Takoii paboTbl Ha peanbHOM Martepuane
Npou3BefleHNs 3HauMTeNbHO Bbille U XYAOXeCTBeHHee B COLUanbHOM
3HaYeHWN NpPOW3BeAEeHMUI, HAMUCAHHbIX WCKAKYMNTENbHO MO “BAOXHOBE-
HUt”. (Uut. no FanywkuH & MonusaHos 1996: 59).

MporpammMa HOBOrO 06LecTBa, 6e3ycnoBHo, 6onee 6M3Ka K yTUIu-
Tapusmy JIE®ald yem K UMaXUHU3MY, HO, C TOUKU 3PEHUA MOHTAXAQ,
He MeHee BaXHa AN BOCMPUATUA MapWEHTrogcKoin npo3bl. [aHHbIl
(hakT, C OAHOW CTOPOHbI, YKa3blBaeT Ha OCHOBAHWUA MOBEPXHOCTHOWA
CTPYKTYpbl LIMHWKOB, W, C Apyroi, MO3BOSIAET MPEAnonoXuTb, 4TO
OOKYMEHTbI, BK/IIOYEHHble B POMaH, SBAAOTCA MNOAJMHHbIMKA. B
LinHnkax MapueHrog BOCNPOU3BOAWUT 3Ty WAEO/0TMI0, CMELIMBas
npy 3TOM NOA06paHHblE LOKYMEHTbl (B “XpOHOMOrMyeckom 6ecno-
psgke”, MO CcnoBaM pacckasymka) C (MKUMOHaNbHbIM MOBECTBO-
BaHNEM M MMaXWHWCTCKON 06pa3HOCTbO. TakuMm 06pa3om, OH CTpouT
KOHM/IMKTHbIA reTeporeHHbIn MOHTaX, KOTOPbIA, KaK Ham KaxeTtcs,
Mor 6bITb OAHWM U3 MPUYMH TOro, YTo Ny6amMKaums pomaHa B CCCP
6bina 3anpelleHa. B noctaHoBneHun MockoBckoro OTaena Bcepoc-
cuiickoro Cotosa CoBeTckux lMucaTenein ccbinanmcb UMEHHO Ha 3TO:

TeHAeHUNO3HbI nofbop ¢akToB B pomaHe “LIMHMKM”, ncKaxawoLlw,ui
3MOXYy BOEHHOr0o KOMMYHMW3Ma W MepBOro nepuoja Hama, AeflaeT KHUry

06bEKTMBHO BPEAHOW M HEMPUEMIEMON AN COBETCKOM 06L,EeCTBEHHOCTH.
(LinT. mo MW 1997: 194).

OcobeHHO 65m3kn ngen Ocuna Bpuka o ToM, YTO “M03Thbl HE BbIAYMbIBAOT TEM,
OHM GepyT KX 13 OKpyXawoLlein cpeabl  (Bpuk 1923: 214) 1 gOMUHUPYIOLLEe B CTaTbe

Brivxe K dhakTy (Bpuk 1927) TpeboBaHMe COCPEAOTOUNTLCS Ha peasivsix COBETCKOro
bbITa.
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Tem He MeHee, [OKYMEHTbI, BK/IIOYUEHHbIe MapueHrooM B poMaH, He
BOCMPUHUMAIOTCA KaK MOAJIMHHbIE, T.K. UX WHTEKCTOBOCTb — Heob6-
XOAMMOE CMbICI0BOE COOTHOLUEHME C “MMaKMUHUCTCKUM” N OHEBHMU-
KOBbIM TEKCTamy pomMaHa, — 6e3yCnioBHO BAUAET Ha WX AeKOAMpo-
BaHWe. B CMbIC/IOBOM COOTHOLUEHWN C OCHOBHbLIM MPOCTPAHCTBOM
TEeKCTa [OKYMEHTaNbHblE WHTEKCTbl TepAT CBOe [OKYMEHTasbHOe
3HaYeHne W CTaHOBATCA MaTepuasioM XyLOXXeCTBEHHOro TeKcTa.
OCHOBHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO TEKCTa OKa3blBAETCA 60/ee peasbHbIM, YeM
MHOPOAHbIE BK/OYEHWS, KOTOpble MO CBOE Npupoje — Bewu MCTOo-
prvyeckoro mupa. B KOHeYHOM cueTe, JOKYMEHTbl OKa3blBalTCA UMU-
TauuamMm NOAAMHHBLIX AOKyMeHTOBIS [lMpuBefem npumep COMoOCTaB-
neHns (hparMeHTOB, MEPBbIf U3 KOTOPbIX, 6YAyUYn LOKYMEHTOM, B3AT
B KaBblUKM W COMNPOBOXAEH YKa3aHMeM Ha MUCTOYHMK. Cam no cebe
3TOT WHTEKCT aKLeHTUPYET BHUMaHWe yYntatens Ha AOKYMeHTax Kak
3HaKax “peasibHOCTW” BHYTPU poOMaHa:

[1922: 47]

“JtojoeACTBO W TPYynoeACTBO NMPUHMMaeT MaccoBble pasmepbl” (“MNpaBs-
pa’”).

[1922: 48]

Buyepa B fBa 4aca HouMm Yy cebsa Ha KBapTupe apecToBaH [loKyuyaes.
(MapueHrod 1928: 134).

MepBblii (hparMeHT cnefyeT TPaKTOBaTb KakK TUTPOBbIA Kagp K HO-
BOCTM 006 apecte HanmaHa [lokydyaeBa, HO, TEM He MeHee, OH
NONU(YHKLUNOHANEH W CLENNAETCA C pacChbiNaHHbIM MO BCEMY POMaHy
pacckasom 0 KaHHub6anm3we.

No6onbiTHOoe 060CHOBaHME cOMoOCTaB/ieHUA (parMeHToB (Yale
BCEro KOHM/IMKTHOI0) MMaXKMHUCTCKOrO TeKCTa WM AeKnapupyroLmnx
CBOIO ayTEHTUYHOCTb AOKYMEHTOB HaxoAwm B ctatbe “lMoyTn gekna-
pauus” (1923), aBTOpOM KOTOPO, NPeanonoXNTeNbHO, SABNSETCSA CaM
MapueHrodle B nepBbiXx CTpoKax TekCcTa MNPOBOAUTCA 4eTKoe
pasgeneHue:

[lBa nontoca: noasus, raserta.

MepBblil: KynbTypa CNoBa, TO ecTb 06pa3HOCTb, YMCTOTa fA3blKa, rapmo-
HUA, nges.

BTopoii: BapBapckas peyb, TO eCTb TepMUHONOrUSA, 6e306pasHOCTb, apuT-
MWYHOCTb M BMECTO uaeii: xogaume nctuubl. (FCMM2 1923: 1).

5 Cp. NlotmaH 1992, T. I: 180.
B Cm. MW 1997: 467.
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B KOHTeKCTe MapMeHrog)ckoro KOHMANKTHO-MOHTaXHOI0 MblLLEHNS
JaHHast ONno3MLUMOHHasA napa nNpeacTaBnsaeTca 3aKOHOMEPHbLIM BOM/IO-
LeHneM napbl “4ncTtoro” n “HeYmcToro”. YuuTtbiBad Bblleynoms-
HyTble KOHTEKCTYya/ibHble CBA3M, MOHTaXHas KoMmnosuuus LIMHWKOB,
KaK HaM Ka)eTcsi, CTaHOBUTCA 60siee MOHATHON. B KOKTelnb-pomaHe
Mbl MOXeM O0OHapy>XWTb CMeLleHNe KYNbTYPHbIX A3bIKOB, XaHPOBbIX
rpaHuL, AUTepaTypHbIX LWKOA W, B KOHEYHOM CYeTe, BbIMbICNa U
thakTa. M'Mnep6onn3npoBaHHasa BU3YanbHOCTb, COUSIEHEHUE “YMcToro”
M “HEYNCTOro”, MOBEPXHOCTHasA CTPYKTypa Katanora 06pasoB U
CMbIC/I0BOE COOTHOLUEHME (parMeHToB (TpeboBaHMEe aKTUBHOIO
yyacTna OT uymTaTens) SBAAKTCA MOCMEACTBUSMM MapUeHroCcKoro
UmMaxnHusma (No cBoei Npupode U3HavyanbHO aHTU-YTYPUCTCKOrO)
M CKPbITOr0 B HEM MOHT&XHOI0 MblllaeHUA17.

Tenepb 06paTUMCA K MMaXMHWUCTCKOW TemaTuke MapueHroga,
KOTOpas Takxke CyllecTBeHHa fAna TekcTa LMHWKOB. B umaxu-
HUCTCKOM TBOpYecTBe MapueHroja BbIpMCOBLIBAETCA ONPeLEeNeHHbI
TeMaTUYeCKuii TPEYroibHUK WM Lenoyka Tpex 06pasHbiX KOHLen-
TOB: Nt060Bb — 06MONECKME CHOXETbl — peBonouus. B ogHoM w13
MapUeHro)CKNX CTUXOTBOPEHMUI, OMNYy6/IMKOBAHHOM B MEH3EHCKOM
NPOTO-MMaXWHNCTCKOM anbmaHaxe Kcxog (1918), MoxHO 06Hapy-
XWUTb BCE CYLLECTBEHHbIE 3/IEMEHTbI 3TOr0 TPEYro/ibHUKA:

M3 cepgua B nafoHAxX

Hecy nto608b.

Ee BO3bMU —

Kak ronosy lokaHaaHa,

Kak ronosy OnodepHa...

OHa MHe, KaK peBOIlOLUN — HOBb,
Kak HOXb rMAbOTUHBI —

Maparty,

m 3a PacnaToro,

Nype — oCUHBbI

YuuTblBas MpuUBEEHHbIE Bblllle OCHOBHbIE TWUMbI PYCCKOr0 MOHTaXa B KMHO-
Teopuu, 34ecb MOXHO OTMETUTb MPU3HAKU BCEX JIMHWIA: 3A3eHLUTEAHOBCKOW MaHu-
NYyNSATUBHO-KOH(/IMKTHON (CTONIKHOBEHME 006pa3oB, HEO06XO04MMOCTb PEKOHCTPYMpO-
BaHWS HOBbIX CMbIC/IOB YMTaTeNeM), KY/eLLOBCKUI HappaTuBHbIN (CLensieHne dpar-
MEH roB B Lieflble  paccKasbl ) Y BEPTOBCKUA PUTOPUYECKMNI (COOTHOLLEHUE BbIMbIC/A
n akta, npobnemaTuka [OKyMeHTauuu). XoTs B JaHHOM C/yyae Mbl He pac-
cMaTpuBaem CO6CTBEHHO KMHemaTorpaguyeckue OCHOBbl KOMMO3MLUM POMaHa, He
cnepyeT 3abblBaTb 0 B3aMMOCBSI3V KMHO W ITepaTypbl B fesiTeNbHOCTU MapueHroda.
C 1924-ro no 1925 rof oH paboTan 3aBegyloLMM CLeHapHOro otaena MponeTKuHo, a
B KOHLe 1920-X rr. 6bl1 COABTOPOM MHOIMX CLIEHapUEB.
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CyK...
Bcero knagy ce6s Ha OroHb
YcT1 TBOMX,
Ha nunuun pyk.
(Mapuenrog 1996: 5).

MpeactaBnseTca UHTEPECHON (DYHKLMS MHOTOUYMUC/IEHHBIX MOBTOPAIO-
wmxea 6mbnemckux uuTat B I3TOW LUENWU, TaK KaK WMMEHHO OHU
YCNOXHAKT UHTEPNpeTauuio ConocTaBeHns N06BM 1 pPeBoNoLMN B
TekcTax MapueHroa. Bubneickue MOTUBLI OKa3blBAKOTCA TpaHWLEeNn
MeXay STWMM ABYMS MOJlCaMu — CBOEro poja nepexojaMu OT
N06BM K PEeBOMIOLNW, OAHOBPEMEHHO COEAUHSAKOWMMU U OTTaNKu-
BaloLmMK. EcTecTBeHHbIM 06pa3om HanpallvBaloLleecs COnocTaB-
NeHne BbICOKOW, 6U6NEACKO NHOOBM C HU3KMM 06OLLLECTBEHHbLIM MOMO-
YKEHMEM OKa3blBaeTCA aMmbMBaneHTHbIM, TaK Kak 61bnelickne MOTMBbI
B TekCTax MapueHroga MCnonb3yrTca He TOMbKO KakK WMCTOYHUK
“yucTon N6GBMU”, HO N KaK WCTOYHUK CBOMCTBEHHOr0 paHHemy
MapveHoroy peBoJIIOLUOHHOIO “60roxybcTea”:

KpoBbio NoeM 3a30pHO

Bory B lopoAuBLIiA B30p.

BOT Ha KpacHOM YepHbIM:
Maccosblii Teppop. [...]

Mo TbicAYe ronos cpasy

C nnaxu K npe4yncToii TaiiHe.

Bo)eHbka, cam Tbl 3a Nasyxou

BbiHocun KauHa, [...]

Monumcsa Tebe maTepLynHON

3a pabbux rogos nosop
(MapueHrog 1996: 18).

K Tomy e, 6ubnelickne MOTUBbI TECHO CBfi3aHbl C MHOTO(YHKLMO-
Ha/lbHbIM MOTWMBOM [JEKanuTynAuun, “pacckasoM” 06 OTOPBaHHbIX
ronosax. [JaHHblii MOTMB 3a4acTyl) OKa3blBaeTCqd 06pa3om peBoOStO-
umm 1917 roga, conoctaBfieHe KOTOPOWA € (hpaHLy3CKO peBontoLneit
TakXke ABNSETCA UCXOLHbIM MYHKTOM B LiMHMKaXx:

Onbra passoguT nieyu:

— CTpaHHaa Kakasa-To peBONOLMA.

W roBopuT C rpycrblo:

— § pgymana, OHM MepBbIM [OATOM MOCTAaBAT TWIbOTUHY Ha JI06HOM
mecte. (MapueHrog 1928: 9).
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Korga Bnagumup nbiTaeTcsd POMaHTUYECKM OMWUCATb CBOK DKEHY,
HEOXWJAHHO BO3HWKaeT ClXeT 0 ronose MoaHHa Kpectutens
(cp. EBaHrenue ot Martdesn 14: 3-4):

Ee ronosa oTpesaHa ABYXCNanbHbIM LUIENKOBLIM Ofefn0M. Ha XpycTKOM
CHere nofIOTAHOW HaBONOKM pacTekawlMecs BOMOCHI NPOU3BOAAT Bre-
yaTneHne Kposu. Fonosa VokaHaaHa Ha cepebpsHoM 6t0fe 6bia MeHee
Be/nnyecTBeHHa [...] A ropa w cuyactaus, Kak Mpoawmaga. OTa ronosa
nofjHeceHa MHe. § 6narofgapto cyAbby, CTaHLeBaBlWYO ANA MeHs TaHel,
cemu nokpblisan. (MapueHrod 1928: 22-23).

BubneiickniA MOTMB OTOPBaHHbLIX FOM0B OTpaxaeT ambuBaneHTHOe
OTHOLWEeHNe MapueHroga K peBonounMn U, C ApYroli CTOPOHbI, ABOSA-
Kyl0 COOTHECEHHOCTb N06BM W peBOMOLMM B €ro TBOPYECTBe.
No60Bb cNuBaeTcs ¢ peBoNOLUNEN, MHAVBUAYaNbHOE MPeBpaLLaeTca B
KONIEKTUBHOE, HO B TO XK€ BPeMs OHWM cTankusatoTcA. Tak npouc-
xogut B nosme MargannHa (1920), B KoTopoii 6e3ymHas N060Bb
COMocTaBnsieTca C LMHUYHON No60Bbl0 repoeB LIMHWKOB. B 060mx
Cny4Yasx KpoBaBas peBO/IOLMA OKa3blBaeTcs, C O4HON CTOPOHbI, ONMO-
3numnein N6eK, a, C APYroii CTOPOHbI, €6 HEOOXOANUMbBIM KOHTEKCTOM,
CBOEro pofa UCTOYHNKOM:

MarganvHa, Mbl B ropoje — KpOBb KakK U3 BO4OMNPOBOAA;

CoBeCTb yCOBEpPLUEHCTBOBAHHEE KaHanM3auuu.

Ham nu, Ham nu ¢ To60 cnacatbes,

Korga KopuuTtca noxoTb, Kak XeHuinHa B pogax. (MapueHrod 1996: 37-
38).

Mpn 3TOM B MOHTaXXHOM POMaHe BbIBOAbI OCTAtOTCS 3afjauvein ans
ynTaTens, KOTopbIil AOMKeH cobpaTb hparMeHTbl B CMbICNOBOE LIEMOe:

[1918: 18]
CerogHs Houbl f Nnakan oT 06BN,

[1918: 19]

B Bonorge co6paHne KOMMYHUCTOB BbIHEC/I0 NMOCTAHOB/IEHWE O TOM, YTO
“Heo6X04MMO YHWUUYTOXMWTb Knacc OGypxyasumu”. TponetapuaT LOKEH
06e3BpesMTb MMP OT MapasuToB, U YeM CKOpee, TeM fyuLle.

[1918: 20]
— Onbra, g npowy BaLlleli pyKu.

OT0 oueHb KcTatu, Bnagumup. HblHYe yTpOM A y3Hana, YTo B HalleMm
gome He OyfileT BCIO 3MMY [AeiicTBOBaTb LieHTpanbHOe oTonneHue. Ecnu
Obl He Balle MpeAnoxeHue, 8 6bl HenpemeHHO B Aekabpe Mecsle npe.-
paTunacb B eAsHYI0 coCynbKy. Bbl npefcrtasnsete cebe, cnaTb OAHON B
KpOBaTULLe, Ha KOTOPO MOXHO UrpaTb B XOKKei?
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— WrTak...
— 4 cornacHa. (MapwueHrog 1928: 21-22).

UTo KacaeTcsi MHTepnpeTauuMu poMaHa, OfHa U3 ero HeMHOTMX BO3-
MOXHbIX TPaKTOBOK HEMOCPEefCTBEHHO CBs3aHa C CyAb6oil MMaxu-
HUCTCKOW LIKONbI: NPOTOTUMbI FNaBHbIX FEPOEB MOXHO HaiTW cpeaw
VMaXXMHMCTOB, TOFa Kak camoy6uiAicTBO repoumHn Onbru OTCbINAeT K
pea/ibHbIM COBLITMAM. 3TO MOATBEPXKAAET TE3NC, COMTACHO KOTOPOMY
LIMHWMKN 6blM  MapreHroCKUM 3MUI0rOM  UCTOPUU  UMaXMHKU3MA,
NPOTMBOPEYUMBBLIM 1 MPOHUKHYTLIM aBTOMAPOAUEN, KaK B CefytoLem
3NM30fe, KaXyLlemcsi ciyyaliHbiM, HO C TOYKM 3PEHUs MOHTaxa
0YeHb NOKa3aTe/bHbIM:

[1919: 16]
Onbra nouyemy-To He ocTanacb HoueBaTb y Cepres. OHa BepHynacb
[OMOWA B AiBa Yaca.

A cnbiwan, ¢ 060pBaBLINMCS bIXaHUMEM, KakK MOBEPHY/ICA ee K4 B
3aMKe, Kak 6eCLIyMHO, Ha LblNoYkax, MMHOBaNa OHa Kopugop, nogHana c
nosfa Mok Wy6y 1 npoLlusia B KOMHaThI.

Haiiga KkpoBaTb MyCTOW, OHa BepHynacb K MapgpylnHOMY YynaHUYuKy
1, NOCTYy4YaB B Neperopojaky, ckasana:

— Moxanyiicta, Bnagumup, He 3acbinaiiTe cpady nocne TOro, Kak

“ocywunTe A0 AHa KYyOOK HacnaxgeHua”! 4 npuHecna uenyr Kydy HOBbIX
CTUXO0B MMaXUHUCTOB. BMecTe nosecennmcs.

[1919: 17]
Tnho3HMKN BansaoTca B BOMbHUYHBLIX KOPMAOPax, 0Xuas ovepean Ha
KOVKM. Bin umeHyroTca Bparammu pesontounun. (MapueHrogp 1928: 66).

WTaK, pomaH LIMHWUKN napajokcaneH B CBOEM MPOTUBOPEYMBOM UMa-
XWHU3ME U MOCT-UMaxuHu3me. OH npegcTaBnseT cob0il He TOMbKO
UCK/TIOUNTENbHBI B PYCCKOW NnTepaType MpUMepP UMaXXUHUCTCKOM
npo3bl (Ha YPOBHAX CTPYKTYpPbl 1 06pa3oB), HO U BaXKHbI XY[0XKECT-
BEHHbI 3NUIOT B UCTOPUUN UMAKWUHUCTCKOW LUKOSbI. IMaXXMHUCTCKasA
npo3a oKasanacb KpaTKUM OTPe3KOM TBOpYecKoro nytu MapueHroda.
BmecTte ¢ TeM B [JaHHOM pOMaHe BO3HWK elle OAWH MpeaMeT ero
penekcmn — npobnema BbiMbICNa W (hakTa. PakT Havan urpatb
NepBOCTENEHHYIO POJib, U KaK NOKa3blBaeT 3aMbICeN CO34aHUs HOBOIO
nuTepatypHoro obuwiectsa “JSlutepatypa M ObIT”, Xy[O0XEeCTBEHHas
npo3a ocTanacb B CTOPOHe18 MapueHrodg nepeLien K MemMyapam.

lh He cnegyet, ogHako, 3abbiBaTb 0 pomaHax BpuThbii yenosek (1930) n EkaTepunHa
(koHeu, 1950-x). MMepBblii NOMOH aBTOGMOrpatiMUecKnx MOTMBOB WM MPOTOTWMOB,
BTOPO/ He YTO WMHOe KaK WCTOPUYECKWUI pomMaH, TununyHas Ana MapueHroda par-
MeHTapHas nposa.
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“Sonakujunditelt” “peatiikikaadriteni’:
Anatoli Mariengofi imazinistlik montaaz

Artiklis vaadeldakse Anatoli Mariengofi (1897-1962) poeetilise tehnika
kolme pohilist imazinistlikku printsiipi, mis on leidnud kasutamist tema
esimeses romaanis “Kuunikud” (1928). Need printsiibid hdImavad esiteks
“kujundite kataloogi” — nimisfnadest koosnevat poeesia liiki, mis on
parit Vadim SerSenevitsilt ja mida Mariengof kasutas oma suurtes
imaZinistlikes luuletustes. Teine domineeriv imazZinistlik printsiip, mis
sisaldub nii Mariengofi teoreetilistes t66des kui ka poeetilistes tekstides,
on analoogne vene futurismi jaoks tulpilise Sokeerivate kujundite loomi-
sega. Mariengofil véljendub see “puhta” ja “ebapuhta” koosluses, keele-
liste kujundite vahelistes ja kujundisisestes konfliktides, mis iseloomusta-
vad nii Mariengofi proosat kui ka poeesiat. Kolmas, vd@ibolla Marien-
gofile kdige iseloomulikum imazinistlik printsiip, mis on oluline “Kuidni-
kute” puhul, on nihke poeetika {poetika sdviga), st teksti fragmentaarne
struktuur, mis on Mariengofil seotud erirGhuliste riimide kasutamisega.
Kdiki neid printsiipe vdib vaadelda kui Mariengofi poolt proosatekstides
kasutatava montaazitehnika pdhielemente.
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Abstract. On the definition of genre of Dostoevsky’s works. The arti-
cle mostly addresses Dostoevsky’s own definitions of genres of his works,
either explicated in the texts (subtitles, prefaces) or contained in the writer’s
letters; or rather the relationship between the scholarly strategies of defining
genres and the writer’s own view, as evidenced by subtitles which, in some
sense, are part of the text (in nearly, but not precisely, the same way as the
titles themselves are). The writer’s own definitions, then, can be regarded as
possible objects of the scholarly interpretation. Agreement, or lack thereof,
between the author’s and the scholars’ definitions may be due both to simi-
larity vs dissimilarity between the definition standards inherent in the re-
spective epochs and to specific interpretation aspects. In the latter case,
agreement is more common in studies focusing on vastly different problems
unrelated to genre, whereas disagreement is more frequent in studies con-
cerned with the genres of Dostoevsky’s works. One of the reasons why his
own definitions must be critically revisited is that certain titles of his works
can be basically viewed as subtitles or genre definitions insofar as they in
some way define the variety of the text regardless of the underlying crite-
rion: narrative, “discourse”, type of source, genre, or genre variety. Indeed,
both these subtitles and, sometimes, the writer’s own genre definitions turn
out to be pretense, an imitation of “standard” subtitles or genre definitions,
respectively. Titles themselves sometimes look like subtitles, thus “expos-
ing the device” and demonstrating this mimicry not merely by violating se-
mantic and syntactic relations in the case of subtitles (sign/nameftitle/ sub-
title and virtual reference/“reality” of text — and relationships such as those
between title and subtitle; title and the principal text; and subtitle and prin-
cipal text), but also by the fact that their position is “marked”. Dostoevsky
not just failed to follow his own “final genre definitions” within the text, as
reflected in the subtitles, and not just changed them repeatedly in his letters,
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but in the official documents, too, he sometimes defined genres m a way
which did not agree with either the subtitles or his own definitions given in

his letters. Lo '
Dostoevsky frequently changed the genre definitions not merely aur-

ing his work on a text, which would be only natural, and not merely many
years after it had been completed, published, revised, and republished
(which might be ascribed to memory errors), but also shortly after the
completed manuscript had been shipped to the publishers or after the text
had been published or republished. While the logic underlying these
changes must be studied and interpreted, it is evident that the scholars are
often unable to accept the author’s own “final genre definitions” both be-
cause these are often unavailable in subtitles, and because of the “Proteic”
nature of their use by the writer in various contexts.

B npepnaraemoli cTaTbe pedyb NOWAET MPeUMMyLLeCTBEHHO 06 aBTop-
CKMX >KaHPOBbIX AedUHULMAX, MO0 IKCNAULMPOBAHHbLIX B TeKCTe
(nog3aronoBokK, nNpefucnoBue), M60 paccesHHbIX B NMUCbMax Muca-
Tend, TOYHee, — O COOTHOLUEHUU WCC/ef0BaTeIbCKOM CTpaTerum
XXAHPOBOWN fe(MHULUN ¢ aBTOPCKON. O4YeBMAHO, YTO MCCNesoBaTesb
MOXEeT KaK CO/MuAapu3npoBaTbCA B 3TOM BOMPOCE C aBTOPOM, TaK U
“NPoTMBOPEYNTL” EMY, MNOCKO/IbKY aBTOPCKME XaHPOBble HaVMeHOBa-
HWA 3aBUCAT OT CaMblX Pa3HOPOAHbLIX MPUYUH, CPEfN KOTOPLIX CTPEM-
NeHWe K MakCUManbHO afeKBaTHOM XapaKTepuCTUKe Tuna npousBse-
[eHuns, Kak 6bl CNPeccoBaHHON B 0AHO3HAYHOM CNOBE-TEPMUHE, SBHO
He BCerfa CTOMT Ha NepBoM MecCTe.

MOCKONbKY Hac UHTepecyeT rfaBHbIM 06pa3omM MO3TUKa HOBENb
JocToeBcKoro, Ha4yHem C paccMOTpeHMs BOMpPOCa O NPaBOMEPHOCTU
ynoTtpebneHns B AaHHOM cflydae camMOro TepMuHa “HoBenna”. ToT
thakT, 4T0 [LOCTOEBCKMIA, CHabXaBLUWiA NOYTK BCE CBOW MPOW3BEAEHNS
nof3arofioBKaMu, onpefensswMMy UX >KaHPOBYK MPUHAAMNEXHOCTb
(Mnn xe “MUMUKPUPOBABLLUMMW” MOA XAHPOBble Ae(UHULMK, O YeM
peyb nNOWAET fJanblie), HW pasy MpU 3TOM He ynoTpebun cnoso
"HoBenna”, Ha Haw B3rnf4, He ABNAETCA NPENATCTBMEM ANA NpuMe-

HEHWs 3TOro TEPMMHA MO OTHOLUEHUID K OTAENbHBIM MPOW3BEAEHUAM
Masioi npo3bl nucaTenal

Kak nonaraet aBTop MOHOrpaguu, NocBsILLEHHONM CUCTEME >aHPOB [J0CTOEBCKOrO,
Bblfje/IeHNe TaKoro XaHpa y [l0CTOeBCKOro He TO 4TO CMOPHO — MPOCTO HEBEPHO
<..> [loCTOEBCKUI He “Ollyllian HOBe/y KaK XaHp W HOBe/sl He nucan” (3axapos
985. 7). lMockosbKy B 3TOl pab6oTe OCHOBaHWEM [/1s1 «BbIAENEHUS TUMOON NYECKUX
PS0B B3ATbl XKaHPOBbIe OMpefenieHUs camoro [locToeBCKOro» (Tam >e), 4To, Kak Mbl
nonbITaemMcsi Nokasarb, MPOCTO HEBO3MOXHO OCYLLECTBUTL MO Le/IoMy psify NpUymnH
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Bo-nepBbix, aBTOpckas >aHpoBas AeUHULWA, OTPaKEHHas B
noA3arofioBKe, ABNSETCA B ONpefeneHHOM CMbICNe 4acTblo TekcTa
(Tak )Xe — XOTS M B MHOM K/OYe — KakK U camo 3ariasue), Tem
CaMbIM CTAHOBACb BO3MOXHbIM 06BEKTOM MCCNef0BaTENbCKONW pedhne-
kcun. Mpumepbl HecoBnageHus (MM COBMNageHWs) aBTOPCKOMO dKaH-
pPOBOr0 HaMMeHOBaHWA C WUCCNefoBaTeIbCKUM MOryT 6bITb 06YC/oB-
NeHbl Kak pasnuyneM (MM COBMafeHWeM) MeXay HOPMamu >XaHpo-
BbIX Ae(IMHULNIA, NPUHATLIMW B 3MOXY CO34aHUS TEKCTa, U HOpMamu,
UMEeKLWMMINCA B MOMEHT €ro MccnefoBaTenbCKol MHTepnpeTauum, —
TaK ¥ caMUM acnekToM pacCMOTPeHMs TekcTa. B nocnegHem cnydae,
Kak MpaBun0, COBMafeHMs BCTpevaloTcsd B paboTax, NOCBALLEHHbIX
CaMbIM PasfMYHbIM, HO He CBfi3aHHbIM C MpPo6/MemMoli XaHpa, BOnN-
pocaM, TOrfa Kak HecoBMajeHWs ualle BCTpevawTcs B UCCnefoBa-
HUSAX, 3aTparvMBatomMx MpobaemMy >KaHpPOBOW MNpuUpoLbl TekcTa. YTo
XKe KacaeTCsi YKaHPOBbIX OnpefesieHnii NPUMEHUTENIBHO K Mpon3Bese-
HWAM TaK Ha3blBaeMOl Manoil npo3bl, TO CaMa HeYyeTKOCTb rpaHuL,
MeX4y HWMK (OTCYTCTBME SABHbIX pPasNyUTENbHbIX MPU3HAKOB Y
MOBeCTU, pacckasa W HOBeN/bl) MPUBOAAT K TOMY, 4YTO 3a4acTyto
CTaHOBUTCS HeM30eXHbIM “nccnefoBaTeNbCKUIA Npon3son”.

Bo-BTOpbIX, MHOTME XaHpoBble onpeaeneHns [JOCTOEBCKOro Aat0T
OCHOBaHWe MpeanoNoXWUTb UX OTHIOAb HE TEPMUHONOrMYecKyto, a
cKopee MeTadopuyeckyto npupogy. Tak, Bpsi4 AU BO3MOXHO WHaue
KBaNnM(UUMpoBaTb Takme Mopa3arofioBkn [lOCTOEBCKOro, Kak “nertep-
6yprckas noama” (“ABOAHUK™), “CeHTUMeHTaNbHbI poMaH” (“Benble
HOuUM™), n “chaHTacTnyecknii pacckas” (“KpoTkas”).

OnpepeneHve nosecT “[BOWHWK” “neTepbyprckoi Noamoi” nog-
KMYaeT 37O NPOU3BEAEHME K TOr0feBCKOW Tpaguuuun, OPWEHTUPYS

TO OFPaHNYMMCA YKasaHMeM Ha TO, 4TO [locToeBCKMI WM HoBeM/bl 3. Mo HasbiBan
pacckasamu ([ocToeBckmnin 1979: 19; 88-89). HeynotpebneHue (unu ynotpebneHve B
WHOM 3Ha4yeHUW) nucatesieM WM Mo3TOM TOFO WM UHOFO TePMWHA He CBUAETENbCT-
BYeT O TOM, YTO W MUCCNefoBaTeNn [AO/DKHbI CNefoBaTb ero MnpuMmepy, MHave UM
NMPUAETCA 0TKas3aTbCA W OT M3ydeHUs XaHpoB [l0CTOEBCKOro, MOCKO/IbKY, MO C/I0Bam
TOro e asTopa, “B A3blke J[lOCTOEBCKOr0 HET c/ioBa ‘“KaHP” B COBPEMEHHOM
3HauYeHUM. “XKaHp” 6bln ANA HEro MCKYCCTBOBEAYECKUM TepMUHOM” (Tam >xe: 23).
PasymeeTca, aBTOp MOHOrpagum M He OTKasblBaeTca: “OTCyTCTBME CroBa ‘“>xaHp”
OTHIOAb HEe 3HAYMT, YTO B ero Xyf[OXXeCTBEHHOM MbILUNEHUN HET 3TOW KaTeropuw.
>KaHp 6bin 419 [loCTOEBCKOro He abCTPaKTHbIM, & KOHKPETHLIM MOHATMEM: POMAaHOM,
NoBeCTbI0, MO3MOM, paccKasoMm™ (Tam >ke). He 6epsicb CyauTb 0 TOM, 4TO “owyuian”
W BOCMPUHUMa/T B Ka4eCTBE KOHKPETHOrO MOHATWA [l0CTOEBCKUI, Mbl ynoTpebnsiem
TEPMUH ““HOBesina” Mo OTHOLLUEHWIO K OMNpefesieHHbIM MPOU3BEAEHUAM MUCaTens Ha
OCHOBaHWW TOFO, YTO aHaIM3 MX KOMMO3WLMOHHO-CIOXETHOM CTPYKTYpbl M03BO/MSAET
MMEHHO TakuMMm 06pa3om onpefennTb KX >xaHp (cMm.: ABpamey, 1987, 1988, 1990,
1990a, 1995).
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yuTaTens Ha BOCNPUATME “Noambl” “[ABOWHNK” CKBO3b NPU3MY MO3Mbl
“MepTBble Aylwun”. MpaBaa, 3TOT MOA3aro/IOBOK MNOSBASETCA NULWb BO
BTOpO/ pegakumu ‘flBOiiHMKA™, B u3gaHun 1866 roga, Torga Kak B
nepsom u3gaHuu (B XXypHanbHol pefakumu 1846 ropga) cdwmrypmpoBan
noa3arofioBok “IpuKnAoYeHns rocrnoguvHa [onsaakuMHa”, Ho  akT
COOTHECEeHHOCTM ‘[BOWHMKA™ B CO3HaHWM [IOCTOEBCKOTO U €ro
COBPEMEHHWMKOB MMEHHO C “noamoii” [orons eule B 1846 rogy Koc-
BEHHO MOATBEPXAaeTcA B MUCbMe nucatens K 6paTty oT 1 desBpans, B
JeHb Bblxoda Homepa “OTeyecTBEHHbIX 3anucok”, rae 6ol ony6nu-
KoBaH “[lBOMHMK“Hawu roeopat, 4to nocne “MepTBbIX AyW” Ha
Pycu He 6blN0 HMYero nopobHoro <..> Tebe OH MOHPaBUTCA daxe
nydwe “MepTBbIX AywWw”, q 370 3Hat0” (JocToeBcknidi 1985: 28(1); 118).

YHuKanbHoe gna [oCTOeBCKOro onpefeneHne “CeHTUMEHTa/bHbIA
poMaH” fgaHo MM TONIbKO “BefbiM HouYam”, u yXe cama Heperynsp-
HOCTb MoA3arofioBka (noyemy, B TakOM C/y4yae, He Ha3BaHbl
“CEeHTUMEHTaNbHBIMKU poMaHamu™ “BefHble ngn”, “Xossdnka”, “YHu-
>KEHHble U OCKOPO/IeHHbIE”?), a TaKXXe CPaBHWUTE/IbHO HEOO/MbLLOWA
06bem TekcTa (40 cTp.), KOTOPbIA 3acTaBnseT 60/bLLIMHCTBO KPUTMKOB
N uccnegosaTeneil, MTHOPUPYS aBTOPCKYH “XXaHPOBYH AePUHULMIO”,
Ha3blBaTb MPOM3BEeAEeHMNE “MOBECTLIO”, — MO3BOJIAIOT MPELMNON0XUTL
HEKOTOPYI0 MIpy C/OB: Ha3BaHWe “CEeHTUMEHTa/IbHbIi pOMaH” OTHO-
CUTCA He CTONMbKO K TEKCTY KakK pasHOBUAHOCTW NIUTEpPaTypPHOro
)aHpa, CKONbKO K OMWCbIBAEMOW B 3TOM TeKCTe cuTyaumu. WHbimu
CNnoBamu, Mbl MMeeM [eNno C OnpefeneHNeM He CTO/IbKO TuMa 3Haka
(ecnu paccmaTpumBaTh TEKCT Kak 3HaK), CKONbKO Tuna feHoTata (Mu,
€CNun YrogHo, Tuna “sBMpTyanbHOro peepeHTa”).

UTo e KacaeTcs HauMMeHOBaHMs “(haHTaCTUMYeCKUil pacckas” no
OTHOWeHM K “KpoTkKoW”, To onpegeneHne “aHTacTUYECKUA”
(06bEKTMBHO YMECTHOE MO OTHOWeEHUKO K “CHY CMeLLHOro yenoseka”
UMK, CKaXXeM, K TaKoMy npou3BefieHMto, Kak “B060K”, KoTopblii
(haHTaCTMUYECKUM KaK pa3 He Ha3BaH, He roBops YK 0 “[BOAHUKE” nin
“Kpokogune”!), — yuuTbiBasg HEBO3MOXHOCTb A/ 4uTaTens BOC-
NPUHUMATb OMUCbIBAEMblE B 3TOM MNPOM3BELEHMMN COOLITUA Kak (haH-
TacTMYeCcKne B NPMBLIYHOM 3HAYEHMMW 3TOTO C/I0BA, — MOXHO MOHATb
M CYecTb OMpaBAaHHbIM, NUWb 6Gnarofaps npegucnosuo K “KpoT-
Koli (“OT aBTOpa”), O KOTOPOM Mbl NoApoGHee OyAeM TFOBOPUTb
H/Ke, a TakKkKe B KOHTEKCTE MHOTFOYUCIEHHbIX BbICKa3blBaHUN
[JocToeBckoro o “thaHTacTuyeckoMm peanusme”2. OTCyTCTBUE B

MogpobHee 06 aTom cm.: CopkumHa 1969, asep <BenobposueBa> 1972 3axapoB
4 ,
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[JAaHHOM cflyyae TakuMX Heo6XOAMMbIX AN TEpMMHA KauvecTB, Kak
HellBYyCMbIC/IEHHOCTb W PErynspHocTb, Kak 6bl 6pocaeT TeHb U Ha
CNOBO “pacckas”, u He Cny4vaiiHO B UCC/Ie[0BaTENbCKON NuTepaType
“KpoTKaa” nmeHyeTcs, Kak npasuno, NoOBeCTbio.

Heo6Xx04MMOCTb KPUTUYECKOTO OTHOLUEHWS K aBTOPCKUM XKaH-
POBbIM HaUMEHOBaHMSAM MOATBEPXKAAETCA U TeM 0BCTOATENILCTBOM, YTO
HeKoTOopble 3arnasma npoussefeHwit [0CTOEBCKOro BbINOMHAKT, B
CYWHOCTU, (YHKUMIO MNOA3aroNoBKa WM >KaHPOBOW AeduHuumK,
MOCKOJ/IbKY OHM Kak 6bl ONpeAensitoT pasHOBUAHOCTL TeKCTa (HEBaXKHO,
Mo Kakomy MpuHUMNYy: TUMN Happauuu, “guckypca”, TUM MCTOUYHMUKA
TeKCTa, XaHp, XaHpoBbIiA NOABMA), NPU 3TOM — MMEHHO “Kak 6bl”, TakK
KaK W Nof3aroNoBKW nucatens, a B HEKOTOPbIX CAyyasX W >KaHpoBble
onpegenieHns, Ha Haw B3rnfag, NUWb “MUMUKPUPYIOT”, LenarT BuUg,
YTO OHW — XXAHPOBbIe ONpefeneHns unuM “HopmasbHble” MoA3aro-
NOBKW, NpuYeM, 3a4acTylo fenatT 370 OTKPOBEHHO W HaMepeHHO
naoxo, T.e. HEMOXOXe. 3arnasug e “Mofs3aro/0BOYHOr0” Tuma eule
6onee “06HaXalOT NPUEM”, AEMOHCTPUPYSA 3TY MUMUKPUIO HE TONbKO
HapyLleHNeM CeMaHTUYECKUX W CUHTaKCUYecKuX CcBsA3ell (COOTHO-
lWeHVe 3Haka/MMeHW/Ha3BaHWsa/3arnaema/nofs3arosoBka M pgeHortara/
BMPTYaNnbHOro pedepeHTa/”peanbHOCTU” TeKCTa — U COOTHOLUeHue
MeX [y 3arnaBuem W nofj3aronoBKOM, 3arfiaBueM Y OCHOBHbIM TEKCTOM,
NoA3aroN0BKOM ¥ OCHOBHbIM TEKCTOM), KakK B Clyyae MoA3aro/ioBKOB,
HO 1 caMUM (DaKTOM HaXOX[AEHWA Ha MecTe Ha3BaHWS:

Tabnuua 1
3arnaeusa Mopa3aronoBKu/xaHpPoBble ONpeseseHns
“PomaH B ieBATU nucbMax’ “PomMaH B YeTblpex 4acTax ¢ annunorom”

(“YHu>KeHHble 1 ockopbneHHbIe™, a Takxe

MoYTN BCE POMaHbl “NATUKHUXKNA")
“CKBepHbIli aHeKAoT"" “daHTacTUYecKnin pacckas”

(“KpoTkas", “CoH CMeLIHOro yenoseka'”)

“CeHTUMEeHTaNbHbIA pomaH”

(“Benble Houn')

“Heo6bIKHOBEHHOE CO6bITME, UK Maccax B

B Maccaxe” (“Kpokogunn™)

“IMpouncwecTsne HeobbIKHOBEHHOE”

C Uy>kas >KxeHa MMY>K Moj KpoBaTbio')

~ <WNK Xe, COrNacHo Nepsomy M3faHunio:

“YnuuHas cueHa” (“Yy>kasa >keHa'"),

“MpoucwecTBne Heo6bIKHOBEHHOE”

(“PeBHMBBIN My>K"")>
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“3anucku n3 MepTBOro
“M3 3anncoK Hen3BecTHoro”

goma’”, « o » i

“3aNUCKM M3 MOANONbA (“YecTHbIi BOP™ <B XYpPHaNnbHON pefakuyuu
“3UMHME 3aMeT KN 0 NeTHNX 1848 r. 3arnasne 6b110 UHbIM, Gonee
BReYaT NeHUAX” “NoA3aronoBOYHbIM”: “PaccKa3bl 6bIBanoro

yenoseka. (M3 3anMCOK HEN3BECTHOrO).

I. OTcTaBHoOl. M.YecTHblli BOp™>, “Enka u
csagbba”,

“Ceno CTenaH4YMKOBO M ero obuTaTenun”),
“M3 3anmMcok Monojoro yenoseka”
(“Nrpok™),

“3anunckun ogHoro nuua” (“bo6ok™).

Taknum 06pa3om, 3arfaBusi U NoA43aroNoBKM Kak 6bl MEHAIOTCS CBOMMMU
mectaMmu. OCO6EHHO HarnggHoO 3TO AeMOHCTPUPYET UCTOPUSA U3JaHuA
“Kpokoauna”: B >KYpHanbHOM W3LaHUW TeKCT WMeeT 3arnasue
"HeobblkHOBEHHOE COObITHE, unK Macca>k B MNacca>ke”, npu nepe-
neyaTke ke ero B CobpaHMM COYMHEHWA (B TOM >Xe rogy, B 1865)
JlocToeBCKUIA faeT HOBOe Ha3BaHue, “Kpokoaun”, nepeHecs npexHee
HasBaHMe B nogsaronoBok (Knitiko 1973: 5; 393).

CnepgyeT ykasaTtb, YTO Npou3BefeHuUs [LOCTOEBCKOT0 MOXHO pas-
[0eNnUTb Ha HECKOJIbKO TUMOB MO HaNWuuio/OTCYTCTBUIO >KAHPOBOIO
(ycnoBHO roBops) onpegeneHms — “pacckas”, “noectb”, “nosma”
unu “pomaH”, — M0 HanMuU/OTCYTCTBUIO elle 60nee YCNOBHbIX
onpefeneHnin UCTOYHMKOB TeKCcTa — “3anMUCKM OAHOro nuua”, “us
3aMMCOK HEW3BECTHOro”, “m3 BOCMOMWHaHWiA MedyTatensa”, “us
3aMNMCOK MOMOAOr0 4enoBeka”, “vM3 MOPAACOBCKMX neTonucei”, “us
HEen3BECTHbIX MeMyapoB”. OUeBMAHO, YTO NPU TakKOM MOAXOAE MOXHO
BbIJENNTb 4 OCHOBHbIX TUMNA TEKCTOB:

1. TeKCTbl C aBTOPCKOW >XaHPOBOW Ae(MHULMENR U C ONpeaeeHnem
MCTOYHUKA,;

2. TEeKCTbl C aBTOPCKOW >XaHpPOBOW AeUHULMER, HO 6e3 onpefeneHus
NCTOYHWUKA,;

3. TeKCTbl 6e3 aBTOPCKOW XaHPOBOM AeMHMUMK, HO C onpeje-
NEHNEeM UCTOYHUKE;

4. TekcTbl 6€3 TOro v 4pyroro.

e K nepBoMy TUNy OTHOCATCA Takue nNpou3BefeHus, Kak “benble
HouM. CeHTUMeHTaNbHbI poMaH. (/13 BOCMOMUMHAHWIA MeyTa-
Tenda.)”, “Urpok. PomaH. (M3 3anmcok Monoforo 4venoseka.)”
(Bcero 2);
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e Ko BTOpoMYy — “BefHble nogn. Poman™, “ABoiiHuK. MeTepbypr-
ckas noama”, “TocnoguH [poxapunH. Pacckas™ “Xossiika.
MoBecTb™, “Cnaboe cepaue. MoBecTb”, “YHUIKEHHbIE U OCKOPO-
NeHHble. POMaH B 4YeThIpex 4acTsax C anworom”, “CKBepHblid
aHekgoT. Pacckas”, ‘TlpecTynneHme u HakasaHue. PomaH”,
“‘UanoT. PomaH B YeTblpex yacTax”, “BeuHblii My>K. Pacckas”,
“becbl. PomaH B Tpex yacTax”, “TlogpocTok. PomaH”, “KpoT-
Kas. ®PaHTacTuyecknii pacckas”, “COH CMELIHOro u4enoBeKa.
daHTacTuyeckunii pacckas” n “bpaTbsa Kapamaszosbl. PomaH B
YyeThlpex YacTsX ¢ anunorom™ (scero 15);

e K TpeTbeMy — “UecTHblii Bop. (V13 3annCOK HEM3BECTHOrO.)”,
“Enka n cBagbba. (V13 3annMcOK HEeM3BeCTHOro.)”, “ManeHbKuii
repoit. (13 Hen3BeCTHbIX MeMyapoB.) ”” (pa3yMeeTcs, eCn YUnUThbI-
BaTb MepBOHAaYa/IbHbIVi BapMaHT, TO 3TO MPOM3BEAEHME, Ha3BaHHOe
JocToeBckmuM ‘fleTCKasa ckaska”, cnefyeT OTHECTM K YeTBEPTOMY
TUMY, NOMNOJ/IHWB OLHOBPEMEHHO NPMBEAEHHbIV B NepBoi Tabnuue
CMUCOK 3arnaBuii “nofsaronoBoyHoro” tuna), ‘OA4HLWKAH COH.
(M3 moppacosckux neTonuceir.)”, “Ceno CTenaHunkoso. W3 3a-
MUCOK Hem3BecTHOro™ n “bobok. 3anuckn ogHoro nnya’ (scero 6);

e K yerBepToMy — “PomaH B AeBATMW nucemax™, “TleTepbyprckas
neTonuck” (04EeBMAHO, YTO HEXYLOXECTBEHHbIE XKaHPbl Cnefyet
paccmartpueatb 0c060, B TOM 4uC/e W B BONPOCAX, CBA3AHHbLIX C
MO3TUKOW WX 3arnaBuil U MOA3aro/N0BKOB, HO A1 Hac B [aHHOM
C/lyvae BaXXHO MPOLEMOHCTPMPOBATL MEPEK/IMYKY 3arnaBuii Mex-
Ay Cco60i, a Takke NEPeKNUYKy 3arfiaBuii U MOA3aro/I0BKOB),
“INon3yHkoB”, “HeTouka He3saHoBa” (B XXYpHa/llbHOM W34aHUU
1849 umencs roga nojs3arosoBoK “UAICTOpUS OAHON >KEHLNHbI™),
“3anuckn n3 MepTBOro goma” “3MMHME 3aMeTKU O NEeTHUX
BeyaTNeHnax™, “3anuckn U3 nognonba” (Bcero 7).

Kak BMAHO, 3a pamMKaMu 3TOI Knaccuukauum oCTanucb fBa TEKCTa,
CHabXXeHHble M0fA3arosoBKaMu, MNPeACTaBAAOWMMM COOOM KpaTKyto
XapaKTEPUCTUKY OMUCbIBAEMbIX B TEKCTE COObITUIA: “Uy>Kasd >KeHa W
MY>X Nog KpoBaTbto. (MpoucluecTBne HeOObIKHOBEHHOE.)” (MM, Kak
yXXe roBopuioch Bbiwe, “Yy>kas >KeHa. (YnnyHas cueHa.)” n “PeBHu-
Bbli My>K. (MpoucliecTBMe HEOObIKHOBEHHOE.)™) 1 “Kpokogun.
Heob6blkHOBEHHOE COObITHMe, Unn Macca>k B Macca>Xke”. YTo KacaeTcs
nocnegHero, T0 OH BOOOLLe OTMYAETCA OT BCEX OCTallbHbIX TEKCTOB,
MOCKO/IbKY COAepXWUT B cebe (MOMMMO M 6e3 TOro ABOWHOro noj-
3aronoskal) eule un “nognog3aronoBok”: “CnpaBefnmeas NOBeCTb O
TOM, KaK OAWH roCnoAWH, M3BECTHbIX NIET W M3BECTHOW HapY>XHOCTMH,
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NnaccaXXHbIM KPOKOAMWIIOM 6bll MPOr/JIOYEH >XWBbEM, W 4YTO W3 3TOr0
BbILWN0"”. CO6CTBEHHO rFOBOPA, HanuuuMe 3[4ecb CNOBa '‘IOBeCTb” AaeT
OCHOBaHME NPUYUCINTL BECb TEKCT K MEpBOMY TWUMy, eciu B3ATb 3a
OCHOBY XXYpPHa/bHbll BapuaHT, rae 6bia ykasaH U UCTOUYHWK TeKcTa.
“HeobblkHOBEHHOE cO6bITHe, un Maccax B lMaccaxe, crnpasea/ivBas
nosectb <...> CemeHoM CTpu>KOBbIM fOoCTaBfieHo . Ecnn ke pac-
cMaTpuBaTb nepepaboTaHHbI BapuaHT, BK/IOYEHHbIR [JOCTOEBCKMM B
CobpaHue coumHeHnin 1865 rofa W CTaBLUMI OKOHYaTeNlbHbIM ANs
nocnefyowmnx nepensiaHnii, To ero MOXHo, X0TA U C OroBopKamu,
OTHECTM KO BTOPOMY TUMNy. YTO Xe KacaeTca TekcTa “Uy>Kas >KeHa K
MY>X MNOJ KpOBaTbI”, TO, KaKk OTMeYaeT KOMMeHTaTtop, “o6a 3Tu
pacckasza <T.e. “Uy>kas >keHa” n “PeBHuUBbIN My>K”, — L. A.>, no-
BMAUMOMY, AO/MXKHbI ObIMM BXOAWUTb B UMK “I3 3aMMCOK HEW3BECT-
HOro”, 0 4Yem CBWAETENbCTBYIOT repBOHavYasbHble BapuaHTbl pac-
CKa30B, cBA3blBawOlWMe ux ¢ “EAkoii U cBagbbon” <..>, a TaKke
eAVHbIA ANna 3TUX NpousBefeHUin 06pa3 nosecteoBaTens” (ConomunHa
1972: 479). Takum 06pa3om, MOX0Xe, YTO M 3TOT TEKCT, eCh U He
BMNWUCLIBAETCA B Hally KnacCU(MKauuio MpAMo, TO TArOTEeT K ee
TpeTbemy Tuny.

WTak, BHe 3aBUCMMOCTM OT TOr0, Y4YMTbIBaeM /M Mbl MepBo-
HayaNbHbl, XXYPHanbHbIA BapuaHT TeKCTa, WX MUCXOAUM W3 OKOH-
yaTeflbHON pefakuun, BK/IKOYAEM WAN He BK/KOYaeM ‘“HexyfoXecT-
BeHHble” npoussegeHuns (“TleTepbyprckas neronuch”, “3anucku u3
MepTBOro goma” n “3¥MHME 3aMETKMN O NIETHUX BneyaTIeHuax” —
npy TOM, YTO NOCAEHWUIA TecT 6bin, Kak ByAeT yKasaHO Huxke, Ha3saH
[JocToeBCckMM paccka3om, a npegnociefHUiA — poMaHoMm), — Cco-
OTHOLUEHWe MeXAy MaKCumanbHbIM W MUHUMANIbHBIM  Knaccamm
TEKCTOB COXpaHseTcs: Haubonee npoAyKTMBEH BTopoi Twn (15),
HanMmeHee — nepBbii (2); TpeTUn w 4eTBepThI pacnonararTcs
nocepegnHe (6 U 7 COOTBETCTBEHHO), MPUYEM, EC/IM paccMaTpuBaTh
TO/IbKO XY[I0)KECTBEHHbIE MPOU3BEAEHUA, TO C/iefyeT cumTaTb TPeTuid
TN 60nee “penpeseHTaTUBHbLIM”, HEXENN YeTBEPTbLIN (6 1 4).

Kasanocb ©Obl, npuBefieHHasa Knaccuukaums CBULETENbCTBYeET
AUWbL 0 TOM, 4TO [lOCTOEBCKWIA, Cnefys pacrnpoCTpaHeHHOl B ero
BPEMS /INTEPATYPHOWA Tpaguuuun, npeanoynTaeT CcHabxaTb CBOM
NPOM3BEfEHNA XAHPOBbIMYU OMpefeneHNAMN, a TakXe MoA3arosos-
Kamy, yKasblBaloWMMK 3aBeOMO MHUMblE UCTOYHUKM TekcTa3. Ho,

3 Cp.: B. A. Connory6 — “TapaHTac. (MyTeBble BneyaTneHus)”, 1840; MoBopuanH
<A. A. Kynbunykuii> — “Heo6bIKHOBEHHbIV MoeAMHOK. (POMaHTMYecKasi MoBecTb)™’,
1845; A. B. ApyxuHuH — “TMonuHbka Cakc. (Mponor B fByX nucbMmax)”, 1847;
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ALl

KaK Mbl MOCTapanucb MokKasaTb Bbllle, “XMACTUYECKMIA” XapakTep
COOTHOLUEHUS 3arfaBuii WM MOA3ar0/0BKOB, 3arfiaBuMil U aBTOPCKMX
)KaHPOBbIX OMpefeseHNA, MO0A3aro/0BKOB U aBTOPCKMX >KAaHPOBbIX
onpefeneHnini — He MO3BOMIAET OCTAHOBWUTLCA Ha TaKOW WHTep-
npetauuy KapTUHbI. BKNKOUYEHWe Xe B COCTaB 3arnaBus KBasum>KaHpo-
BbIX OMpejenieHnii BoobLle ABNAETCH YHMBepCaNnbHOW Tpaguumeind u
NMO3TOMY HEBO3MOXHO 6e3 yyeTa WHbIX, 60/1ee yb6eanTeNbHbIX CBU-
[eTenbCTB BO3BOAMTb 3Ty OCOO6EHHOCTb 3arnaBuii [lOCTOEBCKOro K
KakuM 6bl TO HM ObIIO NUTepaTypHbIM npumepam. Tak, “PomaH B
[JeBATW NucbMax” Ha3BaH TakKMM 00pa3oM $BHO C Y4eTOM MOSBMB-
wuxca B 1830-1840-x rogax pacckasoB, B 3arflaBMe KOTOPbIX BXO-
Anno cnoso “pomaH”5. Hannume B “pomaHe” [10CTOEBCKOro orpege-
NEeHHbIX ano3nin Ha “EBreHns OHervHa” nos3BonseT MpeanosiokuTb
NapoAWiHyl0 COOTHECEHHOCTL 3arnaBus “PomaHa B 4eBATU NucbMax”,

H. CtaHuukuii <A. 9. MaHaeBa> — “‘CeMeiicTBO Ta/lbHMKOBbLIX. (3anucKku, HangeH-
Hble B Gymarax MNOKoMHMUbI)”, 1848; A. M. ByTkoB — “HeBCKWIA MpOCMNeKT, wan
MyTewwecTBne Hectopa 3anetaesa. (IMoBecTb)”, 1848.

4 Cp., Hanpumep: noaMa [JaHTe “BO>KeCcTBEHHAass KOMeanA” (Kak M3BECTHO, NepBbIM
HasBan “Komeaunio” [aHTe «b60XXecTBEeHHOI” BOKKay4o, HO MepBoe U3gaHWe TeKcTa C
HOBbIM 3arfaBveM Oblf0 OcyllecTBNeHO nvwb B 1555 r.; Kak nucan C. Kpxwuka-
HOBCKWIA: “BMoOMIHe 3aKOHHasA /MTepaTypHas Tpaguums Mo3BOMSET OTBETBAATH 3arna-
BUWe OT aBTopa K aBTopy. MNonyvatotcsa pagbl: “Komegns” (JaHTe) — “Bo>KecTBeHHas
komegusi' (naHTeckn) — “Hebo>kecTBeHHaA Komegmsa™ (Cnosaukuii) — “ Yenoseye-
ckas Komegusa” (Banb3ak) — “Komegus yenosevecTBa” (Magad) — u 1.40.7 (Kpxu-
>XaHoBcKuiA 1931: 26)), Tparegus (Wnm gpama) Lllekcnupa “3MMHSSA CKaska”, pacckasbl
B. ®. Opoesckoro “llecTpble CKaskn” (nonHoe HasBaHwe — “llecTpble CKasky C
KpacHbIM CMOBLOM, cobpaHHble VpnHeeM MogecToBMYeM TOMO3eiiKOK™), BOAEBW/Ib
M.W.MpuropbeBa  “IeTepByprckniA  aHeKAOT € >KWIbLOM W [JOMOXO3SIVIHOM”,
“CoBpemeHHas uawimna” CantbikoBa-LLeapuHa, noecTb MepueHa “flereHga” v T.m.
Y10 KacaeTcsa croBa «3anuckun” B cocTase 3arnasuii (M Tem 60ee — nog3arosioBkoB!),
TO OHO BCTPEYaeTCs Y OYeHb MHOTMX PYCCKMX (M He TOMbKO pycckmx — cp. “lo-
CMepTHbIe 3anmckn MUKBMKCKOro Ky6a™ [uKKeHca) nucatesieil nepeoii nofoBUHbI —
cepeanHbl XIX BeKa MPUMEHUTENIbHO K MPOU3BEAEHNAM CaMbIX PasHbIX >KaHPOB —
poMaHaMm, NMoBecTAM, pacckasam, ovepkaM, Memyapam: “I'NOXOfHbIE 3anu1CKu1 PyCCKOro
odmyepa” WN. . NakeyHnkoBa, “3anmncky rpoboslymka™ un “3anucky [OKTopa”
B. ®. OpoeBckoro, “3anuMckyn  OLHOrO MOJIOLOr0 YesioBeka” [epueHa, “3anuvcku
3aMOCKBOPELLKOTO  >KuTena” OcTpoBckoro, “3anmMCKW  OXOTHUKA” TypreHesa,
“3anuckun mapkepa’” ToncToro v ap.

Kak yKa3aHO B KOMMEHTapuun K aTOMy Nnpou3BefeHunto [JoCTOeBCKOro, “HeKoTopoe
B/NAAHWE Ha JOPMY pacckasa v TOH BOLLIEJLLIE B HEFO MEPEnMCKM FepoeB MOI OKasaTb
ony6/IMKOBaHHbI He3afoaro A0 ero HanucaHWs M NPUNUCLIBAEMbIA B HacTosiLLee
Bpems Hekpacoy “PomaH B nucbmax™ <...> HasBaHue pacckasa, BeposTHO, 6bl10
paccuMTaHO aBTOPOM Ha XWuBble ellle B 1840-e rofbl nMTepaTypHble accoumauumn: OHO
BbI3bIBU10 Y TOrfallHero uutartens BOCMOMWHaHWe 0 “PomaHe B cemu nucbmax”
A. A. bectyxxeBa-MapnuHckoro <...> Brnipoyem, 0gHOBpeMeHHO nosiBuacs 1 “PomaH B
[Byx nuceMax” O. M. Comosa” (PpugneHgep 1972: 500).
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06beM KoToporo Bcero 10 cTpaHuuy, C MoA3arosoBKoOM “pomaH B
cTuxax”6.

Kak HeofHOKpaTHO OTMeyanocb uccnegoBatensimu, [OCTOEBCKMIA
N HEKOTOPbIM APYrMM Npou3BEAEeHUAM [aBajl XaHpoBble onpeje-
NIeHUs, SIBHO UM HECOOTBETCTByKOLWME N0 wuX 06beMy. Tak,
M. A. MeTpoBcKniA nucan:

“BeuyHbll My>X” Ha3BaH aBTOpOM “paccka3oM”. OnpefeneHHO pPewwuTsb,
Kakoe TOYHOe TepMUHONOTMYecKoe cofepxkaHue BKnafbiBan [locToes-
CKWIA B TaKol NOA3aronoBOK W BKNafblBan M OH BOOGLLE B HEro HeuyTo
nofo6HOe, — y Hac HeT A4OCTaTOUYHbIX MaTepunanos. Bo BCAKOM cnyvae OH
He CBA3bIBA/ICA VMM C pa3mepaMmy MnpoussBefeHud. bonee KopoTKue BeLn
OH MOr HasblBaTb “nosectamn” (kKak “Xossiiky”, “Cnaboe cepaue”,
“3anuckn nM3 nognonba” n “Kpokoaun”) unn pgaxe pomaHamu (“BegHble
nogn™, “PomaH B feBATMW nucbmax”, “Benble HOUM™); MOYTU paBHbIA MO
pasmepaMm “BeyHomy My>Xy” “WNrpok” Ha3BaH JlOCTOEBCKUM TaKxe
pomaHoM. C 3TUM MmocnegHMM MNOA3aro/ioBKOM, BEPOATHO, CBA3bIBANOCH y
JocToeBCKOro “pomaHnyeckoe” (11060OBHOE) cofep)aHue Mpou3BegeHus
(MeTpoBCcKMiA 1928: 116).

(Cnepyet po6aBnTb, 4TO MMeTPOBCKUIA Aanblue MNULLET, YTO OH Obl U
pomaH MTrpoK “Ha3Ban 6bl pacckasoM 6e30 BCAKON HaTsHKKMW.)

[na Toro, 4tobbl OTYETNMBEE WU MOSIHEE MNPEeACTaBUTb COOTHO-
WEHNE MEXAY KOMWYECTBEHHbIMU MapaMeTpaMu MpPOU3BEAEHUIA
JlOCTOEBCKOr0 C WX >KaHPOBbIMW onpefeneHNAMU (faHHbIMU B MOS-
3arofioBkax), MNpuBegeM Tabauuy BCeEX XY[0XXECTBEHHbIX TEKCTOB,
YNOMMWHAEMbIX B Halleil cTaTbe, C yKasaHWeM roja nepBoii wu/wm
OKOHYaTenbHOM pegakumm (TouHee — TOW peAakuuu, KoTopas B3siTa
3a OCHOBY B aKajgemmyeckom cobpaHuu coumHeHmin 1972-1990 rr., u
Mo KOTOpOi BencA MOACYET CTpaHWL) W KOAMYecTBa CTpaHuL
(KONMYeCTBO CTpaHuUL, JaHO C OKPYr/AeHWeM L0 efuHuubl). B cnydae
M3MEHEHUS aBTOPCKOrO >XaHPOBOrO OMpefeneHns, HOBOE AaeTcs B
KBafpaTHbIX CKOOKax, B Cly4ae e OTCYTCTBMSA >XaHPOBOrO onpege-
NeHna B MoA3arofioBkax [0CTOEBCKOro (MM e B cCnyvae HecoBna-
[LEHWS MucaTenbCKUX KaHPOBbIX AeUHUUMIA C  uccnefoBaTeflb-
CKMMM), B JIOMAHbIX CKOOKax YKa3sblBaeTCA >KaHpoBas JepuHuums
KOMMEHTATOPOB aKafeMN4Yeckoro n3gaHus.

6 [MogpobHee 06 aToM cMm.: ABpamel, 1988: 22-33.
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Tabnuua 2
3arnasue YKaHposoe rog Konu-
onpefeneHmne 13aaHNs YeCTBO
CTpaHuL
“BegHble nogn™ “PomaH” 1846, 1865 94
“NeoiiHnk” [“MeTepbyprekas
noama”] <MnoBecTb> 1846,1866 121
“locnoauH MpoxapunH” “Pacckas” 1846,1865 23
“PomaH B ieBATK nucbmax” <paccka3> 1847 10
“Xossiika” “INosecTb” 1847, 1865 57
“MonsyHKos” <pacckaz> 1848 u
“Cna6oe cepgue” “I'oBecTb” 1848, 1865 33
“Yy>kast >KeHa UMY>K noj
KpoBaTbto” <pacckas> 1848, 1866 33
“UecTHbIii BOp” <pacckasz> 1848, 1865 12
“Enka u ceags6a” <pacckaz> 1848, 1866 6
“Benble Houn”
“CeHTUMeHTaNbHbIA poMaH” <MnoBecTb> 1848, 1865 39
“HeTouka HesaHosa” <MNOBECTb> 1849, 1866 125
“ManeHbKuii repoin” <pacckas> 1857,1866 28
“NAQIOWKNH COH” <MOBECTb> 1859, 1866 103
“Ceno CTenaHYnMKoBO Y ero
obuTaTenn” <M0BECTb> 1859,1866 163
“YHU>KeHHble 1 ocKop6neHHble” “PomMan” 1861,1879 273
“CKBepHbIii aHekgoT” “Pacckas” 1862, 1865 40
“3anucku 13 nognonss” [“MosecTb”] 1864, 1865 80
“Kpokogun” “<...>noBecTb<...>”
<paccka3> 1865, 1865 27
“Urpok” “PomaH” 1866 110
“MpecTynneHdne n HakasaHme”  “PomaH” 1866, 1877 416
“NgnoT” “PomaH” 1868, 1874 501
“BeYHblit My>K” “Pacckas” 1870, 1871 107
<MOBECTb>
“Becbl” “PomaH” 1871-1872, 505
1873
“B0o60oK” <pacckas> 1873 13
MopapocToK™ “PomaH” 1875, 1876 449
“KpoTkan” “PaHTacTuyeckuii 1876 29/30
pacckas”
“Cow cmeLuHoro uesnoseka” “®aHTacTuueckuin 1877 15
pacckas”
“BpaTba Kapamasosbl” “PomaH” 1879-1880, 696

1881
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Kak nokasbiBaeT 3Ta Tabnvua, amnanTyga KOMYECTBEHHbIX napa-
METPOB TeX TEKCTOB, XXaHP KOTOpbIX 6bin OnpefdeneH B nNojsaranoBke
cammm [10CTOeBCKUM, Hambonee BblpasuTe/ibHa Yy pacckasoB M poMa-
HOB: pacckasbl mornu 6biTh B 15, 23, 30, 40 u 107 cTpaHuy (ecnu
YUnUTbIBaTb OMpefeneHns KOMMEHTATOpPOB U 60/bLUMHCTBA APYrux
uccnefosarteneit, To 3Ta aMnAWTyga paclimpsertcs, 6narogapsa nog-
K/HOYEHUIO elle CeMW TEKCTOB C KO/IMYECTBOM CTpaHuy: 6, 10, 11, 12,
13, 28 u 33). PomaHbl — 10, 39, 94, 110, 273, 416, 449, 501, 505 n
696 (gaxxe ecnm He yunTbiBaTb “POMaH B AeBATMW nucbMax”, uudpbl
BCE XX& PaBHO JOCTaTOUYHO KpacHopeuwuBbl). UTO KacaeTcs NOBeCTH, TO
00beEM ee Konebnetcs B BeECbMa CKPOMHbIX rpaHuuax (Mo CpaBHEHWUHO
C pacckasoMm u pomaHom): 27, 33, 57, 80. MNMpu nogkntoyYeHUN “BHe-
TEKCTOBbIX” XXAHPOBbLIX OMNpPeAeneHnii MOBECTb WUMEET TEHAEHLUUIO
TOMbKO K yBenMyeHnto obvema: 39, 103, 107, 121, 125, 163.

lMpuyem, 4TO XapaKTepHO, UccneoBaTe/ibCKoe “nepenmeHoBaHme”
SBHO TAFOTEET K KONMUYECTBEHHLIM KPUTEPUAM MNPOBEAEHMUS FPaHWLbl
MeX[y paccKa3oM, MOBECTbHO Y POMAHOM: TakK, pacCKa3oM Ha3blBaeTcs
“PomaH B aeBATU nucbmax” (10 cTp.) u “cnpaBeanvBasi NMoBecTb”
“Kpokogun” (27), nosectbto — “poman” “Benble Houn” (39) wu
"“bacckasz” “BeyHblil MY>X' (107). CTOPOHHWMK “KayeCTBEHHOro”,
"coflep>aTenbHOro”, a He “KoM4YecTBEHHOro”, “topmanbHOro” nog-
Xofa K onpegeneHuio xaHpa, B. H. 3axapoB nonaraet, 4to [JocToes-
CKWiA, KaK npaBuno,

BCergja 3Hai, 4to cobupanca nucatb. VHorga 3ambiCenn MeHSCs, HO
BeCbMa OMpefeneHHO U aBTOPUTETHO JJOCTOEBCKWIA yKasbiBas (Kak npa-
BWMO, Y)Ke B 3arnaBuy MPOM3BEAEHWS), YTO OH Hamucan, — pPOMaH,
MOBECTb WM pacckas. JTOM SCHOCTM U OMNPeAeneHHOCTU >KaHPOBbIX
JeHUMIA HET Y nccnefoBaTesield ero TBOPYECTBa: CM/OLb W PSAOM TO,
yTo [lOCTOEBCKMIA HasbiBan POMaHOM, Ha3blBatOT MOBECTbIO, a MHOrAa U
paccka3oM, MOBECTb — PacCKa3oM WM POMaHOM, paccka3 — MOBECTLIO U
T.4. <..> OfHO 06CTONATENbCTBO 3aCTaBMSET YCOMHWUTLCA B TOM, YTO 3TO
NPUHUMMUANbHBIE TEOPETUYECKME Pa3HOracksl KPUTUKOB C MKCATENIeM:
00bIYHO >KaHPOBble MEPEVIMEHOBAHWS He TO, YTO He [OKasaHbl, OHU
MPOCTO He apryMeHTUPYHOTCA mccnegosatensamm (3axapos 1985: 5).

7 “Ona [JoCTOEBCKOro KOMIMYECTBEHHbIE KPUTEPUWN OMPEAENeHNA XaHpa He 1UMmenu
NPVHUMNMANBHOIO 3HayeHns <..>” (3axapoB 1985: 42). Cp. Tawke: “>XaHp y [oc-
TOeBCKOF0— cofepaTenibHas Karteropusi”(3axapos 1983: 19).
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Cam 3axapoB [feknapupyetr cBoe “npuHUMNnanbHoe cornacue c
nucartenem , UTO ABHO He BCerfa BO3MOXHO, MOCKO/bKY, BO-NepPBbIX,
[OCTOEBCKMNIA OTHIOAb He BCe TeKCTbl CHabXan MoA3aronoBkamu,
COfepXallMMmn XaHpOoBble OMNpefesieHns, a BO-BTOPbIX, OH, Kak npa-
BWMO, [aBan pas3/INYHble >XaHpOBble ONpefeneHns: B MNOLA3aronos-
KaXx— W B CBOMX MNUCbMax, YNOMWUHAKOWMX 3TU MNPOU3BEAEHNS, a
Takxe B “[lHEBHMKe nucaTens”, B Nof3aronoBkax — W B Camux
TekcTax. Tak, “paccka3” “l"ocnoguH lNMpoxapyvH” B nucbmax K bparty
HasblBaeTcs [OCTOEBCKMM MOBECTHLIDY, pacckas “ManeHbKuii repoii”,
Kak ynomuHanocb Bblwe, 6bln o3arnaBneH nucarenem “feTckas
CKaska” M B nucbmax K TomMy >Xe M. M. [locTtoeBCKOMY U K
A. H. MaiikoBy 6bIn Ha3BaH TakXe MoBecTb10 “JAAIOWKNH COH”
Ha3blBascAd [LOCTOEBCKMM TO MOBECTbIO, TO poMaHOMIL a B npouecce
co3faHMa  “pacckasza” “BeuyHblii My>X” [OCTOEBCKWMI B nNUCbMax
ynoTtpe6nisn Bce TpU TUNa HAaMMEHOBAHUA — W POMaH, W NOBECTb, U
pacckasl2 Yxe nocne OTMpaBKW 3aKOHYEHHOW PYKOMUCK M3gaTesnto
(5/17 pekabps 1869 r.) LoCTOeBCKWIA HasblBaeT 3TO MpPOM3BeAeHUue
nosecTbio13 Aaxe “begHble No4n” HEOLHOKPATHO YNOMUHANUCHL UM B
KayecTBe “noBecTn”, — Hanpumep, B “[HEBHWKe nwucaTena” 3a
1873 r. (OocTtoeBckmii 1980: 21; 10), B “[HeBHMKE nucaTens 3a

PasymeeTcs, npu Takoi “convpapusauum™ ¢ nucatesieM B OMNPeAeneHnn XXaHpa,
3axapoB Hen3beXHO CTa/IKMBAaeTCA C NPOTMBOPEYMSMU: OTHIOAb He MNpUUMUCNseT K
pomMaHam “PomaH B fAeBATU nucbMax” (06 3TOM MNpov3BeAeHVMU OH MpejrnovnTaeT
BOBCE He nucatb), “[BOMHUK” onpeaensieT Kak MoBecTb, a He “rmoamy”. Kpome Toro,
3axapoB BblfensieT y [locTtoeBckoro 8 pacckasoB (“locrioguH lMpoxapuuH”, “INos-
3YHKOB", “ Uy>Kasi >KeHa 1 My>K Moj KpoBaTbio”, “Enka v cBagbba”, “ YecTHbIi Bop”,
“ManeHbkuid repoin”, “CKBepHbIi aHEKAOT” U “BeuHblii My>K™), T.e. B GO/bLUMHCTBE
cnyyaeB (5 3 8) nonb3yeTcs “BHETEKCTOBbIMW™ OMpPeAenieHNsIMU XaHpa, KoTopble y
JlOCTOEBCKOrO 4acTO MeHSiMCb. TO >ke OTHOCMTCA K MOBecTAM (BblieneHo 6:
“[1BOIAHMK”, “Xo3siika”, “Cnaboe cepaue”, “AaAolWKMH COH”, “3annckn 13 nognonbsa”
n “Kpokogun”, T.e. 2 — Mo “BHETEKCTOBbIM” OMpPeAe/sieHNsIM) 1 pomMaHam (Bblgene-
HO 11, cpean KOTOpbIX “6ecnofsaronoBovHbIMK™ aBnatoTea “HeTouka HessaHoBa” n
nCeno CTenaHuymKoso"").

9 Cm. ero nucbma M. M. flocToeBCKOMY OT 26 anpens u 17 ceHTs6ps 1846
r. (QocTtoeBckmnin 1985: 28(1); 123, 126).

0 Cwm. ero nucbma M. M. locToeBCKOMY OT 22 fekabps 1849 r. u 1 maprta 1858
r. (JoctoeBckuii 1985: 28(1); 162, 305), A. H. MaiikoBy oT 11(23) gekabps 1868 r.
(OocToeBckuin 1985: 28(2); 330).

1 Cwm. ero nucema M. M. locToeBCcKOMyY OT 18 aHBapsa 1858 1. n E. UN. AKYLIKNHY OT
12 pekabps 1858 r. (JocToeBckuii 1985: 28(1); 300, 318).

2 Cwm. ero nucbmo A. H. MaiikoBy oT 23 Hosiops (5 fekabps) 1869 r. (JocToeBcKuiA
1986: 29(1); 77-78).

B Cwm. ero nucbma A. H. Maiikoy oT 7(19) gekabps un C. A. ViBaHoBoI 0T 14(26)
nekabpsa 1869 r. (JocTtoeBckumii 1986: 29(1); 79-81, 88).
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1877 ropa” (OdoctoeBckmin 1983: 25; 29), B “KpaTkux 6uorpagu-
uecknx ceegenmnax” (JocToeBckuii 1984: 27; 120). M0OXHO CKa3aTb,
YTO >XKaHpPOBble omnpejeneHns (a 3ayacTyld W 3arfaBus) nucatens
coBMeLLaloT B cebe Bce TpU Tuna Knaccuukaumm 3arnasuin Kpxu-
YKAHOBCKOI0: Ante-scriptum, In-scriptum W Post-scriptum (KpXuxa-
HoBCKMiA 1931: 21-23). HakoHel, aBTOPCKMWIA Nof3arofioBoK “KpoT-
Koit” (“thaHTaCTMYeCKUA pacckas™) cTaHOBMTCS NMpegMETOM U 060CHO-
BaHWA ¥ OMPOBEPXKEHMSA B paMKax Camoro Tekcrta (TO4YHee — B
npegucnosum “OT aBTopa”):

A npowy W3BMHEHWS Yy MOWX uuTaTeneil, 4TO Ha Cen pa3 BMECTO
“[lHeBHMKA” B OObIYHOW €ro (popMe a0 NULb MOBECTb <KYpPCWUB Be3fe
Haw — W. A.>. Ho 4 geiicTBUTENbHO 3aHAT 6bla 3TOW NOBECTbL0 60/b-
WY 4YacTb Mecqaua. <..> Tenepb 0 camOM pacckase. A o03arnasun ero
“haHTacTMYeCKMM”, TOrAa Kak CUYMTaKd €ero cam B BbICLWIEN CTeneHu
peanbHbiM. HO daHTacTMyeckoe TyT eCTb AeACTBMTENbHO, W WMEHHO B
camoii (opme pacckasa, 4TO U HaX0Xy HYXHbIM TMNOACHUTL Mpea-
BaputensHo. [fleno B TOM, 4TO 3TO W He pacckas W He 3anucku
(AocToeBcknii 1982: 24; 5).

O ToM, Kak [0CTOeBCKWIA CO3HATENIbHO 0ObIrPbIBal MHOFO3HA4YHOCTb
XKaHPOBbIX 0603HAaYeHWU, “aKTMBHO YnoTpe6siAs >kaHpoBble fedu-
HULMW B HEXXAHPOBLIX 3HAYeHUAX”, 3aXapoB NULLIET:

<...> TakuxX NpuUMepoB, KOrga B OAHOM KOHTEKCTE OKa3blBalTCA POMaH U
pacckas, paccka3 ¥ noBecTb, NOBECTb U POMaH, MOXHO MPUBECTU MHOrO.
Pe3lomMupysa 3HayeHus 3TUX C/I0B, MOXHO CKas3aTb: poMaH y JlocToes-
CKOF0O — He TONbKO )>aHp, HO W N60BHble OTHOLWEHUS, WHOrAa
XYLOXXECTBEHHbI BbIMbICEN TFepoeB <...>; MOBECTb W pacckas, MOMUMO
KAHPOBbIX 3HAauYeHWi, — pa3Hble TWUMbl PeYyeBOro coobuweHus. <...>
Kpome TOro, ectb y [LOCTOEBCKOr0O NPOM3BEAEHMWA, XXaHpoBas npupoja
KOTOPbIX HEJO0CTAaTOYHO onpefeneHHa. B TakoM cnydyae npuHLUnnanbHoe
3HayeHne npuobpeTardT OKOHYaTeNlbHble XaHpoBble Ae@UHULMK nuca-
Tend. BKNoueHHble 06bIYHO B 3arnaBue MNPOU3BELEHUA, OHWU ABNAIOTCA
31EMEHTOM XY[O0XECTBEHHON CTPYKTypbl TeKkcTa <...> (3axapoB 1983:
19-20)’4.

OTW 3aMeyaHus MpeAcTaBNATCA CrnpaBeAMBbIMU — 3a WCKK0Ye-
HMeM YTBepXfAeHuda o TOM, 4To y J[lOCTOEBCKOro Bcerga WMenuchb
“OKOHYaTeNbHble XaHpoBble AeUHULUMN” (KaK Mbl BMAMM, Y nuca-
TeNnd MX 6bI10 MHOMO...). YKa3blBasg Ha MOMMCEMUIO XXaHPOBbLIX Orpe-
JeneHnii [,ocToeBcKOro (4To, Ha Haw B3rfs4, AMWaeT UX TEPMUHO-

¥ TogpobHee 06 3TOM cM.: 3axapoB 1985: 23-51.
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NOTNYECKOro cTaTyca) U Ha UX BXOXAeHWe B CTPYKTYpY TekcTa (4To,
onATb >Ke, feflaéT COMHUTENbHbIM WX NPSAMOI MepeBOf Ha YPOBEHb
MeTaonucaHus), 3axapoB, TeM He MeHee, ronaraeT NPaBOMEpPHbIM A4
nuccnefoBaTens MCNonb3oBaHWe ‘“XKaHPOBbIX AePUHMUMIA” caMoro
[0CTOeBCKOro. 3TO HEM3OEXHO NPUBOAUT K HaTsXKKam, TeM 6onee,
4yTO aBTOp, OOGOCHOBLIBasA 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb Bbl6Opa nucatenem Tex
WU WHbIX XXaHPOBbIX OMPEAENEHUNA, B OCHOBY >KaHPOBOW KJaccu-
dhukaumm Knaget OLeHKY “cogepxaHna” 15,

HakoHel,, cneayeT ckasaTb O TOM, 4TO [lOCTOEBCKWIA He TOMbKO B
npegenax TekcTa He NPUAepPXuBancs coO6CTBEHHbIX “OKOHYATE/bHbIX
YKaHPOBbIX Ae(MHNLUIA”, OTPaXKEHHbIX B NM0OA3aro/loBKax, He TONbKO B
NMCcbMax HEOLHOKPATHO MX MEHSN, HO 1 B OPULMANBHbBIX JOKYMEHTaX
MOr [aBaTb XaHpPOBble OMpefefieHUs, He cOoBMajalwLwme HU C “noj-
3arofIoBOYHbIMU™, HU C TeMU, KOTOpble OH 06bIYHO ynoTpebnan B
nucbmax. Tak, B gorosope ¢ A. H. CHUTKMHOIN oT 19 mapTa 1874 r.
JloCTOEBCKUI yKa3bIBaeT:

<..> 8, [ocToeBckuii, ycTynun CHUTKWUHOW 3a ABe TbicAuMm py6neii B
MOMHYI W HEOTbeMNEMYI0 COOGCTBEHHOCTb aBTOPCKOE MpaBO Ha U3gaHue
MOMX COYMHEHWIA: pomaHoB: “BefHble nAN”, “3anucku u3 MepTBOro
noma”, “benble HOUN”, “YHU>KEHHble N O0CKOp6eHHbIe”, “IMpecTynneHune
1 HakaszaHue”, “NanoT”, “Becbl” n “Ceno CTenaHYnMKoBO', — MOBECTeN:
“Xossiiika', “Cna6oe cepaue”, “3anucku n3 nognonbs”, “PyneTeHbypr",
“HeTouka He3saHoBa", “ABONHNK" 1 “ASAHOWKNH COH”, — 1 pacCcKa3os:
“Kpokogmn®, “CKBepHblii aHeKAoT", “3MMHME 3aMeTKM O NeTHUX
BneyaTneHuax", “FocnoguH MpoxapyunnH™, “YecTHbIA Bop", “ManeHbKuii

repoit” n “Enka n ceagbba” ([ocToeBckuii 1986: 29(1); 278-279).

5 Tak, Bonpoc 0 Tom, noyemy “[A0IOLWIKVMH COH” sBnseTcA nosecTbio, a “Ceno
CTenaHuMKoBO” — pOMaHOM, 3axapOB pPellaeT OAHO3HauyHO: “[AAOLLIKUH COH” —
“ncTopusi He O MKOGBK, a O He3adauIMBOM CBAaTOBCTBe», Torga kak “Ceno Crenas-
YMKOBO” — “npoun3BefeHne, B KOTOPOM TparMKoMUYeckoe “BoLapeHue” BYepallHero
wyTa “ MApXMBa/IbLUMKA <...> pasBepTbiBaeTcs B MoMe KOH(IMKTHOrO B3anMmo-
[elicTBMA  MOMOCOB POMAHHOIO MPUTSDKEHUSI U OTTa/IKMBaHUSI — COUMANIbHO W
NCUXOSIOTMYECKN OCMIOXKHEHHOM YyBCTBE /106BM MOIKOBHUKA-BLOBLA U IyBepHaHTKM
ero JeTeil 1 cyeTe BOKPYr CBaTOBCTBa K 60raToil, Ho 6e3ymHoli TaTbsiHe BaHOBHE”
(3axapoB 1983: 18). He rosopst y>X 0 MpaBOMEPHOCTN MPUNUCLIBaHWSA [0CTOEBCKOMY
“OLEHKM cofiepXXaHna™ B KayecTBe “nosoja A/1a XaHpoBOro onpefeneHusa”, oTMeTUM
Wb, YTO Takoe NMPOTUBOMOCTaB/IEHME “MOBECTUM W pOMaHa” SIBHO He COrsiacyeTcs c
camumy npovsBegeHUsIMK: B “AALIOLLIKMHOM CHE” TOXe MMeeTcs “‘coumasnibHO U
MCUXONOTMYECKN OC/TIOXKHEHHOE 4YYBCTBO /1t06BU” 3UHbI MocKaneBoi K ye3gHOMY
yunTento, a Takke ‘“‘cyeTa BOKPYr CBaTOBCTBA” K 60raTtomMy, HO B OnpefesieHHOM
CMbIC/E TOXKE 6€3yMHOMY KHS3H0...
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Kak MOXHO y6eamnTbCs, aBTOPCKOE “XKaHPOBOe MepeuMeHoBaHue ' —
Mo OTHOLIEHWD K “OKOHYaTeflbHbIM aBTOPCKUM Ae@UHULNAM”,
[aHHbIM Kak B MoA3arofioBkax, Tak W B 60/IbLUMHCTBE MWUCEM, — B
[aHHOM Cfyyae NPOUCXOAUT B COOTBETCTBMM WMEHHO C KOJIMYECT-
BeHHbIM MapameTpoM (“pomaHbl” — “3anucku u3 MepTBOro
poma” — 236, “Ceno CTenaHumkoso” — 163; “nosectun” — “Pyne-
TeHbypr”, T.e. nepBoHa4YanbHoe HasBaHue “Urpoka”, — 110, “He-
Touka HessaHoBa” — 125, “[aAt0LWIKNH COH” — 103; “pacckasbl” —
“Kpokogun” — 27, “3MMHMe 3aMeTKM O NETHUX BneyaTNeHnax” —
52).

Takum o6pa3om, [OCTOEBCKWI HEOAHOKPATHO MEHAN >KaHPOBble
onpefeneHNs CBOMX MpoM3BefdeHMn (B MOA3aronoBKax, Mpeancno-
BUSIX, B MucbMax, B “[lHEBHWKE nucaTens”, B pasHOro poja AoKy-
MeHTax), MpuMYeM, He TO/IbKO B MPOLECCe UX CO3JaHus, YTO BMOJSIHE
06BACHUMO, HEe TONbKO MO NPOLUIECTBUMU MHOTMUX 1IET NOC/Ee HanucaHus
M nyénukaumMm unm nepemsfaHus nepepaboTaHHbIX TEKCTOB, 4TO
MOXHO 6b1/10 6bl CMMcaTb Ha OWMOKU NamATh nucatens, — HO v “no
CBE&XMM cfefam” — BCKOpe MOC/fe OTCbIIKM FOTOBOW pyKonucu
n3gatento uan ke nocne nybnvkaumwn/penybnmkaumm Tekcta. Pasy-
MEeTCH, IOTUKY TaknxX “rnepermMeHoBaHNA” MOXHO U AO/DKHO M3yyaTb
N WHTEPNPETMPOBaTb, HO fACHO OAHO: WCCNefoBaTenn TBOPYECTBa
[0CTOeBCKOro BO MHOIMX cfiyyasx He B COCTOSHUM CnefoBaTb
aBTOPCKUM  “OKOHYATE/IbHbIM >KaHPOBbIM  Ae(UHULMAM” KaK Mo
NPUYMHE UX OTCYTCTBMA B MOA3aronoBKax W3PALHOro KOMM4YecTBa
TEKCTOB, TaK M MO MpuynHe “NpPOTEUMCTUYECKOr0o” XapakTepa Wux
ynoTpe6/ieHns nucaTenem B pasHbIX KOHTEKCTaX.
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Dostojevski tekstide Zanrimaaratlus

Artiklis tuleb juttu eelkdige autori Zanrimdéaratlustest mis on eksplitsee-
ritud kas tekstis endas (alapealkiri, eess6na) vdi laialipaisatuna kirjaniku
kirjades; tdpsemalt, uurijapoolse Zanrimé&dratluse strateegia seostest autori
omaga, mis kajastub alapealkirjas ja on mingis mdttes teksti osa (sama-
moodi, kuigi teises plaanis, nagu ka pealkiri ise), ning saab seega uurija-
reflektsiooni voimalikuks objektiks. Autori- ja uurijapoolse Zanrimaarat-
luse kokkulangemine (vdi erinemine) vdib olla tingitud nii teksti loomise
ajal kehtinud Zanrimdératluste normide kokkulangevusest (lahknemisest)
uurijaaegsetega kui ka aspektist, milles teksti vaadeldakse. Viimasel juhul
kohtame kokkulangevusi reeglina téddes, mis on pihendatud kdige erine-
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vamatele (zanrimadratlusega mitte seotud) probleemidele, samal ajal kui
lahknevusi leiame sagedamini teksti Zanrilist olemust kasitlevates uuri-
mustes. Vajadust kriitilise suhtumise jarele autori Zanrimaaratlustesse
kinnitab tdik, et mdningad Dostojevski teoste pealkirjad taidavad oma
olemuselt alapealkirja vdi Zanridefinitsiooni funktsiooni, justkui maarat-
ledes teksti liigi (pole oluline, mis pdhimdtteid jargides: narratsiooni,
“diskursuse”, teksti allika ttlbi, Zanri, Zanri alaliigi), seejuures just nimelt
“justkui”, kuna nii kirjaniku alapealkirjad kui méningatel juhtudel ka
Zanrimé&dratlused meie arvates vaid “mimkreeruvad”, teevad néo, et nad
on Zanrimadaratlused v6i “normaalsed” alapealkirjad. “Alapealkirjalikud”
pealkirjad aga “paljastavad votet” veelgi enam, demonstreerides seda
mimikrit mitte ainult semantiliste ja suntaktiliste seoste rikkumisega (suhe
margi/nime/nimetuse/pealkirja ja denotaadi/virtuaalse referendi/teksti
“reaalsuse” vahel — ja suhe pealkirja ja alapealkirja, pealkirja ja pdhi-
teksti, alapealkirja ja pOhiteksti vahel), nagu alapealkirjades, vaid juba
faktilise asetsemisega pealkirja kohal.

Seega muutis Dostojevski korduvalt oma teoste Zanrimaaratlusi, kus-
juures mitte ainult nende loomisprotsessi kdigus, mis on tdiesti mdistetav,
mitte ainult palju aastaid pérast Gmbertddtatud tekstide kirjutamist ja
avaldamist, mida v8iks seletada kirjaniku ebatéiusliku méluga, vaid ka
“mooda vérskeid jalgi” — kohe peale valmis késikirja kirjastajale saat-
mist vO8i siis avaldamist/uuestiavaldamist. Muidugi vG@ib taoliste “Um-
bemimetamiste” loogikat mitut moodi interpreteerida, kuid selge on (ks:
Dostojevski loomingu uurijatel ei ole paljudel juhtudel v8imalik jérgida
autori “ldplikke Zanrimadratlusi” nii nende puudumise t6ttu paljudes ala-
pealkirjades kui ka nende madratluste autoripoolse “proteistliku” kasu-
tamise tBttu erinevates kontekstides.
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Abstract. Russian verse: Its metrics, versification systems, and pros-
ody (Generative synopsis). In the article the general verse metre theory
and its application to Russian verse is adressed, allowing us, thereby, to
observe not the single details, but only the most general characteristics of
verse. The treatment can be summarised in the five following points:

1) the basis for the phenomenon of verse is its metrical code: the spe-
cial feature of verse text is the presence of its metre (this feature is com-
mon to every verse type, to the most regular verse, as well as to vers
libre);

2) the nature of verse metre is extralinguistic, there is no metre within
a language, the latter can only induce certain limitations in choosing a
metre;

3) metre is an abstract chain of translational symmetry, the elementary
period of which is called verse foot (i.e. firstly, verse feet are contained in
every versification system, incl. syllabic verse and free verse, and, sec-
ondly, verse feet can not be defined in terms of natural language, e.g., as
the combination of short and long or accented and unaccented syllables).

4) in verse text, metre appears through the medium of natural lan-
guage: verse metre is coded in terms of natural language; the nature of its
codification is determined by the versification system. Hence, every verse
metre can be realised in different versification systems, e.g. iambus can
occur in syllabic-accentual, syllabic-quantitative, and some other versifi-
cation systems;
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5) verse prosody is a consequence of the influence of verse metre on
the prosodies of language; the range of transformation of a language sys-
tem by verse metre extends from the unification of the strength of verse
accents in accentual verse to such artificial formations as the origination
of long syllables in languages which lack phonological quantity.

MpenBapuTeNbHbIE 3aMeYaHus:
reHepaTMBHan MeTpuUKa

HacTtoswas pabota npefctaBnsieT coboii 0606LieHne pesynbTaTos,
NOMyYeHHbIX aBTOPOM B 061aCTU reHepaTUBHOIO ONMcaHna obLLero
PYCCKOr0 CTMXOC/OXEHUs1 3a 605ee 4Yem 4eTBepTbBEKOBOW Mepmof
(Notman n Waxsepgos 1973, NlotmaH 1974, 1976, 1977, 1985, 1986,
1987, 1995, 1996, 1998, 1999; cp Takke 0OLLYI XapaKTepucTuKy
reHepaTuBHOW MeTpuku B JloTmaH 1975 n 1987a.). O6vem ny6au-
Kauun onpegfensieT xapakTep W3NI0XKEHUSA: MaKCUmanbHO 0600LeH-
Hbli1, 663 NPYMEPOB N UANKOCTPALIUIA.

B 1970-80-e rogbl reHepatvBusM Obln BeAyLLMM HarnpasieHUEM
He TONbKO B 06/11aCTU JIMHIBUCTUKW, HO W BCEr0 FyMaHUTapHOro
3HaHMA. MoaToMy pa3paboTKa CTUXOBELYECKMUX FeHepaTUBHbLIX MOJe-
neidi NpeAcTaBnANOCh 3aHATUEM HE TO/IbKO CBOEBPEMEHHbLIM, HO Aaxe
MOAHbIM. COBEpPLUEHHO WHOWN ABASETCA CUTyalWs, CMOXMBLUAACH Ha
py6exe TbiCAYENETMA: TeHepaTUBMCTCKME pa3paboTKM B GObLUIMHCT-
Be o6nacTeil NO3ITUKM W A3blKO3HAHWSA (B 4YaCTHOCTM, B 06/1aCTAX
CMHTAKCMCA U CEMAHTUKW, TAe OHU paHee abCONOTHO JOMUHMPOBANN)
3aHMMalOT BCe 6onee nepudepuitHoe nonoxeHne. OAHako paboThl,
CBfi3aHHblE C MCCNef0BaHWUAMMN NPOCOAUM WU METPUKMK, COCTaBNSIOT B
3TOM CMbIC/le UCK/IIOYEHWE: TeHepaTUBUCTCKME MO CBOEI Hamnpas/ieH-
HOCTW WCCNefOBaHUA 3axBaTbiBAOT BCe HOBble 061acTM  CTUXO-
BefleHus; 6onee TOro, HEKOTOPblE JIMHIBUCTUYECKME WAEN MNPOLLAN
nepBOHaYanbHY0 anpobauuio UMeHHO B CTUXOBeAeHWUU (Tak, MeTpu-
yeckas NpocoAmKa ABNAeTCs ceiivac O4HMM U3 BefyLLUX HanpasBneHui
B (oHONOrMu, a Teopus ONTUMAaNbHOCTWU, MNPEeAMETOM KOTOPOW
ABNAOTCA 06LiMe OCHOBbI PEYeBOro MpoAyLMpOBaHus, paspabatbi-
BaeTCA rnaBHbIM 00pa3oM MMEHHO Ha 6a3e MeTPUYECKUX UCClefo-
BaHuin)l

1 O ToM, YTO WMAen reHepaTMBHOW METPUKWN elle [asleKo He ucyepnaHbl, CBU-
[eTeNbCTBOBa/IA, Hanpumep, MexXAayHapogHas KoHgepeHuusi Formal Approaches to
Poetry  Recent Developments in Generative Metrics, npowleswass B YHUBEPCUTETE
TopoHTO 8-10 okTA6pA 1999.



Pycckuii cTux: MeTpuKa, cUcTeMbl CTUXOCN0XKEHMSA, npocogma 219

[dywmaeTtca, 4To fAeno 3fecb He B MOAE WAM MpPecTuKe reHepa-
TUBHOI MeTPUKM, a, B NEPBYI0 o4epedb, B camoii MpUpoae U3yyaeMblx
00bEKTOB, COeAMHALWMX B cebe, C 0JHOW CTOPOHbLI, MPOCTOTY U CUM-
MEeTpU 06WNX NPUHLMNOB CO CAOXHBLIM MHOroo6pasmeM WX KOHK-
PETHLIX MPOSABMAEHWUIA: TpaHCHOPMaLMOHHbIE OTHOLWEHUS B cdepe
CTUXOCNOXEHNA WMMET ropa3fo 60nee 0YEBUAHBIA U UHTYUTUBHO
onpaBfaHHbIi XapakTep, HeXenu B 061aCTU eCTeCTBEHHOrO fA3blka
(opyroii obnacTblo, rae reHepaTtuBHble NOCTPOEHUSA OKa3anucb CTOMb
Xe NPOAYKTUBHbIMM, ABNSAETCA MY3blKOBEJEHNUE).

He yAnWBUTENbHO MO3TOMY, YTO MHOTME TUMWYHO FEeHEpPaTUBUCT-
CKWe MOCTPOEHMA BO3HWKNM B CTUXOBEAEHWUWU 33J0/MT0 A0 “MHCTU-
TYLWOHaNN30BaHHOTO” oopmneHuns atoro nogxoga. Tak, C. N. TnH-
OVH ybefnTenbHO MoKasan, YTo MOAX04 K CTUXY, COAepXaljuiics B
paboTtax B. . bptocoBa, BO MHOrom npeABOCXuliaeT MeTOAUKY
TpaHc(opmaunoHHoro aHanusa (TMHaMH 1970); ecnm Xe roBopuTh He
0 MeTofax, a uAeax, To 3[4eCb B KayecTBe OAHOr0 W3 rNaBHbIX Npef-
LIeCTBEHHWKOB reHepaTMBHOW MeTpuUKM cnefyeT Ha3BaTb B. M. Xup-
MYHCKOTO (TaK, ero KOHLUEenuusa CoOTHOLIEHNA MeTpa U puTMa ectecT-
BEHHbIM 06pPa30M WHTEPNPETUPYETCA KaK COOTHOLIEHNE TNYOUHHBIX U
MOBEPXHOCTHbLIX CTPYKTYpP; XXWpMyHCKUi 1925), He cnydvailHO, 4TO
ero NoAxo/ Hallen cOYyBCTBEHHbIW OTKAMK Yy M. Xanne — 0fHOro u3
co3fateneli reHepaTtuBHoi meTpuku (Halle 1968). Bnn3ok K reHe-
paTMBU3MYy M NOAXO0fA, MPOAEMOHCTPMPOBaHHbIN akag. A. H. Konmo-
roposbiMm 1 A. B. [1poXopoBbIM B WX HEfOCTATOYHO, KaK NpeAcTaB-
nAeTcsd, OUeHeHHoW paboTe (Konmoropos, [lMpoxopoB 1968). Ha-
NpoTUB, KPUTUKW TreHepaTuBHOIK MeTpukn M. Xanne u C. [x. Keii-
3epa yKa3blBalOT Ha ee CTAPOMOAHOCTb — MOC/e CTPYKTYPaJUCTCKUX
pa3paboToK MX NOAXO0A MOKasanca LwaroMm Hasaf, a He Brepe2. Mocne
TOr0 KakK CTajio 0YeBWAHbLIM, YTO HECMOTPSA Ha PAL BaXHbIX pe3ysb-
TaTOB U WHTEpPeCcHbIX pa3paboTok (B nepByl ouyepedb, B paboTax
H. C. Tpy6eukoro n P. O. AKo6COHA) CTPYKTYpanuUCTCKUIi MPOEKT B
06N1acTV TeopeTUYeCKOro CTUXOBELEHUSA B LeIOM MOTepnen Heyaady,
MMEHHO pasNnyHble pa3BeTB/IEHUA TeHepaTuBM3Ma OMnpefenatT
OCHOBHOE HarnpaBieHue MOMCKOB B COBPEMEHHON TEOPUUN CTUXA.

2 Cp. Wimsatt 1971. MOXHO NpuMBeCTU ellie OAHY Mapansenb, Ha 3TOT pa3 u3
061aCTN eCTeCTBEHHbIX HayK: (DU3MKY KpUCTanioB, rfe yxe u3gaBHa NpUMeHseTcs
noAxof, B JOCTATOYHOW Mepe aHasiorMyHbIN reHepaTUBHOMY. 3ajadyn, CBA3aHHble C
aHanM3oM W OMNMcaHWeM KPUCTaN/IMYeCKMX peLleToK BO MHOFMX OTHOLUEHMAX Mnpwu-
611KalTCA K TEM, C KOTOPbIMU MPUXOAUTCS UMETb AeN0 B CTUXOBELEHUN.
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Tem He MeHee nNpPeLCTAB/IAETCA COBEPLUEHHO OYEBUAHLIM, YTO
MHOrMe BaXKHble NPo6/aemMbl CTUXOCNOXEHNA B paMKax reHepaTuBHOIO
nogxofa B NPUHLUMWMNE He HaXOAAT eCTECTBEHHOro peweHua. K takum
npo6nemMam OTHOCATCS, Hanpumep, CTaTUCTUYECKME 3aKOHbl pUTMa,
He BbIBOAMMbIE M3 3aKOHOB MeTpa (“BTOPUYHbLIA puTtM” no M. JI. ac-
napoBy), pUTMUYECKas 3BOMIOLUA TOFO UAM UHOTO pasmepa, a Takxe
OTMEYEHHOCTb 0COObIMM CUTHanaMu HayanbHbIX (resp. KOHEYHbIX)
no3nynii TekcTa, CTPOdbl MM CTUXOTBOPHOW CTPOKM3. U 3TO He
cneflyeT cumTaTb HEAOCTATKOM reHepaTUBHOIO NOAXofa, HO 3aKOHO-
MepHbIM CBOWCTBOM NM060ro nocnefoBaTenbHO NMPOBOAMMOro MeToja:
OH He MOXeT [aTb OTBETbl Ha BCe BOMPOCHlI, HO NUWb Ha Te, ANSA
paspeLleHns KOTOPbIX OH 6blf1 co3faH.

OCHOBHbIE NOJIOXKEHUS

B ocHOoBaHMM MpefnaraeMoro NoAaxofa fexar HeCKOMbKO B A0CTaTOY-
HO Mepe 3fieMeHTapHbIX MNOCbIIOK, CYMMUPYeMbIX B ChAefyLux
NATW MyHKTaXx.

1 B OCHOBE fiIBNEHUS CTUXOTBOPHOCTU NEXUT MeTpU4eckoe Koau-
poBaHMe: OTANYNTENbHLIM CBOMCTBOM CTUXOTBOPHOrO TEKCTa ABNSAET-
€A Hanmume B HeM MeTpa. (3TO CBONCTBO — 06U ee A1 BCEX pasHo-
BMAHOCTEW CTMXa: OT CamMOW perynspHoin cmnnaboTOHMKWM [0 Vers
libre).

2. CTUXOTBOPHbI/ MeTp MMeeT 3KCTPaIMHIBUCTUYECKYIO MPUpoay:
OH He COAepXMWTcs B FOTOBOM BUAE B eCTeCTBEHHOM f3bike (EA),
CTPYKTypa MOCAefHEro MOXeT NMWb HaknajblBaTb OrpaHUYeHUs Ha
BbIGOp MeTpa (M TO NMWb B ONpefeNeHHON Mepe, cp. n. 5).

3. MeTp npefcTaBnsieT coboil abCTPaKTHYH LENoYKy TpaHcas-
LMOHHON CUMMETPUMN, 3NEMEHTapHblii MNepuoj CUMMETPUM Hasbl-
BaeTca ctonoil. (CnepoBaTenbHO, BO-MepBbIX, CTOMbl COAepXatca B
NobbIX pasmepax MO6bIX CUCTEM CTUXOCAOXEHUSA, B TOM 4uUC/le U B
vers libre, a He Tonbko B cTuxax cunna6o-TOHWYECKOTO WAW CUN-
Nab0-KBaHTUTATUBHOIO CTUXOCNOXEHUSA; BO-BTOPbIX, CTOMNA He MOXeT
onpefensTecs B EA TepmuHax Kak, Hanpumep, mocnefoBaTeNbHOCTb
yAapHbIX 1 6e3yfiapHblX WA JONTUX U KPATKUX CNOroB).

PasymeeTcs, 4nsi COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX MO3ULUIA M B paMKax reHepaTMBHOFO MOA-
xofa MoryT 6biTb ad hoc copmynupoBaHbl Te WKW WHble MpasBuna (NpYMepbl Takux
cogepxatca M B JloTmaH 1996), ogHaKo B ONpejeseHHON Mepe OHWM MNpoTUBOpeYaT
caMoMy fiyXy MeToja.
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4. B CTUXOTBOPHOM TEKCTe MeTp BCerfja OnocpefoBaH fA3bIKOM:
MeTpuyeckas CTPYKTypa He OTPaXKaeTcs B TEKCTe HernocpefCTBEHHO,
HO npeABapuTenbHO KogaupyeTcsa B EA TepmuHax. XapakTtep 3Toro
KOAUPOBAHUA OMpejenseT CUCTEMY CTUXOCNoXeHus. Kaxgomy metpy
COOTBETCTBYET MHOXECTBO CUCTEM CTUXOCNOXEeHUS, Hanpumep, amb
MOXeT peann3oBbiBaTbCA B CU1Nab0-KBAHTUTATUBHOM, CMNNabo-TOHU-
YECKOM WM HeK. Aip. CUCTeMax CTUXOCNOXKEHUS.

5. CTUXOTBOpHAaA NpoOCOAUS ecTb pe3ynbTaT BO3AeNCTBUA CTUXO-
TBOPHOrO pa3mepa Ha npocofuyeckyt cuctemy EA (cp. Tesuc
P. O. AKo6coHa 0 “HacMnMM” cTuxa Hag A3blKoM). TpaHchopmauuu
ESA cucTembl Npu 3TOM MOTYT Kone6aTbCA OT He3HAUYUTeNbHbIX (Hanp.,
ocnabneHve KONWMYECTBEHHOW peayKUMW B PYCCKOW CUNNabOTOHMKe
NN BbipaBHWBAHWE CWUMbl YAapeHU B aKLEHTHOM CTUXe) L0 OYeHb
CYLLECTBEHHbIX (Hanp., apy3 B TIOPKCKMX fA3blKax, He 3HAKLMX ONNo-
3UUUM SONTUX U KPATKUX CNOTOB).

Bce panbHelilwee W3N0XeHWe MpeAcTaBnseT €060 KOHKpeTu-
3auui0 U KOMMeHTapuii 3TUX MYHKTOB.

T.0. OCHOBHbIMMK pasgenaMmun Teopuu ctuxa sasnserca: (1) meTpuka,
onucbiBalolLLas MeTpuyecknme CTPYKTYpPbl Ha BCEX YPOBHAX (BKAKOYas
CTPOMYECKUIA 1 TuNepcTpotinyecknin), MeTpmyeckme npasuna 6yayT
o603HayaTbCcA CcoOKpaweHuem MR; (2) cuctembl CTUXOC/IOXKEHUS,
T.e. ONMCaHNe BO3MOXHbIX OTOOGpPaXKeHWii MEeTpUYeckux CTPYKTYp B
ecTecTBEHHOS3bIKOBbIE; MpaBMna COOTBETCTBUS OyAyT 0603HauyaTbCs
cokpauieHnem CR u (3) npocoaus u puTMUKA, T.e. ONMMUCaHWe TpaHc-
topmauuin EA cuctembl noa BosgeiicTBuem CR; npocoguuyeckue
npaeuna 6yayT o603HauyaTbCA COKpaleHuem PR. TMopsagok 3ToT
3HaAYMM: MeTpuUYecKkue npasuna ABNAKTCA “CTapWMMW” NO OTHOLWe-
HUIO K MpaBuiiaMm COOTBETCTBUA U NPOCOLMYECKMM npasunam (T.e.
NPUMEHAKTCS A0 HUX), NpaBuaa COOTBETCTBUSA “cTaplie” mpocogm-
yeckux (cp. n. 5).

Teopua metpa

B ctepe cnoBeCHOCTM METPUYHOCTb eCcTb cneyunduyeckas ocobeH-
HOCTb CTUXOTBOPHOI peund, onpefensiolias, BO-NepBbiX, e pUTMUY-
HOCTb (T.e. MEPMOAUYHOCTbL YepefoBaHWs OMpPefeNieHHbIX pPevYeBbliX
CUTHanoB, nNpuBoAALlas K OTHOCUTENbHOW MpeacKasyemoctu Wux
NOsIBIEHUS) U, BO-BTOPbIX, HaiM4Me B CTUXOTBOPHON peyn ABOMAHOIO

4  MoppobHee 0 METPUYECKON Npo3e cM. B JToTMaH 1999.
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yfieHeHUa (B OT/IMYME OT MpPO3bl, CTUXOTBOPHAA pPeyb YNEHUTCA He
TONIbKO — B COOTBETCTBMM C MpuHuunamn EA — Ha cnoru, mop-
(eMbl, CnoBa W T.M., HO W Ha eAWHWLbLI, OMNpefensemble MeTPOM:
NONYCTULWWNA, CTUXWU, CTPOGbI U T.0.).

CyuiecTByeT HECKO/IbKO OCHOBHbIX TOYEK 3peHuA Ha npupoay
CTUXOTBOPHOro MeTpa (NoapobHee 06 3ToM cm. B JloTmaH 1996 n
1999):

1) MeTp, KaK 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTb puTMa (T.e. METP MO OTHOLUEHUIO K
putmy BTOpMYeH — b. B. Tomawesckuit, A. H. Konmoropos B CBOUX
paHHUX CTMXOBeJYeCKNX paboTax);

2) MeTp, KaK WAeanbHbIl 3aKOH, Peryampyloowmuin putMuyeckyto
CTPYKTYpY cTuxa (B. M. XXupmMyHcKuii);

3) MeTp, KakK CTpyKTypa, fnexauias B ocHoBe putma (M. Xanne,
C. Ox. Keiizep n gp.).

MpegnaraeMblii Hamu nNoAX04 O6beAWHSEeT BTOPYID W TPETbiO
TOUKM 3peHus. C OfHOW CTOPOHbLI, MeTp SBMAAETCA OMNpefeneHHOW
KOHCTPYKL e, a He NpoCcTO MPUHLMNOM OpraHu3auum, ¢ Apyromn xe
CTOPOHbI, MeTp ABASETCA CTPYKTYpOW, MAeanbHOW, C TOUYKU 3PEHUS
cCMMMeTpunU. To 06CTOATENbCTBO, 4YTO METP SBAAETCA CTPYKTYPON,
nexatyeli B OCHOBE CTMXOTBOPHON peyun, onpegensieT ocobyo 3Hayu-
MOCTb — MO CPaBHEHUI C pPeYbK He CTUXOTBOPHON — SA3bIKOBbIX
e4uHUL, Hecywmnx MeTPUYECKYyl Harpysky (nogpobHee 06 3TOM
cM. JlotmaH 1996 n 1998); cumMeTpua MeTPUYECKUX CTPYKTyp onpe-
fenseT NepMoANYHOCTb CTUXA, ero PUTMUYHOCTLS.

MeTp npefcTaBnseT cob6oii abCTPaKTHYI LENOYKY TPaHCAALMOH-
HOM CUMMeTpUMW, 3NeMEeHTapHbIi MNepuos CUMMeTPUM HasbiBaeTcA
cTonoi6. T.0. B Hambonee 0606LLeHHOA (OPMYNMPOBKE CTUXOTBOP-
HbIi MeTp XapakTepusyeTcs ABYMSA CBOWCTBaMMU: MePUOAUYHOCTLIO U
OUCKPETHOCTBIO.

CnefyeT NOLYEPKHYTb, 4YTO [AWCKPETHOCTb BOBCE He SBNAETCA
o06s3aTeNlbHbIM CBOMCTBOM CUMMETPUU; AUCKPETHOCTb MeTpa OTau-

MOXHO NpeanonioXunTb, 4to B. M. XKUpMYyHCKUIA onpefensn MeTp Kak 3aKOoH, a He
KaK ufieanbHyl0 CTPYKTYypy W3-3a OMaceHUs BO3HUKHOBEHWUSI HexefaTeslbHbIX acco-
upMaunii co “WKoNbHON™ MeTPUKOW 1 “cToNHOW Teopuel” B. Bptocosa (Bptocos 1919).

CrefyeT OTMETUTb f[Ba KapAuHa/lbHbIX OT/NYMA Mpejnaraemoro nogxoga oT
"LWWKONbHOW METPUKMU: BO-NepBbIX, CTOMa TPaKTyeTCcA KaK 3MeMeHT rny6uHHOW, a He
MOBEPXHOCTHOI CTPYKTYpbl CTuXa (T.e. cTona obpa3yeTcss KOMbuHaLueli abCTpaKTHbIX
no3nLMiA, a He JONTUX U KPaTKUX UK yAapHbIX W 6esyfapHbIX C/I0r0B; OfHa W Ta Xe
cTona MOXeT peann30BbIBaTbCA B MPUHLUNNAIBHO PasfNYHbIX CMOFOBbIX KOMM-
fleKcax); BO-BTOPbIX, CTOMa SABMSETCA YHMBEPCa/IbHbIM KOHCTUTYEHTOM CTPYKTYpbI
CTUXa, T.e. He MOXET ObITb “6€CCTOMHON0” CTUXOC/NIOXEHUS.
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YyaeT ero OT TPaHCAALUOHHO-CUMMETPUYECKUX CTPYKTYP KOHTU-
HyanbHOro Tuna. Tak, B cuHycouge (1) mepuog CUMMMETPUM MOXKET
6bITb Bblfie/leH BECKOHEYHbBIM YMC/IOM CNOCO60B, HW OfAWUH W3 KOTOPbIX
He MOXKeT 6bITb NPeAnoYTeH OCTaNbHbIM; TPAHCAMPOBaHME 3allTPUXO-
BaHHOro ¢parmeHTa B (1a), B (Ib) nnm B (1c) o6pasyeT ogHy U Ty Xe
cuHycongy.

@
(1a)

(1b)
(1c)

Llenoykn TpaHCASILMOHHOW CMMMETPMM Ha3blBalOTCA TakXe pannopT-
HbIMW KOMMNO3WUMAMMW, a Nnepuos CUMMeTpuu — pPanmnopTom. T.o. B
OCHOBe CTWUXOTBOPHOCTW JieXxaT fBa B ONpefeNeHHOM CMbICne
NPOTUBOHANpPaB/eHHbIX MexaHu3Ma: yCTpeMeHHas B 6€CKOHEeYHOCTb
nepuoanYHOCTb (N06OIN TEKCT ecTb BblpaXeHue 6GeCKOHEYHOro B
KOHEYHOM; B CTMXOTBOPHOM TeKCTe 0060CTpsAeTCA MNepexuBaHue Kak
€ro KOHeYyHOCTW, TaK W OeCKOHEeYHOCTW OTpaxaemblX B HEM 3a-
TEKCTOBbIX CTPYKTYpP) W pasfnararowias ee Ha NpuUHUMNMaNbHO orpa-
HUYEHHbIE CErMEHTbl AWCKPETHOCTb (CTUXOTBOPHbIA TEKCT 06bIYHO
COAEPXUT Lesoe YUCNO COCTaBMIAKOWMX ero 3/ieMeHTOB — CTUXOB,
CTPO® U T.M.; B CAy4asax, 3Ty 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTb HapylatwLmnx, TeKCT
BOCMNPUHMMAETCA KaK He3aBeplUeHHbIi He TOMbKO B METPUYECKOM
OTHOLUEHWNN).

CrnepnyeT NOfYEPKHYTb, YTO AUCKPETHOCTb — CTOJ/lb XXe 3Hayunmas
XapakTepucTMKa MeTpa, Kak M NepuoguMyHOCTb: CTUXOTBOPHAaf pedb
0T/IMYaeTCAd OT 0OMXOAHOWN He TONbKO MOBbILIEHHOW PUTMUUYHOCTbLIO,
HO W NOBbIWEHHOW pacufieHeHHOCTblO; b. B. TomalwleBckuin gaxe
CUYMTaN, YTO HanMume 3KCTPaASIMHIBUCTMYECKOTrO YNEHeHWA fABNsAeTCA
60nee BaXXHbIM MPU3HAKOM CTUXa, YeM ero pekyppeHTHocTb (Toma-
wesckuiA  1959; nogpobHee 06 3toMm — B JloTmaH 1999);
b. 4. bByxwTtab — nocnegosatesib TOMalleBCKOro — onpegensn cTux
KaK peuyb C [BOHbIM uneHeHvem (ByxwTtab 1969, 1973). Moatomy
npy TPaHCKPUMNLUUN METPUYECKUX CTPYKTYP AO/DKHbI HalTWM 3KCMAMW-
LUMTHOE BbIpaXeHWe Kak mepuofbl CUMMETPUKN, TaK U FpaHuLbl MeXAay
HUMKU. Takoro pofa rpaHuubl Mbl 6yfem Ha3biBaTb MNEPBUYHLIMMU
penvuMmurtaropamu (MAn NpocTo Jenumurtatopamy — B caydasax, Korga
He HY)>XHO pa3rpaHuymBaTh MepBUYHbIE N BTOPUYHbIE AENUMUTATOPDI).
bynem 0603HayaTb nepuofbl CUMMETPUM W UX COCTaBfAlOWMe npo-
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MUCHLIMU NaTUHCKMMKU bGykBamu (A, B u C), a nepBuYHbIe Aenu-
MUTaTOPbl — 3HAYKOM &.

Pofb genuMnUTaToOpoOB He OrpaHu4mMBaeTCH pasrpaHUveHuMem 3ne-
MEHTOB CTPYKTYpPbl CTUXa; C TOYKWU 3peHus cobnfeHnsa npuHumna
CUMMETPUUN TrpaHuLbl MEeTPUYECKUX CerMeHTOB 06pasytoT 06nacTb
aHOMa/IbHbIX SBNEHUA: pa3NnMUHble UCKTIOYEHUS KaK N3 METPUYECKUX,
Tak U PUTMUYECKUX MNpaBWN BCTPEYalOTCH, B MepBYH O04epefb, B
Hayafie U OKOHYaHWW TeKcTa, CTpodbl, cTuxa, nonycTuwunsa. Ocoboe
3HauYeHMe UMeT HapyLeHUs MeTpUYecKol CTPYKTYpbl, CBA3aHHbIE C
ee HapauleHnem wunu yceyeHumem. Knaccuyeckum nprmMepoMm Takoro
pofa HapyWeHUin MOXEeT CAYXWTb KaTanekTuka; 6AU3KUM caydvaem
ABNAETCA HapalleHWe WAN yceuyeHwe B MpeauesypHoi nosuvumu. Mo-
CKONIbKY BCe TaKOoro poja HapyleHWs CUMMETpPUM CBA3aHbl C
fenumuTaumein, 6yaem HasbiBaTb MUX BTOPUYHBIMU AeNMUTATOPaAMMU 1
0603Havatb cnegyrowmm obpasom: (A)“ — ecnum nepuos cUMMeTpUU
yceyeH Ha A n (A)+— ecnn OH HapalleH Ha A.

XoTs genumutaTopbl (0CO6EHHO BTOPUYHbIE) U HapyLlalT nepuo-
AWYHOCTb Ha COOTBETCTBYIHOLEM YPOBHE METPMUYECKON CTPYKTYpSl,
OHW >Ke Cnoco6CTBYIOT 06pPa30BaHNI0 CUMMETPUYECKUX CTPYKTYpP Ha
6o0nee BbICOKMX YPOBHAX. Tak, 3aKOHbl anbTepHaLuu Knaysyn, Hapy-
WaKwLime CUMMETPUIO Ha FpaHuLe CTUXa, MOFYT CNYXUTb (aKTOpOM
cTpodpoo6pa3oBaHuNs; aHaNOrMYHyl0 pOMb BbIMOMHAET 4epefoBaHue
CTUXOB Pa3NMYHON CTOMHOCTU B HEPABHOCTOMHbLIX YPErynnpoBaHHbIX
pasMmepax u T.M.

MeTp nepapxuyeH. Mepunofbl CUMMETPUU MOTYT FPYNNUPOBaTHLCSH
1 06pa3oBbIBaTh NEPUOANYECKME CTPYKTYPbl 60Nee BbICOKOI0 YPOBHS,
npuyemM 3TOT MPOLECC HUYEM HE OrpaHu4YeH: NEpuoabl CUMMETPUM
CKO/Ib YrO4HO BbLICOKOTO YpPOBHA MOTyT B CBOIO 04Yepedb 06befu-
HATbCA B ewe 6onbwwue (nogpobHee 06 3ToM cM. B JloTmaH 1995).
T.0. noTeHuuanbHad 6GeCKOHEYHOCTb MeTpa pPa3BepTbiBaeTcs OfHO-
BPEMEHHO B iBYX U3MEPEHUAX: B AUHY W B TNyO6UHY.

BaXHO OTMeTUTb, YTO KOrga Mbl FOBOPMM O TakKuMX 3nemeHTax
CTUXOBOM CTPYKTYpbl, Kak ‘CTUX’ unu ‘ctpoda’, Mbl MMeeM BBUAY
00bIYHO He CTONbKO METPUYECKYI0 peanbHOCTb, CKOAbKO WCTO-
PUKO-NNTepaTypPHYK YCNOBHOCTb, 3aKpensieHHYlo, Kak npasBuno, B
CTUXOTBOPHOW rpaduke. Tak, Mbl HasblBaeM CTUXOM W CTPOKY
4-cTONHOrO, W CTPOKY 6-cTOnNHOro fmMmba, mexay Tem, cTux A4 ¢
TOYKWN 3pEHUS METPUKK ABNAETCHA LEenovKoli 2-ro paHra: OH cOCTOUT
M3 uveTblpex cton Tuna AB, B TO BpemMa Kak cTUX 16 — LEno4Koi
3-r0 paHra: OH COCTOMUT U3 ABYX MOAYCTULIMWIA, KaX[0oe U3 KOTOPbIX
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obpasyetcs Tpemsi ctonamy AB. Euwe 60nee nokasaTenbHblii npu-
mMep — 6annagHblii cenTeHapuii (mogpobHee 0 Hem CM. B JIOTMaH
1996). CTux 3TOT WUMeEeT, CKOopee BCero, WHAOeBpONeiickoe npowuc-
X0XfAeHue, HO 0co6eHHOe pacnpocTpaHeHWe NoAyYun B repMaHCKoM
cTuxe. XOTA WUCXOAHOW, BepoATHO, chnefyeT cuuTaTb 8-CTOMHYHO
(hopMy, camoil NPOCTON M3 peasbHO 3aDUKCUMPOBAHHbLIX SBAAETCS
7-CTONHas cnefytoLlero suaa:

(2) &&AAAAKAAA(A)" &&

[anbHeilllee pasBuTue LWNO N0 ABYM HanpasneHUsM, o06a OHU
Kacafmcb NULLbL NepBOro MonAyCTULIMA: OHO NMbO, B CBOK Ouepefb,
pasfensfnocb nonosam, fasas CTPYKTypbl Tuna 2+2+3 (3), nubo,
HanpoTuBs, yfBausanocb: 4+4+3 (4):

() &&&AAZAA&KEKAAA(A)" &&&
@) &&&AAAA&EKAAAA&LEAAA(A) &&&

[anee npouecc MoOr noBTOPATLCA, [faBas CTPYKTypbl  Tuna
4+4+...+4+3 nam (2+2)+(2+2)+3 © T.N., a TakXKe pasInyHble cme-
WaHHble BapuaHTbl Tuna (2+2)+4+3 u 1.n. YT0 34€Cb cuuTtaTtb CTU-
XoM? ['padmka npegnaraet camble pasMyHble BapuaHTbl, Ha4YMHaa oT
CEMWUCTOMHON CTPOKM M KOH4Yasi HEPaBHOCTOMHbIMW YepefoBaHUAMMU
[BYX OBYCTOMHbIX CTOK C TPEXCTOMHOWM (Camblii pacnpocTpaHeHHbIl
BapuaHT — YepefoBaHMe 4-CTOMHbIX CTPOK C 3-CTOMHbIMK) . Mpumep
6annafiHoro cenTeHapus [LEMOHCTPUPYET OfHOBPEMEHHO WU BCHO
YCMOBHOCTb TEPMMHA ‘MOAyCTULIME’: “NONYCTULLNIA" B CTUXE MOXET
6bITb, Hanpumep, Tpu. O6bIYHAA Mepapxus: cTtona — (MonycTuLune)
CTUX — CTpoha, — OTPAXKAET He CTO/IbKO BO3MOXHOCTU METPUKMU,
CKOMTbKO CNOXMWBLUYIOCH B €BPOMENCKOM CTUXOCOXEHUW Tpaguuuio.
BeposiTHO, O4HOIM M3 MPUYMH, MOYEMY pas3fiMyHble BapuaHTbl 6annag-
HOro cenTteHapmsa 06bIYHO He OCO3HAKTCA B KayecTBe eAMHOro pas-
Mepa, ABAAeTCA UMEHHO TO 06CTOATENbCTBO, YTO OH He YK/ajbiBaeTcs
B MPMBbIYHbIE KNACCUPUKALNOHHBIE CXEMBI.

B oTnnume oT TepMMHOB, 06bIYHO YynoTpebnsembix Ans 060-
3HaYeHMs pas3NUYHbLIX YPOBHEW CTPYKTYpbl CTMUXa, WCMNONb3yemMoe
HaMW MOHATWE PaHra MeTPUYECKOW LenoYKn UMeeT TOYHOe

7 Mbl He Kacaemcs 3feCb nNpo6/seMbl PUGPMEHHOr0 YJeHEHWSA; MepBOHaYas bHO
cenTeHapuii 6bl1 hopMoli annMTepaLMoOHHOro0 CTMXa, NpU Mepexosfe K pUGPMeHHOMY
CTUXY 4-CTOMHble YacTu crtanu pudmoBaTbCcs C 4-CTOMHbIMK, a 3-CTOMHble — C
3-CTOMHbIMK (T.e. MeTpuU4yeckoi cxeme 4343 cooTBeTcTBOBana pugmeHHas ABAB,
MeTpuyeckoii cxeme 443443 — AABAAB u T.4.), npu pasgeneHnn 4-cTONHOW YacTu
2-CTOMNHble COCTaBNAOLLME, B CBOKO 0Yepedb, YaCTo PUDMYIOTCA Mexay Co60l.
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cofiepXaHue, onpefefsseMoe MNPOLECCOM €e MOPOXAEHWA W Haxo-
Aflllee OTpaXeHWe B ee CTPYKType. PaHr MeTpMyeckoii CTPYKTypbl
6ygem o0603HayaTb MOKasaTenieM CTeneHW, B cayvasx, Korja
Heo6X04MMO yKas3aTb ee NOPsAAKOBbI HOMEpP, OH 6yaeT 0603Ha4YaTbCA
MHAeKcoMm: A" - HadvaNbHbIl pannopT (T.e. mepuog cummeTpumn) /7-ro

paHra, &1— nepBUYHbIA AeNMMUTATOP ZF0 paHra.

B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT TOrO, U3 3/IEMEHTOB CKO/bKMX TUMOB COCTOAT
pannopTbl TOFO0 WAW WHOTO paHra, Mbl 6yfeM OTHOCUTb WX K
MeTpUYecKUM cucTemam, COOTBeTCTBeHHO, nepsoii (MC ), BTOpOii
(MC2 wn Tpetbeit (MC') cTeneHn (TeOpeTMYECKM BO3IMOXHbI U
MeTpuyeckume cucTeMbl 60nee BbICOKUX CTemneHei, HO B MpakTukKe no
KpaliHeii mepe PyCCKOro CTUXOCNOXEHUS OHW BCTpeyvalTcs KpaiiHe
pefko). Bce pannopTbl, Bxogawmne B MC1 cOCTOAT NUWb M3 OLHOTO
cumBona (cneposatefibHO, Bce cTonbl B MC1 — Of4HO3/IEMEHTHbI);
Bxogawume B8 MC2— un3 geyx 1 B MC1— wn3 Tpex cumBonos (pan-
noptel B MC2 1 MC3 foNXHbl COCTOATbL He MeHee, 4yeM, COOTBETCT-
BEHHO, M3 [BYX W W3 TPeX CUMBOJIOB, 4YTO XE Kacaetca WX MaKCu-
ManbHOW ANWHbLI, TO OHa B MPUHLMNE ABNAAETCA HeOrpaHW4YeHHON).
Hanpumep, metpuyeckue ctpyktypsl (5) n (6) oTHocutca kK MC1, (7)
n@)— kMC2a (9 un(10) — Kk MC3:

() &&AAAZAAAKAAA&SE
6) &&&AAAAKAAAAZEAAAAZAAAA&LSE
(7) &ABABABAB&

(8) &ABAABAABA&

(9) &ABCABCABC&

(10) &ABACABACABAC&

BaxHO oTMeTUTb, 4TO Leno4vkn Tuna (5) — (10) BO3MOXHbI Ha Bcex
YPOBHAX CTPYKTYpbl CTUXa, HauyMHas CO CTOMHOrO W KOHYas runep-
TpoUUYeCKUMMN YpOBHAMM (cM. JloTmaH 1995). Tem He MeHee, MO
MOHATHBIM MNPUUYMHAM [N MeTPUYECKOro onucaHus Hambosnbliee
3HaYeHMe MMEeKT pannopThl TEPMUHANBHOTO YPOBHA — cToNbI8. Ans
NPOCTOTbl OMWUCAHUS MepPBUYHbIE ANMMUTATOPbl PanmnopToB HKHErO
paHra onyckawTca (B MpoTUBHOM cny4yae BmecTo (5) cnegoBano 6bl
o0603HayvaThb Lenouky, npescTaBneHHYO B (5) Kak

TepMUHanbHOV HasblBaeTCs CTPYKTYpa, NoCTynatoLas Ha BXof TpaHcthopMaLMoH-
HOr0 KOMMOHEHTA MOJAeNW, T.e. MHTeprnpeTupyeMasi npy NomoLyM MnpaBwu COOTBETCT-
BUS.
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&&E&AKAKAGEAGARALEARALALEE, a (8) — Bbirnsagena
6bl cnegyrowmnm ob6pasom: &&ABA&ABA&ABA&&)I.

B otnnune ot (5) u (6), MUHMMaNIbHble MNEPUOLbI CUMMETPUU
B (7) — (10) He 3aneMeHTapHbl U COCTOST M3 COCTaBASIOLWLIMNX, KOTOPbIE
camu He IBAAIOTCA NepuofamMy CUMMETPWUW; C APYrOi CTOPOHbI, BCE
MeTpUYECKME eAnHULbI MOTYT paccMaTpuBaTbCA B KayecTBe efiMHOro
Lenoro, T.e. BCE MeTPUYECKMEe CTPYKTYpbl MOFYT 6biTb B KOHEYHOM
cyeTe cBefeHbl K uenoyke tuna AAAAA.. Takum obpasom, MCJ
ABNAETCA He NMPOCTO OAHWM M3 CEMENCTB MeTPUYECKUX CUCTEM, HO W
OCHOBOW BCeX 06pa3oBaHuWii, xapakTepusykolwmnxca 601ee CAOXKHON
CTPYKTYpOil.

Ecnu paccmaTpuBaTh BCe Hac/nefue MWPOBOLM M0O33UM B KauyecTBe
eANHOro uenoro, To npeobnajatoliee MONOXEHWE B HEM 3aHMMalOT
pasmepsbl, BbiBOgMMble U3 MC1(pa3nnyHble hopmMbl cuinabuyeckoro,
TOHWYECKOro M cBOGOAHOro CTWXa), 3aTeM CneAylT pasMepbl, BXO-
aawve B MC" (B pycckoW nuTepaTypHOl M033UM UMEHHO OHMW
SBNAIOTCA OCHOBHbIMMW), HaKOHeL, pa3mepbl, Bxogdwme B MC3,
npeacTaBnsAlOT coboii 60NMblY PefKOCTb WM BO3HWKAKT TOMbKO B
KOHTEKCTE pPas3BMTON MNO3TMYECKOW KynbTypbl (OTAENbHblE MpUMepsl
cMm. B JToTmaH 1996).

Cpeau MeTpuueckux mpaeun Gygem pasnuuatb Npasuna obpaso-
BAHUSA METPMUYECKMX CTPYKTYp U Mpasuna TpaHCaAaunn; nepsble
onpeaensaloT CTPYKTYpY MeTpa, BTOpble — ee “nepesoj” B TepMUHAX
JaHHOTro paHra. Ha TepMUHaNbLHOM YpOBHE 3anucb MakKCUManbHO
ynpouiaetca: Npou3BOAUTCHA packpbiTue CKOOOK, cokpauieHue Wn30bl-
TOYHbIX MEPBUYHbLIX AEAMMWUTATOPOB, OMYCKalTCA WHAEKCH W
nokasartenu paHralo

B oTAnumne OT TepMMUHANBLHOMO, B Ka4YecTBe “HUMXXHEro” MOXeT BbICTynatb /1t060M
YPOBEHb CTUXOBOM CTPYKTYpbl: Ha YPOBHE CTMXa 3TO, KakK NpaBwuo, ctona — Torga (8)
MOXeT 6bITb MHTepMNpeTNpoBaHa Kak 3-CTOMHbIN amdunbpaxuii, Ha ypoBHe CTpPOodbl 3TO
MOXeT 6bITb CTUX, TOrfa (8) MHTEPNPETUPYETCA Kak Tpu 3-CTULLINA.

Bce 3Tu onepaumm He MOTYyT cumTaTbCA TpaHchopmauMsaMu MeTPUYUECKUX CTPYK-
TYp, NOCKO/IbKY KacaloTCA He ee CerMeHTOB, HO NNLLIb MeTasa3blKOBbIX CMBOJIOB.
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I. MpaBuna obpasoBaHus:

(MR1) A" — &AM
(MR2) A" —(An K*An(AnJ)+, rge n >Kun >j.
<1> ™A rem
< 2> &IFIAN&T™L  gs5i1a migam:
(MR3) An-»
<q> &A&ZTT &S AY &A™ &, T

(MR4) (i) An-4 A
(i) An AB
(i) An-> ABB
(iv) An ABC
nT.m.

Cwmbicn MR1 3aknto4yaetcsa B TOM, YTO KaXAblii mepuog CUMMMeTPUn
/-ro paHra oTrpaHuyeH pfenumuratopamy TOro >e paHra; MR2
onpegenseT felicTBME BTOPUUYHBLIX [ENUMUTATOPOB (BTOPUYHBIM
LEeNMMUTATOPOM 3IEMEHTA «-F0 paHra MOXeT 6biTb 3/1eMEHT N060ro
M3 MeHbLKX paHros); MR3 onpeaensiT BHYTPEHHIOK CTPYKTYpPY
nepunoga (Ar): oHa MOXeT ObITb KaK 3N1eMeHTapHOM, TakK U COCTOATb U3
g nepuopoB M-1-ro paHra:

Ha6op npaBun MR4 onpegensieT cTerneHb MeTPUYECKON CUCTEMbI
f[aHHOW cTpykTypbl: npasuna Tuna (MR4) (i) — MC1 (MR4) (ii) n
(iii) — MC2un (MR4) (iv) — MC3.
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Il. MpaBuna TpaHcNALUN:

(MR5) &MAn&n— &n&n JAin1&nl ... &n-1AqB-1&n 1&n

(MR6) An(Anm) -> &;¢' A"1&2A A" 1&2K(ANM) ->
Y/ S s T
—. . —>& A& A... A&
kil 8

(roe K n K+1 0603Ha4al0oT YMCI0 BXOXAEHUA cumBona A).

MRS onpegenseT nopsagoK “HacnefoBaHMA” NepBUUYHBLIX AeNMMUTATO-
POB: OHW MPOCTO TPAHCAMPYHTCA C 60/ee BbLICOKOro ypoBHA. T.0., Ha-
npumep, cTpodopasgen ocraetca cTpoopassenoM U Ha YPOBHE CTU-
Xa: OH He OTMEHSeTCHA CTUXOopasfesioM, HO U He 3ameHAseT ero. MR6
onpegenseTt NOpAajoK “HacnefoBaHUA” BTOPUYHBIX LeTUMUTATOPOB.
MpvBefeHHbIE NpaBuna ONPeLensaoT BbIBOL METPUYECKUX CTPYK-
TYpP NPOU3BONLHOW CNOXHOCTU. B 3akntoueHne cnegyet oTMeTUTHL fABa
06cTOATENbCTBA, CaMWX MO cebe He OYeHb MPUHUUNMANbHbLIX, HO
oTAnvalLWmnX npegnaraeMblii nogxod oT 601blWMHCTBA paboT no
reHepaTMBHOW MeTpuke. Bo-nepBbiX, 41 MNpeAcTaBfeHUs MeTpuye-
CKUX CTPYKTYpP Mbl MCMofib3yem cumBofibl A n B, a He W n S
(cokpawieHHo oT strong n weak position). [enaem 3T0 no fBYM
B3aMMOCBSA3aHHbIM MPUYMHAM: a) MeTPUYEeCKUEe 3NeMeHTbl BOO6LLe He
XapaKTepu3yTca cunoli: BaXxHO nuwb To, yTo A = A n A ®PB1L;
6) CumBonbl S 1 W MOryT 6bITb MCNOMb30BAHbI Wb NPU ONUCAHUN

1 “Cnabble” 1 “CuUNbHbIE” NO3UUUN — PeUnAnNB CTPYKTYPaSIMCTCKOro MbILLIEHUS.
“Cuna” n “cnabocTb” NO3NMLUN He eCTb HEMOCPEACTBEHHAS AAHHOCTb, HO /IULLIb YC/I0B-
HOCTb ee BOCMPUATUA. Y>Ke B TPaKTOBKAX aHTUYHOIO0 CTUXOCNO0XEHWUA BO3HUKN
Cnopbl 0 TOM, YTO €CTb CU/bHAas NO3NUMA: TE3UC UM apcuc; AUCKYCCUa O npupoje
pyccKoro cunnaboToHMYEeCKOro cTmxa CO BCeli HeABYCMbIC/IEHHOCTbIO CBUAETEeNbCT-
BYIOT O TOM, KaK HEnpocTO PeLNTb, Kakasi Xe U3 Nno3nuuii sBnsieTca “cunibHoii”. B
NPOTUBOMNOMOXHOCTb TPAAULMOHHON TOYKE 3PEHUs, COrlacHO KOTOPOl B PYCCKOM
AMOE CU/IbHBIMWU MO3UUMAMU [JO/DKHbI CHMTATbLCA MNO3UUMKU 4YeTHble, ana H. C. Tpy-
6eukoro n P. O. iKo6COHAa B HEM OTMeYeHHbIMMW, T.e. (POHONOrMYECKN CUIbHBIMU
no3vLMAMKN SBNAKOTCA HEYeTHble; ecnM OTBMeYbCA OT BHOCALLEro elle 60/blUyt0
nyTaHuly nepBoro cnora, cxema smb6a y HUX NPUHMMaeT Cneaylowmin  Bug
uXuXuX..., aHe u-u-u-... (rae X — no3uuus, 3aHMMaemasi NPOU3BOSIbHbIM
cnorom). Euwe mHTepecHee Mo AKO6COHY 06CTOMT f[eN0 B PYCCKUX TPEXCAOXHUKaX,
rae o6e nosvumn (M M, 1 -) LOMKHbI CHNTATLCA CUNbHBIMU.
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MeTpoB, BXxofAwmnx B MC2 oHWM B npuHuune He rogatca pna MC1
(T.e. OHM 6bINV BBefeHbl NULWb A1 ONUCAHUSA METPUYECKUX CTPYKTYP
crneuungunyeckoro Tuna). Bo-BTOPbIX, Mbl He CBOAWM TPEXCNOXHble
pasMmepbl K 6MHapHbIM CTpyKTypam (T.e., Hanpumep, AaKTUAb Y Hac
nmeet sug ABBABB..., a He ABAB...1D.

NMpaBuna COOTBETCTBUA

B pyccKoOM CTUXOCNOXeHWU npeobnafatdT (opMbl, OCHOBAHHbIE Ha
OLLHOBPEMEHHOM WCMNOMb30BaHUMN CUNNABMYECKOrO U aKLEHTHOrO
NPUHUKUNOB. 3TO UM CUNNaboToHUKa (Xopei, AM6, AaKTWNb, aMmdu-
O6paxuii N aHanecT), WAN aKLEHTHO-CUNNabnyecknin cTUX (AONBHUK U
06e pasHOBMAHOCTM TaKTOBMKA); YMCTasd cunnabuka, ynctasd TOHUKa U
CBOOOAHbLIA CTUX 3aHMMAlOT nepudepuiiHoe MNONOXEHME; UX OMu-
caHMe NOAYUHSETCA CPaBHWUTENbHO MPOCTbIM MpaBunam (cm. JIoTMaH
1996 n 1998).

Hwxe npuBOAUTCA ONMWCaHWE OCHOBHbIX (DOPM PYCCKOro nuTe-
paTypHOro ctmxa. AHanu3 ero pasfnyHbIX (OpM, a TakXxe uccneno-
BaHMs B 06/1aCTU KOMNAapaTUBHOW METPMKU NO3BONAKT 0606WMNTL U B
onpefeNneHHOn Mepe ynNpocTUTb CUCTEMY MpaBua COOTBETCTBMUA,
npeanoXXeHHyo B JloTmaH 1996.

A. [1BYCNOXHblE METPbI

[BYyCNoOXHbIMW MeTpaMu HasbiBalTca aM6 U Xopeil, B OCHOBe
KOTOPbIX fieXaT, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MeTpuyeckue cxembl (11) n (12)
(nenvmupaTopbl A HarNagHOCTU OMNYLLEHBI).

(11) ABABAB...

(12) BABABA..

N3 3TUX CXeM [BYCNOXHble pa3mMepbl BbIBOASTCA MNpU  MOMOLLM
CefyroL X NPaBn/ COOTBETCTBUSA:

deTuIM3ALMA NPUHLMNA GUHAPHOCTM — TakKXKe SBASETCA [AaHblo CTPYKTypa-
NM3My, B AaHHOM C/ly4ae 0COGEHHO HeyMecTHOM, MOCKo/bKY 6e3 BCSIKOW K ToMy
HEeOGXOANMOCTN BBOAUT /IMLLHMWIA NPOMEXYTOUHbIA YPOBEHb ONUCAHUS.
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(CR1) Kaxpoit nosuuuu (A 1 B) COOTBETCTBYET OfMH U TONbKO
oauH cnorld

(CR2) OpHOCNOXHOE C/I0BO MOXeT 3aHuMmaTb B CTUXe /t0byto
no3numio.

McknioyeHne u3 aToro npasuna COCTaBAAT Clyyan, Korgja ofHo-
CNOXHOEe CNOBO HeCceT CUHTarmatuyeckoe ypapeHue (cp. PRS8); B
Takom cnyvae geiicteyeT CR3. BaxHbIM cneactenem CR2 sBnsetcs
TO 06CTOATENbCTBO, 4YTO B PYCCKMX ABYCNOXHWUKax (M Boob6wie B
PYCCKOM CTUXe) c/ioBOpa3fieNl BO3MOXEH nocfie nwboro cnora, T.e.
PYCCKUA CTUX He 3HAET 3eBIMbl.

(CR3) Cnor, Hecywuii cuHTarmaTnyeckoe yjapeHue, MoOXeT Npu-
XOA4NTbCA TONbKO Ha nosuuuio B.

(CR4) YpapeHve HeOLHOC/IOXHOIO C/ioBa MOXET MNPUXOANTLCA
TO/IbKO Ha nosuuuio B.

CR4 He 03HauaeT, 4TO No3uuUMsM B MOryT cOOTBETCTBOBATb /INLb
yAapHble Cnoru: nosuuumm B MOXeT cOOTBeTCTBOBaTb 6Oe3yfapHblii
CNIOT MHOTOC/0XHOIO CN0Ba, HO TOIbKO B TOM C/lyyae, ecnv yAapHbIi
Cnor 3aToro cnoBa NPUXOAUTCA Ha ApYryl nosuuuio B; 4To Kacaetcs
nosuymm A, TO eli MOXeT COOTBETCTBOBATb NWWb NN6B0 Ge3yAapHbIii
cnor, nn6o ygapeHue ogHocnoxHoro cnosa (cp. CR2). CR4 asnsetcs
OCHOBHbIM MPaBUIOM PYCCKON CUNNaboTOHNKMN.

OCO0BeHHOCTbIO PYCCKOW CUNNAabOTOHUKKU ABNAETCH Hanuyume Tak
Ha3. YAapHOW KOHCTaHTbI:

(CR5) B, B no3uuMuM HenocpefcTBEHHO npeAwecTteyouein (A)&,
MOXXeT COOTBETCTBOBATb TO/IbKO YAAPHbIA CMOT.

MoMnMO cBOEro MpsMOro HasHa4YeHWs, CBA3AHHOMO C ONUCaHWeM
BblBOZA PUTMUYECKUX CTPYKTYP M3 METPUYECKUX, NMPUBefeHHas cuc-
TeMa MpaBuMA NO3BONAET pPewnTb U paf ApYrux npobnem. B uacT-
HOCTW, OHa KnafieT KOHeL, crnopam O MpUpofe PYCCKOro “kKnaccuye-
CKOro” CTUXOC/NIOXeHUA14 OHO ABMAeTCA MMEHHO cunnaboToHnYe-
CKUM, npuyem cunnabuyecknii MPUHLMN B HEM MNpeBanvMpyeT Hapg

B CR3 He 06s3aTeNbHO A1 BCAKOr0 CU11ab0-TOHMYECKOro CTUXa; Hanpumep, B
aHrniickom AmM6e Mno3vumM A MOFyT COOTBETCTBOBaTb [ABa C/IOFa; MO MHEHUIO
M. Xanne un C. [Ox. Keiisepa, B OnNpeAeneHHbIX YCNOBUSIX [ABa cnora MoryT
cooTBeTcTBOBaTh M nosvuum B (Halle, Keyser 1971), xoTs Bce NpMBOAUMbIE UMW
NpyMepbl HOCAT MCKYCCTBEHHbIV XapaKTep; MpU aHanv3e peasbHOro MaTepuana Ham
He yAanocb 06HapY>XWTb HW OJHOFO TAKOro cryyvas.

¥ Tak, B. K TpegnakoBckuii n B. B. ToMaleBCKWUi cUMTanmM ero TOHUYECKUMMU,
H. B. HegobpoBo — cunnnabo-TOHMYECKMM U Aaxe 4mcTo cunnabuueckum, E. 4. Mo-
IMBaHOB — TOHWKO-cunnabuyeckum, b. A. ByxwTtab Bblgensn B Hem [Be pasHo-
BUAHOCTU: CUNNABO-TOHUYECKYIO W aKLLeHTHO-CUNNab0-TOHNYECKYIO U T.M.
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TOHUYECKUM (C TOYKM 3peHUs 3CTETUKM CTUXa MOXHO Oblio 6bl
cKaszaTb, 4TO CuUNNabuyeckuii MpuHUMN onpefensieT KOHCTAHTHOCTb
PUTMWUKK, B TO BpPeMs KakK TOHWYECKWiA — 60raTtcTBo ee BapuaTus-
HOCTHN).

Mpaeuna CR1-CR5 no3BondtoT onucatb 6onee 99.5% CTMXOBOrO
maTepuana. HapyweHus 3TUX NpasBui LO/DKHbI paccMaTpuBaTbCA B
KauyecTBe WCKIHOYEHUA. Brpouem, y UCKAOUYeHWA 06HapyxuBaeTcs
TakXXe CBOSA /0rMKa, Mo3BoastowWwas chopMynmpoBaTb AOMNOAHUTENb-
Hble npaBuna. NepBoe M3 HUX KacaeTcs yAapHONW KOHCTaHThI:

(CR6) Tponyck ypapeHus B NO3ULMM S, HeENocpescTBeHHO
npeawecTeytouleli &, LONyCcKaeTca B NOPSAAKE UCKAOYEHUS

O6blYHO npumeHeHne CR6 CBA3aHO C OpMeHTaLuMeil Ha repmaH-
CKYl0 Tpagunuunio 16,

NHBepcusa 3anpewjaeTcd OCHOBHbIM MpPaBUIOM CUNTaBOTOHUKN
(CR4); B nopsjgke WCK/AKOYEHUA OHa LONycKaeTca MNpu YC/OBUAX:
a) OHa NPMXOAMTCA Ha Ha4ya/bHYH MO3ULMIO CTUXa U 6) OHA OCYyLLEeCT-
BNSAETCA ABYCNOXHbLIM C/MOBOM. 3[eCb CnefyeT pasnmyatb ABa Cciy4vas
(NpUHUUNBLI TPAHCKPUMNLUM MPOCOAUYECKUX CTPYKTYP O6BACHAKTCS
HWXe):

(CR7) &A,B, =* [[XX]]#]#
(CR8) &A,B, => [[Xx]]#

CR7 ponyckKaeT WHBEPCUIO TO/MbLKO B TOM C/yyae, KOrga OCyLLecT-
BNAOLLEE ee [BYC/MIOXHOEe CN0BO 06pa3yeT caMOCTOATE/IbHY CUHTAr-
My unn ¢pasy (06bIMHO — WHTOHaUMOHHO BbIJENEHHYIO); TakKoro
poja MHBepCUM OCOBEHHO pacnpocTpaHeHbl B 6eN10M fpamMaTUyecKoMm
A5 M MapKupyloT OpUeHTauuil Ha aHrnuinckytwo Ttpaguuuio. CR8
BCTpeyaeTcsa pexe M oOlyllaeTca Kak 00nee CUMbHOE HapylleHue
CRA4.

CTuxu, He yknafbiBakouinecs B pamku, gonyckaemble CR1-CRS,
He BOCNPUHMMAOTCA B Ka4ecTBe CUNNab0TOHNYECKNX ABYCIOXHUKOB.

1 "B nopsigke UCK/OYEHMA” 03Ha4vaeT, 4YTO B TeKCTe fonycKaeTcA NM60 Nnb 0AUH
CTUX TaKoW CTPYKTypbl, 1160, eCAn 3TO TeKCT 3HAUYMTENbHON ANMWHbI, CTUXM Takol
CTPYKTYPbl [OMXHbl ObITb B MOAABAAIOLWEM MeHbLWMWHCTBE W OTCTOATb Ha TakoMm
paccTosHUM [pyr OT Apyra, 4Tobbl WUCKAYanacb BO3MOXHOCTb BO3HWKHOBEHMWSA
pUTMMYeCKOro oxumaaHuna (cp. MicnaHusl M. HO. JlepMOHTOBA, Ffe TaKuX CTUXOB TpK).

C TOuKM 3peHuss norvkn mofenn CR6 KaxeTcss W30bITOYHbIM: aHOMalbHbIM
asnsetca CR5, oTknoHAwweeca oT CR4. OfHaKo B KOHTEKCTE WCTOPUM PYCCKOro
cTuxa ''cobblTmeM” ABNSAETCA WMMEHHO OTCYTCTBME Y[apeHuMs Ha Knaysyne, a He
NOCTOAHHOE ero rnosiB/IeHNe Tam.
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B. TpexcnoxHble MeTpbl

TpexcnoXHbIMU METpaMy HasbiBalTCA aHanecT, amdubpaxuii u
[JaKTU/b; B OCHOBE WX fleXaT, COOTBETCTBEHHO, cxeMmbl (13), (14) u
(15).

(13) AABAABAAB...

(14) ABAABAABA...

(15) BAABAABAA..

PuTMmnuyeckas CTPYKTypa TPEXCMOXHbIX MeTPOB 00bIYHO CUMTaeTcs
60nee NpoCTOli MO CpaBHEHWUID C MeTpaMu ABYCNOXHbIMU. [eiAcTBu-
TeNbHO, OCHOBHas Macca CTMUXO0B, HAMWCAHHbIX TPEXCNOXHUKaMW,
OMMUCbLIBAETCA OLHUM MPOCTLIM MPaBUIOM:

(CR9) Mo3nuun B MOXET COOTBETCTBOBATb TONbKO YAapPHbIA Cnor.
T.0., B OT/IMYME OT [BYCNOXHbIX METPOB, B TPexXcioXxHukax 1) Bce
nosnumm of4HOro Tuna (B 4aHHOM cfiyyae - B) BbicTynawoT B (DYHKLMUU
YAAPHOW KOHCTaHThbI; 2) yAapHble CA0rM [ABYCNOXHbLIX C/IOB Aony-
CKatoTCA B NO3ULMKM A, HO TONMbLKO MPW YCNOBUMK, YTO MPU 3TOM He
Hapywaetca CR9 (T.e. 6e3yfapHblii cnor 3Toro cfoBa He MOXeT
NpMXoauTbCs Ha no3uuuio B, HO 0653aTelbHO Ha COCEAHION
nosuumio A).

WcknoyeHne n3 CR9 cocTaBnfieT HayanbHasa nosuuus B B pfak-
Tune: el MOXeT COOTBeTCTBOBaTb W 6e3yfapHbiii cnor (Kak yxe
YKa3blBasnoCb, HauafnbHbIl CMOI B PYCCKOM CTUXE ABAAETCA MO CyTU
[iena npou3BONbHO YAapHbIM BO BCeX pasmepax), T. €. felicTByeT
npasuno: &B... => [x....

B XX B. geiictBne CR9 ocnabeBaeT M OHO TpaHCchopMmupyeTcs B
ctopoHy CR4 (npaBga, B OT/iM4YMe OT ABYC/OXHWKOB, MOKasaTe/b
YAApPHOCTU HMKOrAa He onyckaetca Huxke 90%). MponycKn CXeMHbIX
yOapeHuii B COYETAHUM C [ABYCMAOXHbIMW CNOBaMU B MEXWUKTHON
nosnuumMm  MOXeT MPUBOAUTL K  PUTMUYECKUM  CTPYKTypam,
3Ha4YNTeNbHO BOJIEe CNOXKHBIM AN BOCNPUATUA, HEXeNW 3TO ObIBaeT B
LBYC/IOXHMKaX (Cp. npumepsl B JToTmaH 1996).
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C. JonbHUK 1 TakTOBMK nepsoro tuna (T,)

LONbHUKKN BbLIBOAATCA U3 TeX XEe MEeTPUUYECKUX CTPYKTYp, 4TO U
TPEXCNOXHUKWM C TeM NuUlb OTAnYMeM, 4To B fononHeHue K CR9
JelicTBYeT TakXXe NpasBuno, AOMycKakliee NPonycK cnora B nNo3uuum
A, npeawecTsytowei B (Tem caMmbiM YacTUUYHO oTMeHsAeTcs CR1):

(CR10) A/_B =>0, rge 0 — nycToW cumBo.
T.0. pUTMUMKaA JONbHUKA CBOAUTCS K CNefyloLL el CXeMe:
(16) .. (X)XX(X)XX(X)XX(X)X...

MOoCKOMbKY MPOMNYCKW METPUYECKOro yAapeHUs B LOJIbHUKAX BCTpe-
YalTCA HECKO/bKO 4alle, YeM B COOTBETCTBYHLMUX TPEXCAOXKHMKAX,
TO [OJIbHUKOBble CTPYKTYpPbl BO3MOXHO BbIBOAWUTbH He MPY MOMOLLM
CR9, a CR4.

TakTOBMK MepBOro tmna obpasoBanca U3 AONbHMUKA NyTeM fajb-
Helllero CoKpalwieHUs MEeXMWKTHOro WHTepBana (Konebnetcs B Auna-
nasoHe 0-2 cnora), T.e. Bmecto CR10 pgeiicTtByeT 6Gonee obuiee
npasuno CR11:

(CR11) A=>0
Putmunueckaa cxema Tj:
(A7) X)X (X) (X)X
JonbHuK 1 Tj 06pasyoT nepexofHyto 06sacTb Mexay cunnaboTtoHu-

KON W 4YMCTOli TOHWKOW, B OTANYME OT OBY- N TPEXCNOXHUKOB UX

cnefyet OTHECTM K aKLEeHTHO-CMNNabuyeckoi cucTeMe CTUXOC/OXe-
HUA.

D. MeoHbI 1 TaKTOBUK BTOpOro tuna (T7)

B /lotmaH 1996 6bln0 NpegfioXKeHO HOBOE MNOHWMaHue npobnemsl
MeoHoB, COMNAacHO KOTOPOMY B OCHOBE WX JfieXXaT METPUYecKue
CTPYKTYypbl Tuna (18), oTHocswmeca K MC3, a uto Kacaetcs T”, TO OH
BbIBOAUTCA W3 CTPYKTYpPbl MEOHMYEecKoro Ttmna (Takas TpakKTOBKa
npo6nembl Tjj B KauyeCcTBe OfHOM W3 BO3MOXHbIX YNOMWHaeTCs WU
M. /1. TacnapoBbiM (Cacnapos 1974)):

(18) ..BACBACBAC...
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B neoHax 3Ta cxema peanusyeTcs clefylowum o6pasom: cuMBObl A
M B nofunMHeHbl Tem >Ke npaBunam, 4To U B ABYycnoXxHukax (B CR4
4N NEeoHOB [OMXKHa OblTb BHECEHA He3HauyuTeNnbHas KOPPEKTUBA:
“Y papeHve HeOAHOCNOXXHOro C/fi0oBa MOXET NMPUXOAUTLCA TOMIbKO Ha
nosuuun B unn C”), B To Bpems Kak cMMBOJibl C 06pasyloT yaapHble
KOHCTaHThI.

(CR12) Mo3nuun C Bcerfga COOTBETCTBYET yAapHbIil CMoT.

UTto Kacaetcs Tjj, To ANA ero BbiBOAa AONOMHUTENbHO WCMO/b-
3yetca CR11 (7.e. TU BbIBOAMTCA U3 NEOHOB TakMM e 06pa3oM, Kak
LONbHUK U T, U3 TPEXCNOXHUKOB). PUTMMYecKas cxema Tu:

(19)  ...O)X)X(X)X(X)x(X)X...

Mpocoanyeckas CTPYKTypa cunnaboTOHMYECKOro cTmxa

A. Mpocoanyeckne eAUHULbI A3blKa
(0603HaYeHUS U NPUHLMUNBI Knaccugpukaumm)

C TOYKM 3peHus cunnaboTOHWYECKOrO CTUXOCNOXEHUS MNpocoauye-
ckune efmHuubl (ME) A3blka onpefensiTca cnosopasgenamMu M KOH-
turypaumneii ypapHbix n 6e3yfapHbiX CAOroB; npu onucaHum [E
Oyfem pas3nnyaTb YPOBHW Cfora, cnoBa WM CMHTarMbl. bygem o603Ha-
yaTb yAapHble K 6e3ygapHble cnorm cumeonamm X M X COOTBETCT-
BEHHO, a rpaHuubl Mexay MNME — cKo604YHOW 3anucbio: ]JJ# — KOHeu-
Has rpaHuua npocoamyeckoro cnosa, |J## — KoHey cuHTarmbl (nNpo-
COANYECKON (hpasbl), B TO BPEMSA KaK NPOKAUTUKN N 3HKIUTUKK OThe-
NATCA oAuHapHoi ckobkoii. Hanpumep: nec [[X]J#, mope [[Xx]]#,
Benocuneq [[xxxX]l#, napannenenunes [[xxxxXx]]# u T.n.; nog cTON
[[x[X]]# Hwn 3a uTo! [[x[x[X]]# 3a ropof [[X]xx]]#, nog y3abl
[[X[xX]]#, A Bam-mo 4TO0? [[X[Xx]x]]#, Mowen BoH! [[[xX]I#[X]1#]#,
Ka>KAablii aeHb [[[XX]I#[X]1#]1#, feHb 3a gHem [[[XTI#IX[X]1#]# v T.n..

Ha ypoBHe mpocofuyeckoro cnosa 6yfem pasnuyatb MPOCTbie U
cocTtaBHble ME. MpocTble ME 06pa3ytoTcs OQHON NIEKCMYECKOR eamn-
HULel, COCTaBHble BK/IOYAKT TaKXe MPOKAUTUKA WU 3HKIUTUKMK;
0603HauYMB nepBoi uuppoir ymcno cnoros B MNE, a BTOPOi — no3u-
UM yAapHOro cnora, noayyuMm crefyloLwyro TUNONOTUIO MPOCOAu-
YeCKUX CNoB:
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MpocTole (@) CoctasHble (3, y n )
a B Yy

L1 [[XT1#

2.1. [[Xx]1# [[XIxT1#

2.2. [[xXJ# [IXDX70#

3.1 [[Xxx]1# [[XIxx]1#5 [[Xx]Ix]#

3.2 [DxXx]1# [DXXIx]1# [X[XX]]# [IXDXIXT1#
3.3. [DoX]1# [IXDXXT1# [Dx[XT# [IXIX[XTI#
nT.n.

O6bIYHO pacnpegeneHne “o4HOHOMEPHbLIX” MNPOCTbIX W COCTaBHbIX
NPOCOAMYECKNX CNOB B CUNNA6OTOHWYECKOM CTUXe MNOAYUHAETCH
OAHWM 1 TEM Xe 3aKOHOMepHOCTAM (OCHOBHOE OT/IMYMe 3aK/tovaeTcs
B TOM, YTO COCTaBHble Yallie pa3pbiBalOTCA MEepeHocamu, 4em Mnpoc-
Tble; BMPOYEM, MO3Tbl, PETYNSAPHO OTAENANWMe CcTMXopasgenamm
Npo- M 3HKAUTUKKN, 06bIYHO pa3fendtoT rnepeHocamu u npoctele TME).
TeM He MeHee, B pyccKoil cumnnaboToHWKe npocTble [ME wurpatoT
3HauYUTeNbHO 60/iIee BaXHYI pOfb, HEXENU cocTaBHble (cp. PRY).

B. Mpocoanyeckne npasuna B pyccKoi cmnnaboToHMKe

Mpocognyeckas CTPYKTypa CTUXa OMNpefenserca npocofuyecKuMu
npasunamu. C TOUKW 3peHUs CUNNaboTOHMKKU Haubofbluee 3HAYEHMe
nmelT npasunia cnoroobpasosaHus (PR1-PR4) n npaBuna ygapeHus
(PR5-PR8).

(PR1) Cnor o6bpa3syeTcst Kaxfol rnacHoi hoHeMOIA.

(PR2) MocnepfoBaTenbHOCTb 4BYX FacHbIX CHUTAeTCA OLHUM ChO-
rOM, ec/ii OHa COOTBETCTBYET O4HON METPUUYECKON NO3MLMUN.

(PR3) MocnepoBaTeNbHOCTb COFMACHbIX TUMa ‘WYMHbIi+COHAHT’
Ha KOHUe cnoBa o6pasyeT Cnor, ecfin OHa COOTBETCTBYeT MeTpu-
YecKOon no3uuuu.

(PR4) Niobas nocnefoBaTeNbHOCTb  COFNACHbIX, OTAENEeHHbIX
cnosopasgenamu, obpasyeT cfior, eciiv OHa COOTBETCTBYeT MeTpwu-
YeCcKOoW no3uunu.

BaxHo oTmMeTuTh, 4To PR1, Kak U npoyne npuBefeHHbIe Npasuna,
He fABMleTCA aBTOMAaTUYECKUM CNefCTBUMEM MPOCOANYECKU CUCTEMBI
PYCCKOr0 f3blKa, FA€ WM3-332 CUMbHOW KOAMYECTBEHHONW pefyKuun C
YBEPEHHOCTbID MOXHO YTBepXAaTb Wb TO, 4TO cnor obpasyertcs
KaXAbiM YAapHbIM rnacHbiM. To, 4TO B PYyCCKON cunnaboToHWKe
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KONWYEeCTBEHHAA PpefyKuua MpakTUYecKn OTCYTCTBYET, HAB/AETCA
npsmbiM cneagcteuem CR1. Tem He mMeHee, PR1 06bl4HO He BOC-
NPUHMMAETCA B KayecTBe MO3ITUYECKOW BOMLHOCTW, “Hacunusa” Hag
PYCCKMUM A3bIKOM, OHO CKOpee “NpofiCHAeT” A3bIKOBYH Mpocoaukylr.
O PR2, PR3 u PR4 3710ro cKasaTtb YXe& HUWKaK HEeNb3f, OHU WU
paccuyMTaHbl Ha TO, 4YTO6bl ObiTb 3aMETHbIMW, BHOCS NGO 3NEMEHT
“nHocTpaHHOCTM” (PR2, T.K. PYCCKUIA §3blK AU(PTOHIOB HE 3HAET),
nn6o, HanpoTue, npoctopeuns (PR3, PR4) B pycCKnii nutepaTypHblii
CTUX. Bnpouyem, y HeKOTOpbIX NO3TOB KOHUAa XX Beka (Hanpumep, y
Bpoackoro) PR3 TepseT CBOK OTMEYEHHOCTb, CTAHOBMTCS CTUANUC-
TUYECKN HeATpanbHbIM.

Mopagok cnefoBaHUs NPoOCogUYecknx npasun 3Haumm; PR2 n PR3
ABnsaTCA “oTcTynneHnamn” ot PRI, PR4 — o1 PR3:

AKLEHTHaa CTPYKTypa perynupyetcs cnefyroumMy npasmnamu.

(PR5) Bo Bcex cfiyyasx, Korga nosvuma ypapeHus B HEOAHO-
CNOXHOM CNOBe CTPOro onpefeneHa o6LLes3bIKOBO HOPMOR (a 3To
crnpaBefMBO ANA 3HAUYMTENIbHOro 60/bLWIKNHCTBA C/lyyaeB), cunnabo-
TOHWYECKWIA CTUX cnegyeT 06LWEeA3bIKOBOMY ynoTpebneHunto (T.e.
nepeakLeHTyauuns He gonyckaerca)lg

7 PR1 moXeT ObITb WCTONKOBAHO M MHaye — B Aayxe b. B. Tomawesckoro. B
PYCCKOM fA3blKe cfior o6pa3yeTcs KaxfbIM [/1aCHbIM, YTO >Xe KacaeTcsl PYCCKOW peuw,
TO 3/leCb BCe 3aBMCUT OT Lieq1oro psja (pakTopos: Temna peyun, CTUAS MPOU3HOLLEHNSA 1
T.n. MpaBga, oTcloga TomalleBCKNiA fenaeT paHTaCTUYECKUI BbIBOA O TOM, YTO CTUAN
MPOV3HOLLEHUS N ONpPeAensloT pasfnMyHble TUMbl cTUxa (MeXAy Tem, Kak npsMo
NPOTMBOMOMOXHbI/ BbIBOA, COrMacHO KOTOPOMY MPOM3HOLLIEHWE CTuXa 3aBUCUT OT
CUCTEMbI CTUXOCMOXEHWUS, cTpajan Obl MWL W3BECTHOW YMPOLLEHHOCTbIO). XOTA
npmpofa pefyKLuM 1 He BMOJIHE fICHA, AyMaeTcs, BCe Xe HeT OCHOBaHWI cuuTaTb ee
/ML PeYeBbIM SABMEHNEM, He BbITEKAIOLLMM M3 CBOMCTB A3bIKa.

[H  Mpu Bceli Kaxylyeiics TpuBmanbHocTM PR5 BoBce He 06s3aTenlbHO ANt N060ro
CTUXOCNOXEHMNS, OCHOBbLIBAIOLLIErOCA Ha TOHMYECKOM MpuHuuMne. Hanpumep, OHO He
[eliCTBYeT B PYCCKOM HapOAHOM CTWUXe, [fe nepeakLeHTyaums MOXeT SABAATbCA
3CTETMYECKUM (DaKTOpoM. UTobbl Y6eanTbCs, CKOMb 3Ha4YMMbIM saBnseTca PR5, nonesHo
NpUBECTN MpUMep, PelInTeNbHO ero HapyllaloLwnii. BeHrepckuii acTpafgHblii nesel,
AHow Kow B nepesofe (BeposiTHO, COGCTBEHHOr0 COYMHEHMWS) BEHTEPCKON MecHU
nepeakLeHTYyMpoBas efBa /I He BCe C/10Ba, TaK YTO, Hanpumep, cTux “Ho He n3MeHseTCA
necHa” npejctaeT 3-CTOMHbLIM aHarecToM CO CM/IOLHBLIMA MYXCKUMW CI0BOpasjenamMu:
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(PR6) B Tex cnydyasax, Korfa BO3MOXHbl pas3/iMyHble BapuaHThbl
aKueHTyaunn HeOAHOCNOXHOro cfioBa, No3vuus ypapeHus onpege-
nseTca npasunamMu CooTBeTCcTBMA (T.e. yAapeHue MPUXOAUTCSH Ha
No3ULMI0, NPeAYyCMOTPEHHYIO METPUYECKON CXEMOIA).

(PR7) MpaBwnia cOOTBETCTBUS UMEOT BBUAY TONIbKO npocTblie ME;
cocTtasHble ME HapywatT npaBuia COOTBETCTBUA TONLKO TOrga, ecnu
NX HapyLwarT UX MUHUMaNbHbIE COCTaBNAoLLImMe.

Tak, ME Tuna 2.1. B BeayT cebs, ckopee, Kak 1.1., yem Kak 2.1. a
(aTy 3akoHOMepHOCTb BnepBble oTMeTun P. O. AKO6COH, XOTA M
chopMynmposan ee B NMPUHLMUMNNANBHO UHbIX — (DOHOMOTUYECKUX —
TepMuHax; HAkKo6coH 1923, 1973). Mexay Tem, B peynm HecTUXo-
TBOPHON MpOCTble U cocTaBHble ME MNOAYMHAIOTCA TeM XXe 3aKOHO-
MepHOCTAM (3aMeTUM, 4TO, COrNacHO CYLLEeCTBYHOLWUM OMNUCAHUAM,
TaKUM >Xe 06pa3om 06CTOMT 4€N0 M B aHI/IMINCKOM 5-CTOMHOM sMbe,
Ha 3TOM OTOX[ECTB/IEHUW OCHOBbIBAeTCA, B 4YaCTHOCTWU, MNPaBUIO
“yoapHoil makcumbl” Xanne-Keiiszepa; Halle and Keyser, 1971).

YTo KacaeTcs ocTanbHbiX ME, TO Ux ynoTtpebieHne nogumHsaeTrcs,
CKopee, CTaTUCTUYECKUM 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSAM, HeXenu CTPOroi perna-
MeHTauuy npu nomowm npasun. WcknwyeHne coctasnger CR3.
pajauuns CMnbl CNOBECHbIX YAapeHUA Ha YPOBHE CMHTArM 3aBUCUT OT
MHOTMX (DAKTOPOB aKLEHTONOrMYecKoro, CUHTAKCMYECKOTO U CeMaH-
TUYeckoro nopsgka. Tak, yAapeHUs Ha MOJIHO3HAaYHbIX CnoBax 3a.e-
LOMO CUNbHee, YeM Ha HEeMoJIHO3HAYHbIX, y[apeHuWe Ha CyL,ecTBU-
TeNlbHOM O06bIYHO CW/IbHEEe, YeM Ha rfarofie UaM npuaaraTtenbHoM;
BMeCTe C TeM, AelCTBYeT M YNCTO PUTMUYECKOE MpPaBM/IO, COFIacHO
KOTOpPOMY B MOBecTBOBaTe/NbHOW (hpase Hanbonee cunbHOe yaapeHue
NpUXoANTCA Ha KOHeL, CUHTarmbl. B Hanbonee obuiem Buae npaBuso
CMHTArMaTMyeckoro yfapeHus MOXeT OblTb CHOPMYINPOBAHO Clie-
fyrouimm obpasom:

(PR8) CuHTarmatmMyeckoe ypapeHue MNPUXOAUTCA Ha NOCMEAHWIA
MONHO3HAYHBI YNIEH CUHTArMbl.

CuHTarmaTnyeckoe ypapeHue cpasuraetcs € 3TOW no3vuun B
pe3ynbTarte pasHOro poja 06CTOATENbCTB, CBA3aHHbLIX C aKTyalbHbIM
UNeHeHMEM U KOMMYHUKaTWBHOW opueHTauueir pasbl. Tem He
MeHee, B oTauuyme ot PR8, Takue cuUHTarmatuyeckume yaapeHusa c
TOUYKK 3peHns CR3 mppeneBaHTHbI.

""Ho-He-13 Me-HA-ET cA-nec-HA” (cneayeT OTMETUTb, YTO B BEHIepCKOM siM6e — HO He
TPeXCNoXHUKax! — Takoro Tuna puTMUYeCKmne Xofbl JONYCTUMBI).
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3aK/1luYunTe/IbHbIE 3aMeyaHuA

M3noxeHHOe BbiWe nNpeAcTaBnseTcs OJHOBPEMEHHO UM Haubonee
0606LLEHHbIM, M Hanbonee TOYHLIM OMMWCAHUEM YCNOBMWIA (PYHKLMO-
HUPOBAHUA MeTpu4YecKUX POpM B PYCCKOM cTuxocnoxeHun XVIII-
XX BB. PasymeeTcs, ganbHeiiliee yTOYHEHNE NPeAN0XKEHHbIX NpaBu
(8 nepsyto oyepeab CR u PR), He TONbKO BO3MOXHO, HO U Heob6xo-
gumo. Tak, 3a pamMKamy HacToAlwero o63opa ocTanucb BCE NPOCOAU-
Yyeckue npasuna, onpegenatoLine xapaktep pasupoBKy CTUXa.

Kpome ToOro, 3a paMmkaMn 0630pa OCTa/IMCb aKLEHTHbI CTUX U VErS
libre, Ho yxe no ppyroii npuuyuHe: B OTHOLWEHUM 3TUX (HOPM B
HAcTOAWMA MOMEHT aBTOpYy Heyero npubaBuTb K CKa3aHHOMY B
Notman 1996, 1998 n 1999.
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Vene Varss:
meetrika, varsiststeemid ja prosoodika
(generatiivne Ulevaade)

Artiklis kaésitletakse wldist varsimddduteooriat ning selle rakendamist
vene varsile, kusjuures koéne alla ei tule Uksikud detailid, vaid tksnes
varsi kdige Uldisemad omadused. Kasitluse vdib kokku vdétta jargmise
viie teesiga:

1) véarsilisuse aluseks on meetriline kood: véarssteksti eritunnuseks on
selle meetrumi olemasolu (see omadus on Uhine kdigile varsitulpidele
alates kdige regulaarsemast varsist kuni vabavarsini);

2) varsimd6du loomus on keelevéline, keeles meetrumit pole, viimane
vOib esitada Uksnes teatud piiranguid meetrumi valikul;

3) meetrum on translatsioonilise simmeetria abstraktne ahel, mille
elementaarset simmeetrilist perioodi nimetatakse varsijalaks (st esiteks
on varsijalad koikides véarsisusteemides, sh silbilises ja vabavarsis, aga
mitte Uksnes silbilis-réhulises ja silbilis-valtelises; teiseks, varsijalga ei
saa defineerida loomuliku keele terminites, nt luhikeste ja pikkade vdi
réhuliste ja réhutute silpide kombinatsioonina);

4) véarsstekstis esineb meetrum loomuliku keele vahendusel: varsimaot
kodeeritakse loomuliku keele terminites. Selle kodeerimise iseloomu
maarab varsististeem. Seega vdib iga varsimoot realiseeruda erinevates
varsisiisteemides, ntjamb vdib esineda silbilis-réhulises, silbilis-valtelises
ja veel mdningates varsiststeemides;

5) varsi prosoodia on varsimdddu mdju tagajarg keele prosoodikale;
meetrumi md&jul keelesusteemi transformeerumise diapasoon ulatub alates
varsirdhkude tugevuse Uhtlustamisest rdohulises varsis ja lopetades selliste
kunstlike moodustustega nagu pikkade silpide tekkimine keeltes, kus pole
fonoloogilist kvantiteeti.
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Abstract. The paper examines V. Nabokov’s “strange” novel “Bend Sin-
ister”. The fictional space of the novel is regarded as a process of interac-
tion of different languages or different versions of reality. The philoso-
pher Krug’s story unrolls in the imaginary totalitarian state whose ideol-
ogy combines the elements of fascism, communism and the language of
mass psychology. At this level the text is identical with a *“social mes-
sage”. The protagonist has to choose between a “private autonomy” and a
“bad solidarity”. The paper offers the new facts and documents referring
to the key symbols of the novel. The language of “reality” is decon-
structed in the protagonist’s idiosyncratical language, the language of his
thoughts, recollections and dreams. Scientific metaphors are crucial in the
deconstruction and help to reveal metafictional nature of the text. The
analogies with painting, relativist physics, logical paradoxes (Russell’s
and Godel’s theories) permit™, to investigate the status of the fictional
space, its development in time and the fiction of the Author.

Or is “outer” and “inner” an illusion too, so that
a great mountain may be said to stand a thou-
sand dreams high and hope and terror can be as
easily charted as the capes and bays they helped
to name?

(Nabokov 1974: 146)

Nabokov’s “Bend Sinister” has been repeatedly evaluated as a strange
or not quite successful text. There were few critical responses to it in
1947 when it was published and it is still surrounded by certain critical
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perplexity, although a number of scholars have paid close attention to
it. D. Barton Johnson’s thematic analysis (Johnson 1985: 185-223)
and P. Tammi’s narratological analysis in terms of the auctorial “in-
complete control” over the text (Tammi 1985: 115-125) is especially
revealing. Basing ourselves on these investigations, we will attempt to
place the text into the context of culture and to examine it as a process
of interaction of different languages.

The perplexity is probably caused by Nabokov’s flat rejection of
any general ideas and social comments applicable to “Bend Sinister”
and by his delineation of the novel as an author’s fantasy (Nabokov
1974: 6-7). Despite the author’s will to prevent a “social intent” in the
critical appraisal of the novel, the latter has been accepted as a parallel
to other anti-totalitarian texts containing a “social message” (“Invita-
tion to a Beheading”, “Tyrants Destroyed”, etc.). In the Introduction
of 1963, Nabokov denied any didactic or allegorical goal, any “seri-
ous” idea, but admitted that “certain reflections in the glass directly
caused by the idiotic and despicable regimes” can be distinguished in
the book: “worlds of tyranny and torture, of Fascists and Bolshevists,
of Philistine thinkers and jack-booted baboons” (Nabokov 1974: 6).
The text might be understood more precisely as a system of contra-
dictory elements both maintaining and undermining the “social mes-
sage”. The language of ideology is juxtaposed to the protagonist’s
idiosyncratical language. The philosopher Adam Krug refuses to ac-
cept the language of the social “conspiracy” since the people involved
(classmates, colleagues, acquaintances) belong to his personal world:
he is “re-writing” the totalitarian idiom and decomposing it into pri-
vate human meanings. His philosophical method is defined as “crea-
tive destruction” of any closed, finite and therefore mythological sys-
tem (Nabokov 1974: 145-146). The tension between the languages
reaches its top point in the episode of protagonist’s death while he
attempts to re-tum the situation into the idiosyncratical recollection of
a schoolgame or fight to subdue the dictator. The narration simultane-
ously opens at the level of the author-narrator whose presence perme-
ates protagonist’s idiosyncratical language as its “inner form”.

1. The social message

According to the Introduction, “the greater part of the book was com-
posed in the winter and spring of 1945746 (Nabokov 1974: 5), but
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the work started already in 1942. Certain published and unpublished
documents of the time should be appropriately related to the novel
since they point at its key symbols and motives. On February 4, 1944,
New York Browning Society invited Nabokov to give a talk and sent
him a leaflet containing the schedule of meetings and description of
lectures. The Society was founded to study and popularize Robert
Browning’s life and works, but it was engaged in other educational
activities as well. As one can learn from the leaflet, German culture
was a focus of the Society’s interests in 1944. The description in-
cludes a report on Prof. Schneider’s lecture on German philosophy
accompanied by some observations on totalitarian elements in the
German philosophical thought from Hegel to Nietzsche. The editor of
the leaflet remarks:

. though it is a strange indictment to bring against philosophers, of all
people, very humbly I would suggest that the German people are less to
blame for misapplication of their ideas than are philosophers to blame for
failing to see the logical and natural outcome of those ideas, when trans-
lated into action.

So philosophy is interpreted as a practical activity or spiritual leader-
ship. The philosophical image of Adam Krug, a solitary, free “hunter”
in the kingdom of thought, might have been consciously opposed to
this “applied” philosophy. The leaflet ends with the following state-
ment:

The German people must save themselves. The final picture cannot be
that of a fully armed, powerful world force holding Germany in subjec-
tion — the final picture must be that of an aroused higher Germany,
armed with the might of truth and right, standing, as does the higher na-
ture of man in George Gray Barnard’s famous statue, upon the vanquished
form of her own cruel, bestial, depraved nature.

Miss Henrietta Green closed our December meeting with the singing
of Schubert’s “Gretchen am Spinnrode”. In the last plaintive notes of that
fresh, youthful voice, in the words “Mein hertz is sehr”, one could fancy
that one heard the pathetic cry of the submerged, tortured Germany, the
gentle, Kindly, friendly Germany, pleading for a chance to survive. That it
be given a chance, is as important for the rest of the world as it is for
Germany (Letters, folder 118).

The outlook for the future rebirth overshadows the ominous historical
events, the actual historical tragedy of Germany related to similar
ideas of national rebirth and might. Nabokov’s fierce anti-German
letter in reply where he turns to the literal, biological meaning of “na-
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ture” is an obvious reaction to the “metaphysical” phraseology and
presumed political innocence of the leaflet:

I have lived in Germany for 17 years and am quite sure Gretchen has been
thoroughly consoled by the secondhand, somewhat bloodstained, but still
quite wearable frocks that her soldier friend sent her from the Polish
ghettos. No, | am afraid we shall never see the Barnard statue in a German
impersonation. It is useless looking at a hyena and hoping that one day
domestication or a benevolent gene will turn the creature into a great soft
purring tortoiseshell cat. Gelding and Mendelism, alas, have their limits.
Let us chloroform it — and forget. (Nabokov 1991: 47-48).

The letter is directed against a straightforward interpretation of the Euro-
pean situation through democratic ideas. George Gray Barnard’s name is
not casual: the artist was famous for his sculptural illustrations of the
American democracy (“Struggle of the Two Natures in Man”, 31 alle-
gorical figures “Broken Laws” and “Laws We Keep”, the statue of Lin-
coln). “A tortoiseshell cat” as a symbol of a “domestic” and “gentle”
Germany appears in the episode of an emergency session at University
President Azureus’ place in “Bend Sinister” (Nabokov 1974: 43-44). It is
probably worth to note that in the Soviet tradition the sentimental dictator
and a cat are the usual pair in children’s literature on Lenin. Nabokov
made use also of the “Gretchen” metaphor. In the novel, the Bachofen
sisters, outwardly erotic and submissive, actually cruel, practical and de-
ceitful represent Germany-Gretchen. Mariette Bachofen exposed to the
violence of soldiers embodies “the gentle, kindly, friendly Germany,
pleading for a chance to survive”. The theme of Nazism as a violence
inflicted *“on the gentle, cultured German people” (Boyd 1992: 86)
emerges also in “Double Talk” and “Pnin”. The following passage evokes
the style of the leaflet and discredits the apprehension of culture as an
autonomous, safe and “innocent” entity:

...she was selected to die and was cremated only a few days after her ar-
rival in Buchenwald, in the beautifully wooded Grosser Ettersberg, as
the region is resoundingly called. It is an hour’s stroll from Weimar,
where walked Goethe, Herder, Schiller, Wieland, the inimitable Kotze-
bue and others, “Aber warum - but why - “ Dr Hagen, the gentlest of
souls alive, would wail, “why had one to put that horrid camp so near!”
for indeed, it was near - only five miles from the cultural heart of Ger-
many - “that nation of the universities”, as the President of Waindell
College, renowned for his use of the motjuste, had so elegantly phrased
it when reviewing the European situation in a recent Commencement
speech, along with the compliment he paid another torture house, “Rus-
sia - the country of Tolstoy, Stanislavski, Raskolnikov, and other great
and good men” (Nabokov 1997: 113).
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Nabokov notes approvingly the following idea of the leaflet: “In
Goethe, it is true, were found what seemed to be fundamental flaws in
character, flaws which seem also to be inherent in the type of German
now in power” (Letters, folder 118). “Bend Sinister” is permeated
with polemical allusions and references to Goethe. For example, a
paraphrasis of the famous Goethe’s statement: “I am bom to lead as
naturally as a bird flies” (Nabokov 1974: 27). The story of the pro-
duction of “Hamlet” in the State Theatre where “Osric and Fortinbras
have acquired a tremendous ascendancy over the rest of the cast”
(Nabokov 1974: 96) contains a reference to the staging in “Wilhelm
Meister’s Apprenticeship”: the actress and the producer, “like Goethe,
imagine Ophelia in the guise of a canned peach: ‘her whole being
floats in sweet ripe passion,’ says Johann Wolfgang, Ger. poet, nov.,
dram. & phil. Oh, horrible” (Nabokov 1974: 104). Therefore the inter-
pretation of “Hamlet” as “a play founded upon young Fortinbras’ at-
tempt to recover the lands lost by his father” with clear racist and anti-
Semitic connotations (Nabokov 1974: 97) presents evidently reductio
ad absurdum of Wilhelm Meister’s version of Shakespeare where an
essential part of action is transferred to Norway and Hamlet is a blond
and blue-eyed Nordic hero.

All these allusions and explicit statements by Nabokov are, of
course, clear “social comments”. But, in Nabokov’s own words,
“Bend Sinister” is first of all a story of the protagonist and his creator.
Nabokov’s letter to his fellow-emigre Zenzinov (March 17, 1945) in-
dicates a contradiction underlying the plot of “Bend Sinister”: it is, in
R. Rorty’s terms, the theoretical incompatibility of “private auton-
omy” and “solidarity” (Rorty 1989). Nabokov’s indignant remark was
caused by V. Maklakov’s, the official representative’s of the Russian
emigres in France visit to the Soviet embassy:

I can understand denying one’s principles in one exceptional case: if they
told me that those closest to me would be tortured [to death — M. G.] or
spared according to my reply, | would immediately consent to anything,
ideological treachery [betrayal of principles — M. G.] or foul deeds and
would even apply myself lovingly to the parting on Stalin’s backside
(Boyd 1992: 84).

As it seems, the idea of the letter is reflected in the significant symbols
of “mug” (Krug, not a perfect “circle”, but a “mug” in German or
“kruzhka” in Russian: the latter might be interpreted as a diminutive
of “krug” in Nabokov’s playful language) and “handle” (a vulnerable
point, a lever to handle, to manipulate a man) in “Bend Sinister”. It is
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a polemical idea: personal attachments and fears are stronger than so-
cial rules. What is called a “historical necessity” consists of personal
feelings and inclinations. One should not be misled by *“common
goals”. The “social” and “personal” meanings are often polemically
juxtaposed in Nabokovian metaphors. For example, the episode of
Krug’s death that could be regarded as a heroic suffering in another,
non-Nabokovian system of thinking, turns out to be a schoolboys’
game or fight. At the same time it might reflect a real mutilation of a
Tenishev school student during a football game or Nabokov’s own
football trauma in Berlin in 1932 (Leving 1999: 131). The moment of
death is especially significant as a realization of the major Nabokovian
theme of crossing a border (Levin 1998): a process of passage resists
any “general” interpretations and the very idea of passage is usually
eclipsed by sharp sensory, especially yisual impressions. For example,
Nabokov’s poem “The Execution” (1928) equalizes shooting (execu-
tion) with a photographic flash. The wordplay is apparently based
upon the two meanings of the English verb “shoot”: “to hit or kill with
firearms” and “to take shots/ pictures” (see Emerson 1912, Barthes
1981 on photography as death; cf. also the simultaneity of the photo-
graphic flash with death in “Transparent Things”). In “Bend Sinister”
the writer resorts to the verb’s third meaning: “to send a ball (in
sports)”.

Certain letters of 1944 support the interpretation. It is clear, for
example, from the letters of Dr. Leon Dinkin (Letters, folder 42) that
the Nabokovs consulted him about their son’s health in 1944 (a stom-
achache of uncertain origin). The “exploratory laparotomy” (incision
into the abdomen) was proposed by doctors, but Dinkin was resolutely
against it and offered to bring Dmitrii to New York for further obser-
vation under his control. Dmitrii might even enter some New York
school: “It may sound monstrous to you, but it is still better than gut
[eviscerate] him, excuse me for such a word. | am definitely against
the operation” [the translation is mine. — M. G.]. It is noteworthy that
Nabokov sent a copy of “Bend Sinister” to Dinkin. The doctor thanks
him for it in his letter of August 20, 1947, and reports: “I read it
through one evening and half of the night and did not sleep the rest of
the night. It is really sinister”. Evidently “horrors” of the radical West-
ern medicine may have no less impact on an individual sensibility
than the violence of totalitarian rule which uses “the diabolical method
[...] of tying a rebel to his wretched country by his own twisted heart-
strings” (Nabokov 1974: 7).
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A “release game”, one of the most unpleasant episodes of “Bend
Sinister”, combines the aforementioned meanings (the cruelty of
schoolgames, medical horrors) with the rudeness and falsity of imagi-
nary psychoanalytical manipulations aimed at the release of the “col-
lective unconscious”. “Personal” (autobiographical) and *“social”
(historical, cultural, philosophical) subtexts are systematically brought
together in Nabokov’s work into singular polygenetic textual con-
structions (see Tammi 1999 : 34-64 on Nabokov’s polygenetism).

In April of 1946, Nabokov received the letter of M. Kaminka.
From this and following letters (Letters, folder 83) he found out the
destiny of his Berlin friends and acquaintances. Mikhail Kaminka was
a former Tenishev student like Nabokov. His father, August Kaminka,
a prominent Russian lawyer, scholar and political figure, fled to Berlin
from the Bolshevist regime. M. Kaminka describes the death of his
father in a German camp in Latvia or Lithuania: it is evident from the
letter that he had stayed in the camp voluntarily, despite the permis-
sion of the German authorities to go free obtained by his wife. Mikhail
expresses the hope that his father could have used the poison he had
prepared in case of Bolshevik arrest. But the Bolsheviks turned out to
be tolerant to both A. Kaminka and Nikolai Vasilievich (Yakovlev?).
These men took refuge in the Baltics after they left Berlin and soon
found themselves between the two dangerous regimes: the condition
probably symbolized by Adam Krug’s “intermediary” position on the
bridge in Nabokov’s novel. Their fate was different. M. Kaminka de-
scribes also his mother’s painful diseases after her husband’s death.

Another man very significant for Nabokov and mentioned in
M. Kaminka’s letter was the philosopher Grigorii Landau. On my
opinion, he might have been one of the possible prototypes for Adam
Krug (a philosopher who started from the philosophy of history and
ended as an aphorist — cf. Landau’s “The Twilight of Europe” and
“Epigraphs”). The Bolsheviks offered him a return to Russia and col-
laboration. M. Kaminka assumes that he might have been then sub-
jected to “Gletkin” tortures (see A. Koestler’s “Darkness at Noon”) or,
to the contrary, might have been one of the very few Jews who sur-
vived in Latvia. Now it is known that Landau died in the Soviet camp
in Siberia (Ravdin 1994).

“The Twilight of Europe” examines the inner tensions of the Euro-
pean space between the two world wars and to a certain degree antici-
pates the social criticism by European and American intellectuals after
World War Il. The book brings us closer to the reasons of Nabokov’s
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distrust of democratic slogans which sometimes disguise totalitarian-
ism. According to Landau, in World War | the allies destroyed Ger-
many in the name of an ideal, unhistorical aim of “absolute peace”.
They proclaimed this sacred idea, and not their own profit or benefit,
to be the genuine goal of the war. It was not a war against Germany
but the War against premises of any future war and injustice nesting in
Germany. Pacifism itself becomes a tool of the war to compel all
dreamers and compassionate people not indifferent to the suffering of
other human beings to take the side of enemies of Germany. We
would call such an ideological challenge the “abuse of solidarity”
following R. Rorty’s understanding of “solidarity” as a capacity to
sense cruelty and other people’s humiliation (Rorty 1989).

Landau supposes that the easy birth and spreading of “absolute”
ideas are maintained by the common history of modem Europe. The
common space of European culture has produced extremely close and
intense communications and the feeling of accessibility of any goals.
Idealistic maximalism is inherent in the proud and conceited European
culture. In creative work, this pride is justified: being ineffective with-
out competence and beneficial in “experts” or “professionals”, it be-
comes dangerous while descending from “heroes” and “creators” to
the ignorant “public”. The pride spreads with consummate ease in the
social and political sphere where everyone participates in action and
shares self-confidence with others. Mass culture is governed by ap-
proximateness: it lacks the exact notions and weighted promises of
experts. It is clear, says Landau, where this slope leads us when a
crowd of professional leaders of society (politicians, journalists,
preachers, ignorant writers and teachers) steps on it: shepherds them-
selves belong to the herd. The common ground of contemporary
communications produces the effect of “flatness”: the society over-
grows old systems of thought developed by humankind by means of
hard work and inherits only naivety instead of spontaneity and ration-
alism instead of wisdom. The masses imagine that it is easy to arrange
the world according to their reasonable wishes.

According to Landau, Germany had accumulated a considerable
creative potential by the early 20th century. The defeat of Germany in
the First World War was the defeat of Europe. The triumph of masses
started. It seems that Landau’s diagnosis has had an impact on
Nabokov’s ideas of “Ekwilism”, “the Party of an Average Man” and
all symptoms of oblivion of history and mental degeneration in the
Padukgrad inhabitants. A. Dolinin wrote that Landau’s pathos of
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European energies and creativity had probably influenced the concep-
tion of “Glory” (Dolinin 1999, 206). In “Bend Sinister” other, anxious
thoughts about European history break out. They are close to Lan-
dau’s reflections on the unstable balance of democracy and totalitari-
anism.

Landau’s thesis on the easy accessibility of an “extreme” idea
could also attract Nabokov’s attention: the real growth of knowledge
consists in the accumulation of axiomata media, intermediate steps.
The irrealism of “ideal aims” destroys the living reality. Reality de-
scends to an inferior level or falls into an abyss. The idea of the de-
structiveness of “idealistic maximalism” is also prominent in “Lolita”,
where it assumes a form of the Romantic-decadent solipsistic quest for
the lost or imaginary beloved and entails Humbert’s obsessive actions.

Landau’s book contains the polemics with Spengler, his notions of
organic growth and decline of cultures (cf. polemics with Spengler in
“Glory” and “The Gift” — A. Dolinin 1999, 204—206). Landau asserts
that the highest functions of culture contradict its “organic”. The super-
development or supertension of an isolated function in an organism
contradicts its organic wholeness and causes its destruction. The exis-
tence of the highest functions of culture (such as, for example, philo-
sophical thinking) is possible only if there are forces and materials free
from organic development. Contradiction is an essential form of life and
dissatisfaction is a basic law of it. The more developed a culture, the
sharper this tragic contradiction. Nabokov’s permanent opposition to the
systems which pretend, like Marxism or psychoanalysis, to be able to
resolve contradictions and to fulfill wishes, is well-known. A contradic-
tion underlies “Bend Sinister”: Adam Krug’s heavy body belongs to the
restricted physical reality, his consciousness strives for infinite freedom.
The contradiction is not an expression of the traditional Romantic-
Symbolist dualism of nature (of the “inward” and “outward” reality): it
is inscribed into scientific metaphors.

2. The philosophy of time: Nabokov and Dunne

In the unpublished chapter of “Conclusive Evidence” Nabokov, who
refers to himself in the third person, mentions “Mr. Nabokov’s method
of referring to himself in the third person as “Sirin”:

One is reminded of those problems of “objectivity” that the philosophy of
science brings up. An observer makes a detailed picture of the whole uni-
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verse, but when he has finished he realizes that it still lacks something: his
own self. So he puts himself in it too. But again a “self’ remains outside
and so forth, in an endless sequence of projections, like those advertise-
ments that depict a girl holding a picture of herself holding a picture of
herself holding a picture that only coarse printing prevents one’s eye from
making out (Nabokov 1999: 128; the chapter was written in 1950)

The outlined problem arises together with the discovery by relativist
physics of the impossibility to describe the world without including a
human “observer”. Some relativist allusions in Nabokov’s work have
been pointed out already (Grishakova 1999; Grossmith 1991). The
Einsteinian system is based on the observation of two (or more) ob-
servers, but ignores the existence of the “last” observer: there must be
the third observer (the fourth, the fifth, etc.) observing the previous
observers. That was the point of the critique directed against the the-
ory of relativity by John William Dunne, a British philosopher of sci-
ence. Modern physics actually refers to the Pascalean philosophy of
the “Hidden God” and the “truth” as a matter of point of view or per-
spective (Grishakova 1999). Blaise Pascal “aura ete le premier & jouer
systematiquement du paradigme & des fins philosophiques et/ou
apologetiques, et & en jouer en pleine conscience de ses implications
theoriques” (Damish 1987: 63).

The Pascalean subtext and the fiction of the “invisible observer” as
the Author of the World vs. the author of the text appears already in
Nabokov’s Russian novels. Vera Nabokov’s letter of June 15, 1961,
on behalf of her husband, to the American publisher of “Lolita” Wal-
ter Minton contains a significant indication: “PAR consists of five
chapters, four of these are written by the author (as invisible observer),
the fifth (No. 4 in the sequence) purports to be the work of the main
protagonist” (Letters to G. P. Putnam’s sons). Another important
author’s remark accompanies M. ScammeH’s typescript translation of
“The Gift” (the end of chapter 4, Busch’s speech on the atom-
universe): “Busch in his grotesque way expresses a deep and impor-
tant theory, and its meaning should be brought out clearly, despite the
ranting” (Dar: 249). Busch’s ranting and grotesque speech refers to
Fragment 72 (Brunschwicg’s numeration) of Pascal’s “Thoughts”
which develops an idea of the immensity of the universe: “The whole
visible world is only an imperceptible atom in the ample bosom of
nature. No idea approaches it. We may enlarge our conceptions be-
yond all imaginable space; we only produce atoms in comparison with
the reality of things. It is an infinite sphere, the centre of which is eve-



rywhere, the circumference nowhere”. Each smallest part of nature is
an “abridged atom” of its immensity: there is “an infinity of universes,
each of which has its firmament, its planets, its earth, in the same pro-
portion as in the visible world”. Man is “a mean between nothing and
everything”:

What will we do then, but perceive the appearance of the middle of
things, in an eternal despair of knowing either their beginning or their end.
All things proceed from the Nothing, and are borne towards the Infinite.
Who will follow these marvelous processes? The Author of these wonders
understands them. None other can do so (Pascal: 1958: 16-18).

Pascalean allusions are related to Nabokov’s implicit polemics with
the theory of relativity. The distinction between the “inward” and
“outward” space is illusory: it is just a habit of our thinking since the
world contains immeasurable worlds enclosed one within the other.
Human knowledge is inevitably partial, only the Author of the Uni-
verse can play the role of the privileged “objective” observer. The
polemics is taken up again in Ada’s letter on *“physics fiction” in
“Ada”: “Elaborating anew, in irrational fabrications, all that Cyraniana
and ‘physics fiction” would have been not only a bore but an absurd-
ity, for nobody knew how far Terra, or other innumerable planets with
cottages and cows, might be situated in outer or inner space: ‘inner’,
because why not assume their microcosmic presence in the golden
globules ascending quick-quick in this flute of Moet or in the corpus-
cles of my, Van Veen’s — (or my, Ada Veen’s) — bloodstream”
(Nabokov 1970: 258-259).

J. W. Dunne proposed the theory of serialism to resolve the prob-
lem of the “last” observer. In Chapter 2 of “The Serial Universe” he
uses the following example to illustrate his ideas. A painter who es-
caped from the lunatic asylum began to draw a picture of the universe.
He painted the landscape as he saw it, but noticed that something was
missing and soon understood that he himself was missing as a part of
the universe. “With the remorseless logic of the lunatic” (Dunne 1934:
30) the insane artist proceeds to expand his picture, portraying himself
as a part of the universe, then adding again himself who is aware of
his own existence, etc. etc. — the multiple picture with an increasing
number of artists of increasing capacity.

The artist is trying to describe in his picture a creature equipped with all the
knowledge which he himself possesses, symbolizing that knowledge by the
picture which the pictured creature would draw. And it becomes abundantly
evident that the knowledge thus pictured must always be less than the
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knowledge employed in making the picture. In other words, the mind which
any human science can describe can never be an adequate representation of
the mind which can make that science (Dunne 1934: 32).

As Dunne infers, one can systematically (rationally) treat the condi-
tion that we are self-conscious creatures aware of something other
than ourselves, only exhibiting it in the form of an infinite regress and
viewing all experience in terms of time: “The notion of absolute time
is a pure regress. Its employment results in exhibiting us as self-
conscious observers” (Dunne 1934: 34). In the above-cited passage
from the unpublished chapter of “Conclusive Evidence” Nabokov ap-
parently borrowed the argument from Dunne. But was not the parable
of the insane artist the conceptual kernel of “Pale Fire”: mad Kinbote
imposing himself on Shade’s life and poetry by means of his obses-
sive commentary, but also the author who endeavours to express him-
self through a series of imaginary literary substitutes? A similar par-
allel between the “self-conscious” novel technique and the “self-
conscious” landscape painting appears already in “The Real Life of
Sebastian Knight” (1941):

...The Prizmatic Bezel can be thoroughly enjoyed once it is understood
that the heroes of the book are what can be loosely called “methods of
composition”. It is as if a painter said: look, here I'm going to show you
not the painting of a landscape, but the painting of different ways of
painting a certain landscape, and | trust their harmonious fusion will dis-
close the landscape as I intend you to see it (Nabokov 1995: 79).

In “An Experiment with Time” Dunne emphasizes that the things
which belong to the core of human experience (sensations of colour,
sound, etc.) are not explainable in the frame of objectivist science:
“Physics is, thus, a science which has been expressly designed to
study, not the universe, but the things which would supposedly remain
in that universe if we were to abstract there from every effect of a
purely sensory character” (Dunne 1973: 18). The scientific procedure
consists in pushing the observer as far back as possible,

reducing him to the level of a helpless onlooker with no more capacity for
interference than has a member of a cinema audience the ability to alter
the course of the story developing before him on the screen. <...> It is a
permanent obstacle in the path of our search for external reality that we
can never entirely get rid of this individual. Picture the universe how we
may, the picture remains of our making (Dunne 1973: 21).
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According to J. W. Dunne, this obstacle cannot be removed, but can
be acknowledged and used in experimental knowledge based upon the
notions of time and the moving observer. It is not Time, but the ob-
server who moves. He observes, i.e. his field of presentation (a brief
span of attention, the “now”) moves within Time. The Time substra-
tum exists constantly: the past, the present and the future are simulta-
neous. But the observation itself (the movement within the Time di-
mension) takes time. It is another time, the time of the higher order: it
transpierces the primary time in its past, present and future. So the
distinction is drawn between events observed and observational
events. Time is serial and there is the serial observer. The first ob-
server exists in the usual three-dimensional space where the fourth
dimension is time. The primary time is the fourth spatial dimension
for the four-dimensional second observer whose time is the fifth di-
mension, etc., etc. The field of the primary observer is absent in
dreams, therefore observation is wandering hither and thither (in the
past and future) by flashes. That is why the “anticipation” of the future
events happens in dreams. A mental barrier between the past and the
future exists only when we are awake: “In reality, the associational
network stretched, not merely this way and that way in Space, but also
backwards and forwards in Time” (Dunne, 60). On waking, the usual
three-dimensional interpretations are applied to the dream logic. The
dream results from the process of observation of the higher-order ob-
server whom man has hypostatized into the figure of “animus”, the
mysterious soul that is actually equal to his own mental states: “Al-
though the “higher-order observer” is nothing more magnificent or
more transcendental than one’s own highly ignorant self, he is begin-
ning to look perilously like a full-fledged “animus”” (Dunne 1973:
167). One may suppose that death is a phenomenon of three-
dimensional continuum, a break similar to sleeping and other alterna-
tive states of consciousness.

Any world which is described from observation must be, as thus de-
scribed, relative to the describing observer. It must, therefore, fall short of
accordance with reality in so far as it cannot be thought of, by anyone
who accepts the said observer’s description, as capable of containing that
observer. Consequently, you, the ultimate, observing you, are always out-
side any world of which you can make a coherent mental picture. If you
postulate the existence of other observers making different descriptions,
then it turns out that you and these observers must together form a com-
posite observer who is not includible in the world as thus conjointly de-



V. Nabokov’ “BendSinister” 255

scribed. You, as part of that composite observer, retain your individual-
ity [...]

The picture you draw shows the real world in its relation to your-
self — shows, that is to say, how that world is capable of affecting you. If
drawn as the composite effort of many observers, it shows how the physi-
cal world is capable of affecting Mind in general. The most important fact
which emerges is that you prove to be the immortal part of an immortal
composite observer... (Dunne 1973: 190).

Nabokov tried Dunne’s method examining his own dreams. As it
seems, the idea of the “serial observer” emerges also in his literary
texts: the writer has transformed Dunne’s philosophical metaphors
into a literary technique. Nabokov used the edition of 1945 of “The
Serial Universe” for his manuscript “Notes for Texture of Time”
(1957-1961) and the third edition of “An Experiment with Time”
(1934, first published in 1927) for his own experiments.

The device of the “serial observer” is at its most obvious in “Bend
Sinister”, “Pale Fire” and “Transparent Things”. “Bend Sinister”,
permeated with critical references to the relativity (Grishakova 1999),
may be understood as a composite dream: a preliminary title “A Per-
son from Porlock” refers to Coleridge’s famous vision. The
author/narrator is “dreaming” of Krug’s life. Both dream and narration
are the forms of absence in three-dimensional space accompanied by
the “transparence” of the latter acquired due to the higher level of ob-
servation and by the spatialization of the lower-order time. Thus the
metaphor of “observation” is metafictional: it signifies a process of
writing (cf. Iser 1993: 16: an act of fictionalizing turns elements of the
given world into objects for observation; the fictive “implies creating
a position from which the represented world becomes observable”).
The time of the observation intersects the space-time where Krug
lives, acts and dies. Krug is also dreaming of himself. It is a multi-
level dream (cf. “I want to wake up. Where is he? | shall die if | do not
wake up”: Nabokov 1974: 186). His dreams are pierced by the pres-
ence of a “mysterious intruder” or “genius” (Dunne’s animus), the
“higher-order observer” whose associational network stretches back-
wards and forwards in time (Dunne 1973: 60) and who is apparently
common to both the hero and author. In the state of madness, which is
another form of absence in three-dimensionality, Krug “suddenly per-
ceives the simple reality of things and knows but cannot express in the
words of his world that he and his son and wife and everybody else
are merely my whims and megrims” (Nabokov 1974: 7). The border
between the two worlds has became transparent: “Krug’s conscious-
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ness has at least partly merged with that of his creator, for he is now
aware of events in both worlds” and hears “the cautious crackling of a
page” thrown into the author’s wastebasket (Johnson 1985: 192). In
the end, an author’s sudden breaking through of the “imaginary” space
of the text is introduced. It is a new level of serial time where Krug’s
schoolgame, death and return to his higher “self’ are simultaneous, —
but not the last level since the “real” Author of the text stands behind
the author/narrator. As it is known from Nabokov’s letter to Edmund
Wilson (cit. in Johnson 1985: 193), his initial intention was the “con-
frontation” of the protagonist and the author, which would apparently
mean the inclusion of auctorial “unlimited freedom” into the finite
mode of the “real” being.

The dream is nevertheless an unclear, imperfect form of observa-
tion, a “bad staging” with numerous unnecessary details. The similar
idea is conveyed in “Transparent Things”: “Dream-man is an idiot not
wholly devoid of animal cunning” (Nabokov 1972, 60). Dunne also
remarks that “the dreaming mind is a master-hand at tacking false in-
terpretations on to everything it perceives” (Dunne 1973, 67).

As it often happens in Nabokov, “Transparent Things” seems to be
a twin-text for “Bend Sinister” and “Pale Fire”, the text parodying the
same device of the serial observer. The “dead author”, the floating
(wandering) identity of characters (a “person”, a “pilgrim”; “a person
dancing in a variety of forms around his own self’— Nabokov 1972:
92), the dreamlike reality, anticipations — all these features have been
already noticed.

Nabokov creates the illusion of an exact chronology based mainly
on number 8, the reversed symbol of infinity. Person comes to Swit-
zerland at the age of 22 (his father’s death follows); during the next
visit he is 32, he meets and marries Armande; during the last, fatal
visit he is 40 and exactly 8 years have passed (it was August when he
met Armande 8 years ago, he is apparently back again in August:
“there was to be, or would have been (the folds of tenses are badly
disarranged in regard to the building under examination) quite a nice
little stream of Germans in the second, and cheaper, half of
August” — Nabokov 1972: 100). 8 months (from August to March)
spent with Armande are mysteriously absent in this chronology: the
first appointment, honeymoon in Stresa, Person’s third visit to Europe,
the hypothetical murder — all happened 8 years ago. One may sup-
pose that Armande might have been only an imaginary point in multi-
ple networks of time.
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The very notion of “transparence” has the special, Dunnian mean-
ing in “Transparent Things”, and the last letter of R. contains an ironi-
cal hint at both the “composite observer”, whose shape he is assuming
before the death, and its creator Dunne:

| believed that treasured memories in a dying man’s mind dwindled to
rainbow wisps; but now I feel just the contrary: my most trivial sentiments
and those of all men have acquired gigantic proportions. The entire solar
system is but a reflection in the crystal of my (or your) wrist watch. The
more | shrivel the bigger I grow. | suppose this is an uncommon phe-
nomenon. Total rejection of all religions ever dreamt up by man and total
composure in the face of total death! If | could explain this triple totality
in one big book, that book would become no doubt a new bible and its
author the founder of a new creed. Fortunately for my self-esteem that
book will not be written — not merely because a dying man cannot write
books but because that particular one would never express in one flash
what can only be understood immediately (Nabokov 1972: 84).

There is another important point which Nabokov could have made use
of turning Dunne’s philosophical construction into a literary tech-
nique: it is his favourite theme and device of pattern. Travelling in
Time inevitably meets irregularities which are the movements of ob-
jects in the three-dimensional world. But a considerable amount of
these irregularities might present a pattern for the observer. Thus, the
“pattern” results from the interaction of the individual observer’s at-
tention and movement in time: it acquires its meaning only through
recurrence and not through the unfolding a priori sense.

The early 20th century literature and philosophy had discovered
the individual perceptual time. Nabokov’s intention was probably the
introduction of several individual time-orders, their “objective” expo-
sition as different perceptual fields within the single, “subjective” field
of perception, i.e. the qualitative alteration as well as expansion of the
latter. The device of the “serial” observer reveals a certain affinity
between the meta-fictional and meta-physical problems: the status of
the textual world, its development in time, the fiction of the creator. It
apparently had a personal significance for Nabokov who experienced
multiple shifts in space and time before he escaped the awful “dream”
of pre-war Europe.

The theme of “Hamlet” provides probably the most important key
to the novel. Both the Shakespearean and Nabokovian hero need to
“re-play” or “re-write” the reality in their own idiosyncratical lan-
guage to handle it. Appealing again to Rorty’s analysis, we agree that
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Nabokov’s ability to sense cruelty (“solidarity”) was very high and his
faith in a possibility to rationalize social life and make it free of cru-
elty was very weak. But the conflict of “Tyrants Destroyed” and
“Bend Sinister” does not rest in the incompatibility of “private auton-
omy” and “solidarity”: it is rather a matter of choice between a “pri-
vate autonomy” and a “bad solidarity”. The latter means an abuse of
the human capacity for “solidarity” (i.e. the capacity to share other
people’s feelings) based on some false idea assuming a form of com-
mon emotion or conviction. As it becomes evident in the novel, there
is no principal theoretical difference between the psychology of ad-
vertising and the psychology of totalitarianism. Both use the vocabu-
lary of “solidarity” and different modes of hypnotic suggestion or
“collective mysticism” to achieve their goals. The choice is difficult
since the protagonist (in both Shakespeare and Nabokov) is linked to
the “bad” solidarity by personal ties and memories forming a part of
his private idiosyncrasy and making him especially vulnerable. He can
only view the reality through the language of his “private autonomy”
since the language of “solidarity” is misused and compromised. It is
not his “solipsism” or indifference to the outward world, but the his-
torical paradigm, which does not leave him any choice.

The impossibility of choice complicates also the metafictional task
of “creating a position from which the represented world becomes ob-
servable” (Iser 1993: 16). The text develops as a “serial dream” of mul-
tiple observers or the different independent modes of auctorial vision.
On the one side, the author is an anonymous space of the intersection of
different languages. On the other side, the narrative “is evolving by de-
grees towards an ever greater individuation” of the author-narrator
whose personal presence might be traced throughout the whole text, but
whose control over the fictional worlds is “only a comparative matter”
(Tammi 1985: 115). It seems that the text construction is determined not
so much by the optimistic evolvement of the Infinite Consciousness of
Gnosticism, but rather by the paradoxality of all attempts to imagine or
to depict infinity. The final coincidence of finity and infinity in the
author-persona reminds of those riddles which agitated European sci-
ence in the 1920-50s: the “last” observer in relativist physics, logical
paradoxes, Gddel incompleteness theorem in response to Russell’s hier-
archy of restrictive “types”. Escher’s strange pictures of the 1930-50s
(Fig. 1) presented the visual analogies for logical paradoxes:
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Figure I. Reptiles. 1943.

...one single theme can appear on different levels of reality. For instance,
one level in a drawing might clearly be recognizable as representing fan-
tasy or imagination, another level would be recognizable as reality. These
two levels might be the only explicitly portrayed levels. But the mere
presence of these two levels invites the viewer to look upon himself as
part of yet another level; and by taking that step, the viewer cannot help
getting caught up in Escher’s implied chain of levels, in which, for any
level, there is always a level below, “more”imaginary” than it is (Hof-
stadter 1980: 15).

The Russellian-Gddelian analogy was applied to Nabokov’s prose for
the first time by Dr. Dinkin in his comments to “Ultima Thule” (Janu-
ary 19, 1949), a proto-text of “Bend Sinister”, a fragment of the un-
finished novel “Solus Rex”, where the knowledge of death and after-
life is considered as a logical paradox: “Not long ago I read a similar
thought in Bertrand Russell (History of Western Philosophy): if a
philosophical system is perfectly logical, without any errors or contra-
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dictions, and thus well-balanced and absolutely closed in itself, it in-
evitably comes to incongruous results, is monstrous and loses any
contact with “reality” “ (Letters, folder 42; the translation is mine. —
M. G.). “Ultima Thule” is a poem in a language unknown to the nar-
rator. The narrator, a painter Sineusov, sets to illustrate the poem: the
illustration is a parallel to his “narratological” task, an attempt to un-
derstand the mad Falter’s “unspeakable” message. The latter, as a re-
sult of a certain “playful” combination of thoughts, is self-evident,
logically inexplicable and unprovable. All endeavours to prove the
existence of afterlife or to answer the question whether the word “het-
erological” is itself heterological (Nabokov 1990: 461) would end in a
vicious circle. There is nevertheless a mysterious correlation between
the world and the otherworld, a kind of cross-reference. D. B. Johnson
has noticed the reverberation of the words of the narrator’s dying wife
in the madman’s speech (Johnson 1985: 208), which is apparently to
confirm the mysterious interdependence of the worlds. The auctorial
point of view could be reconstructed as the result of the interdepend-
ence and located at the metametalevel where “the riddle of the uni-
verse” is to be solved.

In “Bend Sinister” the story is also conveyed in different languages
or different versions of reality (the finite, closed and therefore “mon-
strous” totalitarian language; science languages; the idiosyncratical
language of protagonist’s thoughts and recollections; more and more
incomplete and indefinite dream languages, etc.). Put through the
various realities and evolving towards infinity, the story finally with-
draws back into the author-persona. The author is the “otherworld”
observer of the textual imaginary physical space: he is identical with
the “consciousness” of the text. But, being also involved into the text
from the inside and “embodied” in it, he becomes together with it a
part of the outside physical reality. So the quest for infinity ends in a
“strange loop”, a finite representation of infinity: it “occurs whenever,
by moving upwards (or downwards) through the levels of some hier-
archical system, we unexpectedly find ourselves right back where we
started” (Hofstadter 1980: 10, 15). The fictional space of “Bend Sin-
ister” is unfolding as a chain of levels to be finally reversed into the
paradoxical self-reference.

I am deeply grateful to Pekka Tammi for his valuable comments, to
Mikhail lampolskii and Richard Sieburth for the professional support,
to Irina Shevelenko and Olga Skonechnaya for their assistance. | want
to thank Diana Burnham and Stephen Crook who helped my work in
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“Bend Sinister” Bnagnmupa Habokosa:
coumanbHoe coobLLeHMe NN 3KCNEPUMEHT CO BPeMEHEM?

B cTaTbe aHanusmpyeTcs “cTpaHHbIA” pomaH B. HabokoBa “Bend Sinis-
ter”. Xy[OXeCTBEHHOe [MPOCTPaHCTBO pOMaHa paccmaTpuBaeTcs Kak
npowecc B3auMOAeNCTBMUSA pasHbIX A3bIKOB WAN pa3HbIX Bepcuilt peanb-
HocTu. WcTopma d¢unocopa Kpyra passepTbiBaeTcd B BOOOpakaemom
TOTa/IMTAPHOM rocyjapcTBe, MAe0N0rMsa KOTOpPOro coyeTtaeT B cebe ane-
MeHTbI (halmn3ma, KOMMYyHU3Ma U A3blKa MaccoBoi ncmxonornun. Ha atom
YPOBHE TeKCT npeAcTaBnseT coboli “coumanbHoe coobuieHue”. epoii
CTOMT nepes Heo6XOAMMOCTbIO Bbl6Opa MeXAy AWYHON aBTOHOMUER W
“NNoxon connpaapHocTbio”. CTaTbsl BBOAUT HOBble (DaKTbl U LOKYMEHTbI,
obpasylolime coumanbHbIA MNOATEKCT poMaHa. $A3blK “peanbHOCTU”
LEKOHCTPYyMpyeTca B MWAMOCUHKPA3MYECKOM fA3blKE T[epos, A3blKe ero
MbICneli, BOCMOMUHaHUI 1 CHOB. BonblUyl0 posib B 3TOW AEKOHCTPYKLUUK
urpaeT Hay4yHas MeTadopa, KOTOpas BbIABASAET MeTaxyL0oXXeCTBEHHYIO
npupoay TeKCTa: aHalorumM C >XUBOMUCbIO, PeNATUBUCTCKOW (U3NKOIA,
napagokcamu norukun (teopumn Paccena v egens) asnawTca cnocobamum
nccnefoBaHUA cTaTtyca XYA0XeCTBEHHOI0 NPOCTPaHCTBa, pasBepTbiBaHUA
TeKcTa BO BpeMeHU, puKummn ABTOpa.
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V. Nabokovi “Bend Sinister”:
sotsiaalne teade vo6i eksperiment ajaga?

Arrtiklis analutsitakse VIadimir Nabokovi “kummalist” romaani “Bend
Sinister”. Romaani kunstilist ruumi vaadeldakse kui erinevate keelte (vOi
erinevate reaalsuse versioonide) vastastikuste mdjutuste protsessi. Filo-
soof Krugi lugu hargneb kujuteldavas totalitaarriigis, mille ideoloogia
Uhendab endas kommunismi, faSismi ja massipsiihholoogia keele ele-
mente. Sellel tasandil kujutab tekst endast “sotsiaalset teadet”. Kangelane
seisab valiku ees — kas isiklik autonoomia v&i “halb solidaarsus”. Kirjel-
datakse uusi fakte ja dokumente, mis moodustavad romaani sotsiaalse
allteksti. “Reaalsuse” keel dekonstrueeritakse peategelase mdtete, males-
tuste ja unendgude idioslnkraatilises keeles. Olulist osa méangib selles
dekonstruktsiooniprotsessis teaduslik metafoor, mis toob vélja antud tek-
sti metakunstilise olemuse: analoogiad maalikunstiga, relatiivse fuisi-
kaga, loogika paradoksidega (Russelli ja Gddeli teooriad) on kunstilise
ruumi staatuse, teksti ajas kulgemise ja Autori fiktsiooni uurimise
moodusteks.
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Abstract The notion of intersemiosis suggests the game relationships
between the multiple interacting signifying spheres of culture, but the
term can also be fitly applied to the study of certain extraordinary artistic
texts. This study makes use of one such book, Julio Cortazar’s Around the
Day in Eighty Worlds, to show how the sui generis interplay of the book’s
semantic spheres simultaneously models and renews the complex cultural
processes of the production of meaning. This often reprinted and hard-to-
categorize book that for years has remained at the outskirts of Latin
American culture is also an ideal example to explore the dynamics be-
tween the center and periphery of culture as well as the writer’s role in the
creative renewal of cultural repertoires. By drawing a bridge over the ap-
parent gap between the semiotics of culture and the semiotics of the artis-
tic text, the present study attempts to approximate the critical-creative
spirit of the late great theoretician Yurij Lotman.

to Glenda

The term intersemiosis evokes a zone of encounter and play between
diverse semiotic systems, and it also elicits the frontiers between these
systems. At first, the term brings to mind the semiotic structure of
culture because culture is composed of a multiplicity of heterogeneous
systems that are at constant interplay. Moreover, a culture is never
found by itself; a culture is defined by contrast to other cultures (thus
the common distinction of we vs. they), and a culture is renewed by its
interaction with other cultures (some of the most exciting “hot spots”
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of semiotic dynamism are the result of the clash and mix of two or
more opposing cultural repertoires'’). Intersemiosis also brings to
mind art forms composed of more than one semiotic language such as
cinema, audio-visual performances, or books containing both verbal
and visual signs.2

Upon further consideration, however, one can see that the concept
of intersemiosis can also be fitly applied to the description of any
complex system in which semantic units enter into a play of contrasts
and correspondences. The iconic principle of verbal art, natural lan-
guage’s capacity to generate images in the reader’s mind, for instance,
makes of literature a space of intersemiosis in which the narrative and
iconic aspects of language are in constant interaction and tension.
These two aspects, the capacity to tell and to show, are perhaps the
most obvious, but by no means the only, forms of intersemiosis in the
literary text. Let us take one more example. The old practice of rheto-
ric, as the late French theorist Roland Barthes pointed out in
L ‘ancienne rhetorique, conceived language as being composed of two
distinct states of semiosis: “there is a naked, pure level of communi-
cation, a base from which one can construct a more complicated ex-
pression, adorned, gifted with a larger or smaller distance with respect
to the original base” (Barthes 1974: 72-73). The interaction in a given
text between these two elementary rhetorical states can also be under-
stood as a form of intersemiosis.

It should be noted here that the amount of information generated
by the process of intersemiosis — what we may call the semiotic rich-
ness of a complex system — may depend more on the semantic dis-
tance between different forms of semiosis in a single medium than on
the congruence of signs produced in different media: a traditional il-
lustrated book in which the visual art strives to correctly translate the
verbal images, or a situation comedy in which canned laughter inter-
prets for the viewer the humor of a scene, for instance, can say less
than the unexpected juxtaposition of seemingly incompatible verbal
images in a poetic text.3 The coexistence and tension between distant

1 1 use the term repertoire here in the sense given to it by Israeli semiotician Itamar
Even-Zohar (1999: 7), that is, the invented set of cultural options by means of which
we conduct our lives.

The notion of illustrated book, as | have argued before (1993), inadequately de-
scribes the complex semiotic interactions between verbal and visual signs in the art
form of the book.

The principle of the production of meaning by means of the encounter of distant
semantic realms is not only central to the poetics of western artistic manifestations



266 Jose Sanjines

semiotic systems is also one of the defining characteristics of culture. |
am referring here to culture as seen from a critical, external perspec-
tive, that is, from a metasystemic point of view, and not to the usual
conception of culture as seen from the inside which validates and ac-
cepts some cultural manifestations and excludes others.

As Yuri Lotman described in The Universe of the Mind (1990),
customary semiotic systems at the core of a given culture are in con-
stant dialectical tension with divergent and unconventional systems at
the periphery. Lotman was drawing from the relatively young tradition
of cultural semiotics. The idea that, seen from the outside, “the
mechanism of culture is a system which transforms the outer sphere
into the inner one: disorganization into organization, ignoramuses into
initiates, sinners into holy men, entropy into information” (Uspenski
1998: 34), was first proposed in 1973 by B. A. Uspenski, V. V. lva-
nov, V. N. Toporov, A. M. Pjatigorski, and Lotman himself in the
seminal “Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures.” The “game rela-
tionship” (36) between the outer and inner spheres of culture that these
authors identified must be understood in the context of the complex
interplay of semiosis between the myriad of competing codes and
structural levels in a given culture.

It is in this context that | would like to discuss here an extraordi-
nary book that seems to me not only to model the processes of cultural
intersemiosis, but that also seeks to redefine and renew them, a book
informed by the “classics”4 yet unusually receptive to the undervalued
worlds of semiosis at the edge of culture, a revolutionary text open to
anything that might happily deautomatize our expectations of art,
culture, and life. | am referring to La vuelta al dia en ochenta mundos
(Around the Day in Eighty Worlds) written by the late Franco-
Argentine writer Julio Cortézar (1914-1984). This is a book that of-
fers us a new repertoire of ways to see the world, a deck of surprises,
an unaccustomed interplay of signifying systems at play in a zone
between the accepted and peripheral spheres of culture.

such as romanticism and surrealism but also to that of many oriental and pre-
Columbian cultures.

4 Roland Barthes (1974: 24) reminds us that "the expression 'classic’ (‘classicism’)
originated in the opposition proposed by Aulo Gelio (second century) between the
classicus and the proletarius author: an allusion to Servio Tulio’s constitution which
divided citizens according to their fortune in five classes, the first of which was the
classici (the proletarii were outside the classes); classical, therefore, etymologically
means one who belongs to the cream of society (richness and power)."* (My transla-
tion.)
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When it was first published simultaneously in Mexico and Buenos
Aires in 1967 by Siglo XXI Editores, Around the Day had an immedi-
ate impact on Latin American readers. Since then it has been reprinted
close to thirty times; yet, it has never stopped being an exemplary pe-
ripheral book, and this is true both in the context of Latin American
culture as it is in the context of Cortazar’s corpus. Around the Day
seems to belong today at once both to the “canon” and to the “avant-
garde” of Latin American literature, it is one of those well-read books
that has paradoxically received little critical recognition. Elusive to
classification, the book is often described by critics in brief, cursory
terms, as if it were too difficult to situate critically. This, of course,
does not imply that a text can place itself outside a metasystemic cul-
tural perspective: any text that participates in the flux and reflux of
culture must be a part of it. The work of a “minor poet” or an “avant-
garde artist” that may be marginal today and key tomorrow is by no
means less an integral part of culture than the work of a so-called
“classic” author that has managed to retain its semiotic vitality beyond
the passage of time.

It has been over thirty years since the first edition of Around the
Day in Eighty Worlds, and the book remains daring and modem. It is
an extrageneric text, neither a collection of essays nor a novel, at times
poetic and fictional and at others factual and journalistic, falling
somewhere between the metasystemic description of cultural mani-
festations and the creative impulses of imagination that have the
power not only to expand a cultural tradition, but also to transform
and renew it. The enchanting first edition, as well as the many that
would follow, is composed of both verbal and visual art and was de-
signed in collaboration with Argentine artist Julio Silva. The numer-
ous pocketbook editions that date to 1970 transposed most of the ver-
bal and visual art into two slim volumes of less than 200 pages each
that are meant to fit in a small pocket and travel well. | say that most
of the art was transposed because Cortazar feels free to change the
order of the texts, to elide and replace some of the visual art and, no-
tably, to hold back on a series of four personal poems dating back to
1950 (“Razones de la colera”) which, as he confesses in the first edi-
tion, he had not published until then due in part, and | translate, to a
“perverse pleasure of keeping mine what is most mine” (Cortézar
1967: 195). In doing so, Cortdzar is consequent to his desire to write
“nothing but takes” (Cortiazar 1967: 172), in the sense given to this
term in jazz to the successive recordings of the same theme.
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Around the Day in Eighty Worlds is first and foremost a text in-
tended to motivate writing and incite creativity; like a succession of
jazz takes, each piece of the book calls for other takes and recreations.
Consequently, the book has had its share of epigones, quite a few of
them no doubt prompted by its playful and translatable title, a transpo-
sition of Jules Verne’s imaginary voyage around the globe in, as | re-
member it from childhood readings, a rather flimsy balloon. The in-
genious transposition of Around the World in Eighty Days to Around
the Day in Eight Worlds signals play, and it also marks a passage from
diachrony to synchrony, from a journey in which a series of concate-
nated adventurous events take place in a relatively lengthy period of
time, to one in which a different series of no less adventurous imagi-
nary worlds coexist simultaneously in a rather short span of time: in a
single day, in the orb of a book. As the visual art in the black and
white cover of both thin volumes of the portable editions prefigure,
countless semantic worlds of imagination are indeed at play in Around
the Day,5 In the now well-known illustration by Grandville, a musta-
chioed man playfully juggles countless worlds to the bewilderment of
a little nineteenth century spectator who can see that one of the worlds
has fallen in the juggler’s pants and that another has turned into a
Croix d honneur which is about to crash over his head.6

The high degree of narrative content in the book’s cover is signifi-
cant — throughout the book Cortazar uses images not only that show
but also that tell. Cortézar liked to swim against the current, and so he
made his way Around the Day telling with images and showing with
words, that is to say, going against the primary semiotic properties of
verbal and visual signs. In Around the Day verbal and visual art strive
to show and tell in unison;7 the content of both of verbal and visual
modalities is polymorphous and eludes conventional expectations, and
so does the book’s organizing principle. Around the Day is at once
both an aesthetically integrated and decentered constellation of semi-

in an article on the visual world of Around the Day (“El mundo visual en La vuelta
al dia en ochenta mundos™), Andrea Varricchio discusses the different drawing that
features on the cover of one of the first hard cover editions of the book.

7 The illustration is by Jean Ignace Gerard, a.k.a. Grandville (1803-1847).

This is a semiotic gesture that Cortézar and Silva would take one step further in the
first edition Ultimo round (1969). Behind its cover, the book is split into two inde-
pendent sets ot pages, a larger set above and a slimmer one below, so that the pages of
each set can be turned separately from each other. Thus, the reader/viewer may read a
text in the upper section while viewing the visual art in the lower one or vice versa; or
the he/she may choose to counterpose the pages of two sets of verbal art with two sets
ol visual art, or the pages of two mixed sets of verbal and visual art against each other.
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otic systems, a space of intersemiosis open as much to references of
what Cuban writer Jose Lezama Lima aptly called “the memorable,
monumental culture” 8as it is to the discourses of the periphery.

Around the Day is indeed a hard-to-categorize book. In it we find
in fraternal tension and coexistence references to jazz, Shakespeare,
happenings, madness, esoteric knowledge, cats, Jack and other famous
rippers, colloquialisms, a praise of idiocy, advertising, oriental man-
dalas, permutable poems and poems to be completed by the reader,
tricks of memory, the melancholy of suitcases, boxing, hints to
deautomatize daily experience, the horror of war, kitsch, surrealism,
and always humor and many other unexpected interventions of the
extraliterary and miraculously mundane. All this and much more in a
rich semantic play with the distances and vicinities of a deck of visual
reproductions that resemble more a tarot of the uncharted than an il-
lustrated tour.

In his introduction to The Universe of the Mind, Umberto Eco
wishes to “draw attention to a crucial definition” (xii) in which Lot-
man describes the semiosphere, i.e., the space of intersemiosis in
which the many codes of a given culture come into play with each
other:

[...] imagine a museum hall where exhibits from different periods are on
display, along with inscriptions in known and unknown languages, and in-
structions for decoding them; then there are also the explanations com-
posed by the museum staff, plans for tours and rules of behaviour of the
visitors. Imagine also in this hall tour-leaders and visitors and imagine all
this as a single mechanism (which in a certain sense it is). This is an im-
age of the semiosphere. (xii)

The dynamic complexity of Lotman’s notion of the semiosphere can-
not of course be captured in a brief single quote. But the image of the
semiosphere, and by extension of culture, as a museum is nonetheless
significant.

I have suggested that Around the Day in Eighty Worlds is a book
that models and recreates the processes of cultural intersemiosis. In-
deed, many of Lotman’s descriptions of the semiosphere can be aptly
applied to the description of this book. Like culture, Around the Day
in Eighty Worlds, is a complex message composed of an array of in-

“Cortézar and the Beginning of the Other Novel” (1972: 18). As Lezama Lima
suggests in the same page of this essay, Cortazar is certainly one of the best read writ-
ers of the twentieth century: Cortézar, Lezama Lima writes, “ostentatiously displayed a
fan of artistic and literary references of insuperable extension”. (My translations.)
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tercommunicating vessels, and like culture, too, these meaningful
channels support one another and are unified in ways that uphold their
independence as immanently organized systems. The initial premise
of the “Thesis on the Semiotic Study of Cultures” states that “all hu-
man activity concerned with the processing, exchange, and storage of
information possesses a certain unity” (Uspenski 1998: 33); this is true
for a culture as a whole as much as for the individual signifying sys-
tems that comprise it.

Little if any, however, has been said about the features that distin-
guish the unifying principles of the work of art from those of culture.
Most of the prevalent expressions of verbal art, such as the novel, the
essay, the short story, and poetry,9end up submitting to the impulse of
logical or aesthetic coherence which at once distinguishes them from
other works and secures them an inner place in the gallery of culture.
In Around the Day, Cortazar abstains from this tendency; instead, he
allows for a sort of sympathetic magic that coalesces various pieces of
the book and resembles the secret affinities that bring together the dis-
parate strands that intervene in a given culture.

But this is not the single unifying principle of the book. The high-
est form of a semiotic system is when it describes itself; this is as true
in literature as it is in culture. In some of its first pieces Around the
Day talks about itself, but it does so in such a way as to leave the door
ajar for the free interplay of chance associations and unexpected en-
counters. It is clear that this is a text permeable to the partial and oft
ignored languages at the periphery of culture, and it is clear too that it
is aware of bringing them into its orb. A few pages into the book we
are invited to the Cortazars’ summer home in the southern French
town of Saignon, where we meet for the first time their cat Teodoro
W. Adorno; and in one of the last texts, at the end of Around the Day,
Cortézar returns us to the place where the journey began: the summer
has ended, the book is over, it rains; Teodoro senses the imminent
departure of the couple, and the kitty is “full of whims and sprints in
all directions” (Cortézar 1980: 167).

| suggested that Around the Day seeks to transform and renew the
processes of cultural intersemiosis. This is a book that presents itself
as a permeable territory open to the diverging sways of culture, a hot

Something similar can be said of most expressions of semiosis made up of non-
discrete, continuous sign systems such as painting, music, and sculpture, as well as of

other complex forms of intersemiosis such as dance, theater, television productions,
and film.
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zone for unexpected encounters, a model for creative acts capable of
expanding the horizons of what we understand as culture. Keeping in
mind and as a contrast the image of a museum, | would like to draw
attention to the first piece of visual art in the book, a drawing which |
will call here a permeable aquarium that may very well serve as an
emblem for the whole book. In it, a set of fantastic critters either float
or rest still in the confines of a transparent rectangular object which
may be filled with air or water: among them are a horse, a cat, a bird, a
wild boar, and a dog — and all of them are depicted with fish tails.
These unpretentious mythical critters commingle with a little star, a
clove playing card, a treasure chest, a capital letter D or A, depending
on the angle of vision, a horseshoe, a lance, a wolf, a banana, a few
scattered plants, and an air balloon reminiscent of the one in Verne’s
Around the World in Eighty Days. | have called this transparent rec-
tangle a permeable aquarium because there are in it some partial fig-
ures — the head of a sheep, the tail of squirrel or a bunny — that seem
to infuse the aquarium’s margins. | also called it permeable because
the book itself is organized around what we may call the poetics ofthe
sponge, a semiotic territory where the real commingles with the
imaginary, where jazzman Clifford Brown can freely swing in and out
of the confines of classification with a caged pet mandrake. Cortézar
invites us to presuppose that semiosis may by found where we least
expect it: why should we reserve our enthusiasm for the night in
which King Lear is shown when before us we see a dew laced spider
web shining bright against the sun?10

A museum, it seems to me, is the sanctioned zone where the rep-
ertoire of (most often visual) cultural productions is admitted into the
mainstream of culture — the extreme example, of course, was set by
Marcel Duchamp, who dared to sign his pseudonym on an urinal,
which he titled Fountain, and send it to an exhibition.1l For Cortazar,
who thought Duchamp’s life was itself an act of imagination, the idea
of culture includes not only past and present works that have become
acceptable and remarkable, but also the many inadvertent surprises of

10 Cf. “Hay que ser realmente idiota para...” (Cortazar 1980: 161-167). In another
ironic and confessional piece titled “The Pigeonhole of the Chameleon”, Cortazar
reminds us that “Nietzche, who was a cronopio as few others [I will return to this term
later], said that only idiots don’t contradict themselves three times a day” (Cortéazar
1980: 186).

1 Although first rejected, this famous readymade would eventually find its way to
the museum and to many a respected art history book.
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life that would never make it to most museums, as well as all that
could be added to the world with just a little humor and imagination.

Elusive as few others, Around the Day in Eighty Worlds, and the
1969 book that is routinely considered to be its homologue and se-
quence, Ultimo round (Last Round), have been referred to in many
ways and described with at best partial critical grammars. Peruvian-
born writer Mario Vargas Llosa, in an essay latter to be used as the
preface to Cortazar’s Complete Stories, for instance, called these books
“miscellanies” (Vargas Llosa 1997: 32), a term that suggests at best a
random gathering of texts; and critic Dan Stavans — who no doubt had
in mind Vargas Llosa’s appraisal of Cortazar’s literary legacy — dis-
missed them, with all the moral implications of the phrase, as “the art of
literary promiscuity” (Stavans 1996: 306).13 A more sympathetic critic,
Monique J. Lemaitre, who identified in these two books many a practi-
cal example of the theories exposed by Jacques Derrida, referred to
them as “unwritten novels.” 4 Around the Day, however, is not an “un-
written novel”; to call it so presumes that it is a text that fell short of a
desired standard, that Cortdzar abstained from turning the text into a
novel and, consequently, that a written novel is the measure of what a
text could or should be — that a written novel is an accomplished novel.
Another critic, Ana Maria Hernandez de Lopez, more fitly called them
“kaleidoscopic books” (Hernandez 1987: 194), a term that captures the
playful sense of shifting coalescence of heterogeneous elements akin to
the organizing principles of culture.

We have some idea of how Cortézar himself liked to think of these
books. I mentioned above that some of the blurbs refer to them as

12 Although Around the Day and Last Round are similar and sequential in many ways
(there are, for example, hidden references in the latter to the former), they are dissimi-
lar in other ways that lie outside the scope of this study. Therefore, and as far as possi-
ble, 1 have avoided clumping them together here, although in a certain sense they do
belong in the same aesthetic and ideological category. | hope that this study will moti-
vate further research on the links and differences between Cortézar’s two almanacs.

One ot the main arguments of Vargas Llosa’s article is that, in the context of
Cortazar s life, promiscuity, along with social concern and political commitment, sig-
ned atum for the worse.

Lemaitre quotes from Stephen Kock’s “Flights of Polymath’s Fancy”: “The 20t
pvTnUry writes “ock has witnessed the emergence of a potent — and I think possibly
nnu/rut? ||erary form, which we might dub, informally, the unwritten novel. The
tyDical cxamlb I bowever Pushed that seems a compilation of fragments. A
fessions nnkp™ 00 S * 6 3 Sa’ac* aut’biography, notebook ecstasies, diaristic con-
scattered works are not @p, grams’ ~ edltatlons, shafts of critical discourse. Yet these

ofa unifyin?_ refusal an en™ d° haVC unity; but theirs is the coherence
usal>ar>energ|zed demal (Lemaitre 1988: 186).
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collages, a term close to the cinematic montage and one that captures
the idea of a seemingly random yet nonetheless calculated gathering
of semantically distant and disparate parts. In interviews, Cortazar
liked to refer to them as “almanacs”,15a word derived from the Arabic
that implies organization and system: each entry corresponding to a
day, week, or month of the year. It is a rather ironic term because in
most of the almanacs of the Hispanic world each saint is placed in its
proper pigeonhole where it quietly stays until its next turn the year
after — which is precisely the opposite of what Cortézar does in these
books. Somewhere between these two terms, between the apparently
casual yet nonetheless calculated juxtaposition of distant signifying
worlds suggested by the notion of collage, and the ironic use of the
word almanac to comment, with humor, on the accepted order of cul-
tural entries, Cortdzar sets forth a sui generis conception of the book.
Sui generis, because in contrast to most novels, essays, and stories,
Around the Day does not follow a preconceived plan nor does it strive
to achieve a compositional finality.16 Around the Day is not meant to be
“definitive”. | mentioned that in subsequent editions, Cortazar feels free
to alter both the graphic dispositio and the content of the first edition.
Indeed, Cortézar’s first almanac comes close to his aspired aesthetic
standard of the jazz take: the book is conceived as a kaleidoscopic series
of pieces that are free to shift with each reading and to offer themselves
at once as what they are and as what they can be as they interplay with
other elements of the text. One of the most ostensible examples of this is
“La hoguera donde arde una” (“The Fire That Bums A”). It is a “half-
baked” poem composed of 51 “incomplete” lines, each of which is an
instigation for the reader to complete it. Here are a few examples:

To bite in the act of love is not strange when you have
I had moaned, yes, and at some point | was able to
We didn’t speak about it after, he seemed proud of
(Cortazar 1980: 83)T

B Cf. Cortézar and Prego, 185.

I suspect Cortézar would not have wished his work to be encapsulated by this asser-
tion. He would have argued, for instance, that his novel Rayuela (Hopscotch) was “not in
any way a book of a writer who plans a novel, not even vaguely” (Prego, 108); but then
again, we should keep in mind that he also claimed that his stories — some of which are
among the most highly structured stories in Latin American literature — unfastened
themselves like monkeys from trees or unexpectedly fell on his head like coconuts.

T/ There is a similar poem in Ultimo round.
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This is an open-ended and participatory conception of literature that
models an often-overlooked aspect of culture. Culture, too, is con-
formed not of final discourses but rather of a series of signifying pro-
posals that much like jazz takes either prolong or renew, or both pro-
long and renew, existing cultural codes. The pieces in Around the Day
come together in a communal space that is open to the polyphonic
voices of culture, a crossroads of mobile semiotic possibilities that
ends up drawing a complex picture that is both uncertain and desir-
able, uncertain because at any given point it is partial and in flux, and
desirable because at any given point it is an offer and proposal which
we may take or leave. Culture, Cortdzar reminds us, is not only the
vehicle in which we ride but also the one we drive.

With the steering wheel in our hands, we may choose to repeat old
trodden paths, but then the book does not allow us to forget the conse-
quences of individual actions that have led to the ill fated history of
the twentieth century and to so many posthumous lives of acquies-
cence (there to remind us, for example, are the chronicles and images
of the atrocities of Viet Nam and of the abduction, maiming and en-
slavement, of children in Venezuela). Or, with vertigo, anticipation,
and some imagination we may take the wheel in our hands and turn
into the lane of Journeys and Surprises as naturally as one may turn
the door knob and walk into that Kibbutz of Desire that Horacio
Oliveira so longed for in Rayuela {Hopscotch), Cortézar’s acclaimed
1963 novel. We may also take flight and visit the island of the crono-
pios; Around the Day, after all, is also the book where a highly grate-
ful and expectant cronopio travels — by plane of course — to “a
country of cronopios” (Cortdzar 1967: 203).

The cronopiosl They are these half-real, half-imaginary creatures,
at once ideal and goofy, joyful and hapless, and probably the most
internationally popular characters among the many that Cortdzar con-
ceived. Most importantly, they are arguably the single most significant
cultural contribution of the many he made and one by which Cortézar
would have liked to be remembered. In what follows | would like to
make avail of these slippery critters to advance in a rather Cortazarian
fashion the thesis that Around the Day is a book that, like one of those
partial beings in the permeable aquarium that has paused in the fron-
tier that separates what is from what is not and what could be, has re-
mained at the outskirts of culture, that this is a book where the most
welcome and unheard of could be born.
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Around the Day, for all practical purposes, is where the first crono-
pio was bom — anachronistically, of course, as any self-respecting cro-
nopio would care to be bom. Which is to say that this is the book that,
quite some years later, would give popular diffusion to the text where
the first cronopio was in fact bom. And the first cronopio was Satchmo,
Louis Armstrong, bom as a cronopio in 1952 (incidentally, the year in
which Cortazar arrived in Paris for a long and fruitful exile), properly
bom as a cronopio in a text titled “Louis enormisimo cronopio” (“Louis
the Hugest of Cronopios™) first published in Buenos Aires literaria, a
journal of limited diffusion. This is the text reprinted in the pages of
Around the Day beside a photographic reproduction of old Satchmo
sharing with us the enormous smile of the incessantly bom anew. Be-
fore the republication of this text in Around the Day, many readers in
the Spanish speaking world had not only already heard of the cronopios
but had incorporated them into their daily vocabulary; few, however,
knew that there was a first cronopio and that this first cronopio was a
being as human as human beings can get.

The cronopios, those elusive and likeable beings, had made their
multitudinous entrance and became cultural icons in 1962 after the
publication of what Vargas Llosa, likely thinking of the Spanish ad-
jective travieso, called “the most mischievous” of Cortdzar’s books:
Historias de Cronopiosy de Famas,8translated into English in 1969
as Cronopios and Famas by Cortazar’s friend, the poet Paul Black-
bum.19 The cronopios did not come alone; Cronopios and Famas in-
troduced two other character types, the famas and the esperanzas, the
complements and counterparts of the cronopios. Cortdzar was and
remains a well-read author;20 Cronopios and Famas has been re-
printed in Spanish over thirty times, and Around the Day does not trail
far behind. Many readers today, as they did in the sixties and seventies
when they first encountered these indelible beings, will refer to some-
one they know, or even someone they see walking in the street as a

I Cortazar wrote the text after attending a Louis Armstrong concert in the Champs
Elysees on November 9, 1952. In the tradition of Macedonio Feméndez, Cortazar dis-
tributed among his friends an early mimeographed version of his Cronopios and
Famas before it was published as a book.
% Inone of the first pieces of Last Round (“Uno de tantos di'as en Saignon”) Black-
burn arrives to Cortézar’s place in Saignon “with the tremendous decision” to stay ten
days so that he may be able finish with Cortazar’s help the Anglo-American translation
of Cronopios and Famas.

This is true specially among European and Latin American readers but also in the
US and many other cultures of the world into whose languages Cortézar’s work has
also been translated.
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cronopio, or a fama. or a esperanza, as the case may be. But who are
these elusive critters that have managed to become part of the reper-
toire of Latin American culture?

I will try to describe them here in the double context of the dialec-
tics between the center and periphery of culture and of the renewal
and persistence of cultural repertoires. Let us begin with the famas.
Their name is derived from the Spanish word for fame. The famas are
subjected to the center of culture; they feel at home in the agreed and
prevailing repertoires and stick to the most structured languages and
the correct practices of culture. They are also the easiest to define
characters of the triad: their image of the world is made according to
the norms of the “correct”, the rest does not exist. They are the dili-
gent bearers of the sanctioned semiosis of culture.

The esperanzas are the indecisive beings; they mediate between
the cronopios and the famas. Their name in Spanish indicates that they
are hopes, perhaps a hope to achieve the status of a cronopio, but not
quite. In the country of the cronopios, “the cronopios have pulled out
the color chalks that they always take with them and have drawn and
enormous, THAT’S IT, in the walls of the famas, and with smaller
and more compassionate writing, MAKE UP YOUR MIND, in the
walls of the esperanzas” (Cortdzar 1980: 173). They are the undeter-
mined and for the most part inconsequential beings of the triad.

The cronopios, on the other hand, are indeterminate but plausible
and even necessary beings that effortlessly slip away from every pi-
geonhole that society and language tends to put them in. They are by
nature peripheral beings; there is something childlike about them, an
often impractical but delightful eccentricity that goes against the grain
of our accepted ways of knowing and perceiving — they are the ten-
der caricatures of the humans we could be if someone rescued us from
all the seriousness and solemnity that characterizes a great deal of our
waking lives. Like Louis Armstrong — and | am grateful for the luck
to write about him in the year of his centenary — the cronopios cor-
rode, without wishing, or even knowing it, the established norms of
culture; but like Louis, they too frequently end up being tenderly ac-
cepted (although thefamas will do so with a delicate frown). They are
the bearers ol things that they ignore; their main contribution, for in-
stance, has been, as | said, to expand the repertoire of Latin American
culture, a feat which the cronopios would never think of, much less
take credit lor. | said that many of us today can spot a cronopio in our
mist; many also secretly aspire to see the world like one. This is a



Book at outskirts ofculture 277

playful aspiration that rejects both the rigor mortis of intellectual
stiffness and the snobbish hope to belong to the top echelons of cul-
ture, to be part of the fashionable elite or the noble intelligentsia.

In Cronopios and Famas, Cortazar made it simultaneously intui-
tively easy and rationally difficult to understand the cronopios (it
seems that much more is said there about the famas and the esperan-
zas). It is in one of the last pieces of Around the Day, that Cortazar
draws a fuller picture of these critters. In “Viaje a un pais de crono-
pios” (“Journey to a Country of Cronopios”) we have the exceptional
fortune to witness what could happen in a planefull of cronopios.
A cronopio, in my place, would now proceed to translate at least two
full pages of that text and as a consequence would inevitably be
flooded with letters from publishers notifying him in enigmatic lin-
goes of copyright infringements. | will limit myself to paraphrase. As
soon as the cronopios are seated in the plane that is to take them to the
desired island of the cronopios, they are notified by the company that
they have to go back down to the airport because there is a lay over of
more than two hours. It is to be expected that the cronopios will run
into a web of obstacles when they travel (cf. “Viajes” in Historias
(Cortézar 1989: 123), and it is also “a well-known fact,” and now 1 do
allow myself to translate and quote at length,

that the cronopios don’t worry about such things, because immediately
they think that the company is going to serve them big-tall glasses of
juices of different colors in the airport’s bar, not to say that they will be
able to keep on buying postcards and sending them to other cronopios,
and not only does this happen but on top of it the company has them
served a succulent dinner at eleven p.m. and the cronopios can thus ac-
complish one of the dreams of their life, which is to eat with one hand and
write postcards with the other (Cortézar 1980: 177).

I will say no more about the cronopios, except to mention that they are
not afraid of tigers (especially of those that threaten our enjoyment of
life), and that they always surf, with a sense of wonder and great en-
thusiasm, outside the accepted norms of culture.

What is interesting in the context of our discussion is that much
like the cronopios, Around the Day, the book that told us about their
progenitor and their country, has also managed to surf for years
somewhere between the center and the periphery of culture. Compared
with Cronopios and Famas, a book commonly acknowledged to be at
the heart of the canon of Cortazar’s opus, or to Hopscotch, a book
widely recognized as one of the two “classic” novels of 20th Century
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Latin American literature (the other is A Hundred Years ofSolitude by
Colombian writer Gabriel Garcia Marquez), critics do not quite know
what to do with Around the Day. The rich and variegated corpus of
Cortazar’s stories and even 62 modelo para armar (1968) {62 Model-
ing Kit), which is an extremely difficult to categorize narrative, have
settled in considerably firmer critical ground. Around the Day in
Eighty Worlds, however, remains a satellite whose orbit, both in the
context of Cortdzar’s work and in that of Latin American literature
and culture, critics have largely been unable to adequately chart.

How can this phenomenon be explained? | think one way to ex-
plain the elusiveness of this book is by observing its affinity with the
operations of cultural intersemiosis. It is a rather paradoxical affinity.
Around the Day models the operations of culture as seen from the out-
side, while at the same time it assiduously goes against the grain of
accepted norms of culture as seen from the inside. Cortézar’s first al-
manac situates itself at a metasystemic perspective that is both critical
and creative. Much like culture, the book’s rhetorical dispositio fol-
lows a principle whereby an array of semiotic spheres gather together
around an aleatory riff of surprising and meaningful encounters. And
much like those “hot spots” where cultural repertoires clash, interact,
and find renewal, each reshuffling of the book’s takes generates ex-
traordinary codes that heighten the level of information of the system.
Around the Day in Eight Worlds is a rare book that manages to si-
multaneously take a part in, reflect, and recreate the game relation-
ships of cultural interplay.

One final analogy: like the cronopios, those slippery beings who
know so much about the power of the merry and the unexpected and
so very little about the seriousness of our endeavors, Around the Day
is an exceptional kaleidoscopic book that | suspect will remain for
long at play at the outskirts of culture.
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KHura Ha nepugepnmn KynbTypbl:
nepBblli anbMaHax KopTacapa

MoHATVe MHTepcemuno3nca npegrnonaraeT UTPOBbIE COOTHOLIEHUA MeXAy
MHOTMMW B3aMMOfElCTBYIOLWMMM 3HAKOBbIMU cthepamu KynbTypbl, HO
caMm TepMUH BMOJIHE MOXET TMPUMEHATLCA W B M3YYEHUW HEKOTOPbIX
0C00bIX XY[0XeCTBEHHbIX TEKCTOB. [laHHOe uccnefoBaHe UMeeT Lefblo
nokasaTb Ha MpuUMepe OfHOr0 M3 HUX, “BOKpPYr f[HA B BOCbMUAECATU
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mupax” Xynmo KopTacapa, Kak cBoeo6pa3HOe B3aMMOAeCTBME CEMaH-
TUYeCKMX cthep TeKCTa OAHOBPEMEHHO MOAenupyeT M 06HOBASET CMOX-
Hble Ky/NbTYpHble MPOLECChl NPOM3BOACTBA 3HAYeHW. dTa 4acTo nepe-
n3gaBaeMas u TpygHoonpenenumas KHWra, 40/iroe BpeMs OCTaBaBluascs
Ha nepudepun NaTMHOAMepPUKAHCKON KynbTypbl, — WAeanbHbIlA nNpumMep
AN U3yYeHUs AMHAMUYECKON CBA3WM KYNMbTYPHOTO LeHTpa 1 nepudgepun,
a TaKXe ponu nucaTtens B TBOPYECKOM OOHOBMIEHMM PENEPTYAPOB Kyib-
Typbl. MepekuabiBas MOCT Yepe3 NPOMEXYTOK, OTAENAWMNA CEMUOTUKY
Ky/bTypbl OT CEMMWOTUKM XY[LOXECTBEHHOr0 TeKCTa, AaHHOe uccnepo-
BaHWe MO CBOEMY AyXYy ABASETCH MOMNbITKOW MpubAN3UTLCA K KpuTuue-
CKOMYy TBOPYECTBY BblfjaloLlerocss MokoliHoro TteopeTuka Hpwusa JloT-
MaHa.

Raamatud kultuuri perifeerias:
esimene Cortazari almanahh

Intersemioosise méiste eeldab mangulisi seoseid paljude teineteist maju-
tavate margiliste kultuurisfaaride vahel, kuid terminit ennast vdib kasu-
tada ka moningate eriparaste kunstitekstide uurimisel. Antud uurimuse
eesmargiks on ndidata Uhe taolise teksti, Julio Cortdzari “Umber péeva
kaheksakiimnes maailmas” nditel kuidas teksti semantiliste sfadride oma-
parane koosmdju theaegselt nii modelleerib kui ka uuendab tdhendus-
loome keerulisi kultuurilisi protsesse. See mitmes trukis ilmunud raskesti-
lahterdatav raamat jai tukiks ajaks ladinaameerika kultuuri perifeeriasse ja
on ideaalseks nditeks kultuurilise keskme ja perifeeria diinaamilise seose
uurimisel, aga samuti kirjaniku rolli maaratlemisel kultuuri repertuaaride
loomingulises uuendamises. Olles sillaks kultuurisemiootika ja taideteksti
semiootika vahel, plitab antud uurimus ldheneda silmapaistva teoreetiku
Juri Lotmani kriitiliste to6de vaimule.
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Abstract. | elaborated the concept of humanistic base texts when | was
translating Indian and Chinese classical texts into Estonian. At present, |
would classify as such the following works: “BhagavadgTtd”, a part of
Buddhist texts, “Lunyu” by Confucius and the Gospels according to Luke,
Matthew and Mark, to mention only a few. This article gives a general
survey of the concept, to be specified in the papers to follow.

The shifts in social life that occur with the passing of time, or history,
can be described and explicated from various angles. First and fore-
most, the choice of the latter depends on which phenomena and ten-
dencies the describer or explicator considers as decisive or, even, mo-
tive powers. Thus, for example, changes in production and exchange
or, in other words, in economic life, have been regarded as such, or
else the events within or between countries (for instance, in diplomacy
or battlefields), which is to say, in politics. Likewise, the alterations,
renewals and decay of mythological, religious, philosophical, artistic
and ideological ideas, or changes in the spiritual world, have also been
held responsible, as have, indeed, many other things. The present
author regards humanistic base texts as the greatest influencing factor
in the history of the last couple of millennia.

Despite their major impact, the number of humanistic base texts is
not really large. They were created, or they appeared or took shape
(the use of several words above refers to the complex nature of the
formation process of the texts; from now on, only one of those will be
used, ‘to take shape’) in various parts of the Old World in a definite
period of time. This is characterized by the distinct formation of the
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new social dimension which had started to evolve much earlier, but
was left unrecognized for a long time, denoted by different words in
different places back then, but which can at present be termed, in the
most general sense, as culture.

It must have become obvious at that period that mankind was more
than just a part of the surrounding nature, and that the human being
more than merely a member of the tribe or people or polis or state, and
the transmitter of its traditions and mythological and religious beliefs.
The burden of the personal existence must have struck one for the first
time at approximately the same time, which found expression in the
questions addressed to oneself and other people: “How to be?”, “Why
to be?”, “What to do?”, “How to improve or change myself or, how to
become different or new?” All these questions presuppose an aware-
ness of the sense of duty and responsibility, and | would like to add at
this point that the so-called existential questions in the manner of “To
be or not to be?” were probably not popular back then.

Although in the absolute time scale this period and, as a result, the
formation of humanistic texts do not exactly coincide by regions, one
could still maintain as a generalization that it took place between the
6th century BC and the 2nd century AD, while some of the texts have
taken their final shape even later.

We shall now attempt to sum up the meaning of this notion. The
word ‘base text’ refers, logically enough, to the text that has been a
basis for other texts; thus we have a text here that over the ages has
functioned as a text generator. A genuine base text has the ability to
give rise to an indefinite number of new texts in an indefinite period
of time which do not have to be put down in writing but may, as in-
deed they mostly do, exist either in the form of oral speech or discus-
sion or even as a speculative act (deliberation, reflection, contempla-
tion, meditation).

A humanistic base text has a specific tendency, expressed by the
word ‘humanistic’. In English, the semantic range of this word has
been conveyed by mainly two equivalents: ‘humane’ and ‘human’, in
the sense of being ‘characteristic of man’. The semantic range of these
both, as is generally known, is rather vague. Thus, to be more specific,
a ‘humanistic base text’ is a base text that on the one hand is charac-
terized by elevating man as such (in other words, as a species and an
individual) to the central and determining phenomenon of existence,
on the other hand, by an emphasis on such ‘humane’ qualities as dig-
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nity, philanthropy, compassion, non-violence, responsibility, sense of
duty, respect, etc. in human relations.

Although each humanistic base text has evolved within the context
of a definite culture, reflecting the latter’s influence both in its form
and content to such an extent that at first glance it may seem difficult,
if not entirely impossible, to find a common denominator for them,
there are still enough similarities and common features that allow us
to do so, relating to both the formation process and structure of the
texts (A) and the doctrines they contain (B), as well as the direct and
indirect impact they make (C). We shall now present the most essen-
tial ones:

Al. Humanistic base texts evolved in a relatively developed cul-
tural environment, characterized by the existence of the art of writing
and a generally accepted and, in some cases, the sole religious and
mythological thought system, as well as by an aspiration to establish,
in one form or the other, a social hierarchy. At the same time, we can
detect a tendency to reinterpret the existing and to present new ideas
and doctrines.

A2. These texts have nominal authors, referred to by the same texts
and the tradition based on them.

A3. These texts present a definite Teaching. This Teaching has
been given through the mouth of a definite Teacher, who has a definite
mission to preach it. The texts describe, to a greater or lesser extent,
the life story of the Teacher.

A4. Although the Teachers must have certainly been literate, due
to their origin and education, they preached their Teachings by word
of mouth, so that those became fixed in writing only later by their
immediate disciples or the inheritors of the teaching tradition. Because
the editing process of the texts continued also after that, they acquired
their final finished (canonical) form later still.

Ab5. Despite all this, a certain authorial idiosyncrasy can be de-
tected in all humanistic texts, embracing both descriptions and the
way the Teaching is presented. This and other characteristic features
of the humanistic base texts have now and again given rise to opinions
that the actual proponents of the Teaching are the nominal authors, or
the latter are entirely unknown, and that the Teacher is altogether a
fiction or a generalized literary figure.

A6. The Teacher is depicted as an unusual person in some way, to
whom extraordinary, supernatural and downright divine qualities are
ascribed.
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A7. Yet also the human features and even weaknesses of the
Teachers have been emphasized in the humanistic base texts. They all
feel sad at times when they are not understood and they often doubt
the expediency of their mission. They do not consider themselves to
be unique and superior to other people. Instead, they think and expect
that the others should follow them and become like them. This is par-
ticularly true of their relations with their disciples, among whom there
are always some that are convinced that they surpass the Teacher so
much that it gives them even the right to betray.

Bl. The Teaching presented by any humanistic base text is formally,
content-wise and also terminologically related to a certain cultural
environment, within which it evolved. According to the Teachers
themselves, their doctrines are not entirely original, having been
preached in one form or other earlier as well.

B2. Yet the novelty of the message of all humanistic texts was
quite literally revolutionary, and not just because the Teachings that
were proclaimed differed radically from the existing ones, but also
partly due to the fact that the situation was right for their emergence.

B3. As pointed out earlier on, the most significant aspect of these
Teachings is their humanism — their humanity and humanness. The
main objective of humanistic teachings is to show to man the sense of
his existence and what his possibilities and duties are, not only in the
physical world, but also in the social and cultural situation at the given
moment at the given place; to make the man understand that he as a
member of mankind and as a definite personality (but not as ego) is
something unique in the world, which is why he can and even must,
bearing full responsibility, act in a novel way.

B4. The uniqueness of man as a member of mankind is manifested
in that gods and other supernatural creatures and phenomena are no
longer unequivocally placed above man, but that they are considered
equal to him in many ways and sometimes even lower. A god may
acquire human shape, appear as a human being, and man may become
a god.

B5. The uniqueness of man as a personality is manifested above all
in the emphasis of the fact that it is him as a definite person that has
been chosen to carry out the Teaching.

B6. This also means that man as an individual has an opportunity
to improve himself, to change himself, to become new. Man is not
destined to remain the same or to retain his former self. Instead, he has
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the freedom to choose between remaining the same and becoming
new, as well as the freedom of choosing between the various possi-
bilities and means or ways of becoming new.

B7. In all humanistic base texts, the emphasis has been laid on de-
scribing the path or the process of man’s renewal. The explication of
the path has been preceded by the analysis of the initial situation, that
the man inevitably has to proceed from, as well as the more or less
exact formulation of where the man will end up.

B8. Principally everybody can renew himself, and it does not de-
pend on one’s origin or status in the social hierarchy, but above all on
how the Teaching or, to put it differently — a new cultural para-
digm — has been adopted.

B9. This means that man is culture-centered from the point of view
of humanistic base texts: not only does he depend on the current state
of culture and recreate the culture, but he also possesses an ability to
create and bring to culture utterly new phenomena, and even a com-
pletely new cultural whole, something that the Teachers themselves
have quite unequivocally accomplished.

BIO. At the same time man has to understand that he himself is not
the creator of culture, for the process of creation only takes place
through him, that is, it is the culture that functions through him. The
man must understand that the ego that thinks that it has its own
thoughts and performs its own acts does not, in fact, exist, so that it
has either to be done away with or at least subjected to something that
in the given culture is regarded as greater or higher.

B 11. The reason for the emergence of ego is the self-protective
endeavour of the individual, caused by the fact that man originates
from nature, or, in other words, from the animal world. The humanis-
tic base texts accept this fact to a greater or lesser extent, while im-
plying at the same time that the focus of human existence should be
located somewhere else, on a cultural level, which also means that the
natural nature should be replaced by the cultural one.

B 12. It follows from the above that the relations based on physical
descent ( i.e. genetic information) should not be as important as the
culturally determined relations (i.e. cultural information).

B 13. This in turn allows us to say that the transmission of cultural
information is more important than that of the genetic information. All
humanistic base texts view the Teacher-disciple relationship as more
significant than the parent-child or kinship relations. Studying and
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passing on the teaching are considered more valuable than procreation
and taking care of physical children.

B 14. At the same time, the humanistic base texts stress the need for
the man to remain humane, meaning that he must treat if not every-
thing that is alive, then at least human beings, with compassion and
love.

B 15. Compassion and love are notions that have many meanings
and that can and may be interpreted rather deliberately. One needs
sense to grasp their truly humane significance and to know and em-
ploy them as such. Common sense, consciousness, comprehension,
understanding (i.e. intellectuality) — these are among the most essen-
tial concepts in humanistic base texts, the development of intellectual
capacities being one of the principal means, as well as objectives, in
the process of human renewal (or attaining the higher state of con-
sciousness or repentance).

B 16. To sum it all up — the process of becoming a new man or
humanization actually means becoming a cultural man. The ideal,
however, is not one-sided (specialized) culturalization but a total cul-
tural immersion or absolute culturalization that from the point of view
of humanistic base texts means that the natural animalistic or brutal
human being has become a superman, saint, blessed, elevated, perfect,
Buddha, bodhisattva, son of God, god etc. — the name depends on the
specific character of the vocabulary of a definite cultural tradition.

C1 The dialogue between the base texts and background cultural en-
vironment began already at the first stage of their formation, at the
time when the Teacher himself pronounced his Teachings either as
sermons or instructions meant for one or another concrete person.
Their impact was quite slight at first, becoming manifest mainly in the
relatively limited circle of disciples. But their radical difference from
the dominant or generally accepted ideology inevitably led to con-
flicts, which were often accompanied with severe repressions.

C2. As time passed, their impact gradually increased, reaching a
truly explosive effect after the formation of canonical texts.

C3. Although one cannot detect the direct tendency in the human-
istic base texts themselves, several religious, philosophical and other
doctrines were formed on the basis of those, as well as certain institu-
tions that often claimed the exclusive rights of interpreting these texts.
In case such institutions managed to attain the dominating position in
the society, the humanistic essence of the Teachings has been consid-
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erably reduced in the accepted interpretations at the expense of the
dominant background system either in the period of the formation of
the text or the emergence of the given interpretation.

C4. At the same time we should not underestimate the role of these
institutions in spreading both the humanistic base texts, as well as the
humanistic ideas, due to which their impact has reached global dimen-
sions by today.

C5. By way of conclusion, let us maintain that even though in the
course of history downright human-hating and ego-cult based teach-
ings have been preached under the name of humanism, the direct and
indirect impact of humanistic base texts has still been of cardinal im-
portance in the ever-growing influence of humanistic ideas on the de-
velopment of human society.

O KoHuenuumn 6a30BbIX r'YMaHUCTUYECKNX TEKCTOB

C TOYKM 3peHns AaHHOW KoHLUenuuu, 6a3oBble ryMaHUCTUYECKUE TEKCTbI
oKasanu OnpefensioLiee BAUSHUE HA XOL WCTOPUM MNOCNEAHUX ABYX
TbicAYeNeTUidi. TN He CTONMb MHOFOUYMNCAEHHbIE TEKCTbI CNOXWAUCH B pas-
HbIX pernoHax [fpesHero mupa (B Kutae, NHaumn, Ha BavmkHem BocToke)
B OMNpefeneHHbI UCTOPUYECKUIA Mepuogd, KOTOPbIA MOXHO, HECKO/IbKO
06061351, OrpaHNyYNTL MPOMEXYTKOM OT -1V fo +11 BB.

MoHATME “6a30Bblii TEKCT” 03HA4aeT TEKCT-reHepaTop, KOTOPbIA cno-
COBEH CNYXWTb OCHOBOM BCE HOBbIX TEKCTOB. Y ryMaHUCTUYeCKUX 6a3o-
BbIX TEKCTOB 0C06as HanpaBleHHOCTb, BbIPAXEHHas CMOBOM “rymaHuc-
TUYECKUIA”. VX XapaKTepu3yeT, C OLHOW CTOPOHbI, BO3BbILLIEHWE Yeno-
BeKa Kak TakoBOro (Bufa 1 OTAeNbHOW NMYHOCTW) B KAYECTBE F1aBHOMO U
onpeaenaoWwero sABneHns ObITUA, C APYroil CTOPOHbI, NOA4YepKuBaHue
TaKnX “4YeNoBEYECKMX” KayecTB KaK [OCTOWHCTBO, NOGOBb K YeoBeky,
cocTpafaHvie, OTKa3 OT Hacwaus, 4YyBCTBO OTBETCTBEHHOCTW W [oOfira,
NOYTUTENILHOCTb W T.4.

XoTa n060oli ryMaHUCTUYECKWUIA TEKCT cPopMMPOBANCA B KOHTEKCTE
CBOEN KyNbTypbl, BAWSHWE KOTOPOW OTPasuiocb B OCOBGEHHOCTSAX €ro
cofepxXxaHus v opMbl, 3T TEKCTbl AOCTATOYHO CXOAHbI Y UMEOT MHOIO
06LWMX YepT. ST CXOACTBA 3aTparnsaloT B OCHOBHOM Tpu acnekTa: (A)
npouecc ¢opmMmpoBaHMA U CTpoeHue TeKCToB, (B) M3N0XeHHble B HUX
yueHus, (B) nx HenocpeACcTBEHHOE U ONOCPeL0BaHHOE B/IMSIHNE.

(A) Bce 3TV TeKCTbl M3naratoT onpefeneHHoe YyeHne U UCXOAAT OT
onpefeneHHoro Yuntena. YuuTend npornosefoBann CBOE yyeHue YCTHO,
OHO 6bIN0 3aMMcaHO Y4YeHWKaMu W MocnefoBaTeNiiMU W, HaKOHel, B
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0NUTENbHOM  MpoLecce pefakTUpPOBaHUA MPUOBPENo  KaHOHUYECKYHO
thopmy.

(B) YueHue Ka[oro rymaHucTuyeckoro 6asoBoro TekcTa CBA3aHO Mo
thopme, cofepXaHMlo W TepMUHOMOMMM C OMpefeneHHOW KynbTYpHO
Cpedoii, B KOTOPOI OH Cnoxwuacs. B To e Bpems 4enoBek, C TOUKN 3pe-
HUA 0as’oBbiX TYMaHWCTUYECKUX TEKCTOB He TOMbKO 3aBUCWUT OT
COCTOSIHWUS KY/bTypbl B JaHHbIA MOMEHT U He ABASETCS NWLb BOCMPOU3-
BOAWTENEM KyNbTypbl, a Npexgje Bcero ee cosgatenem. Llenb 6a30BbIX
FYMaHUCTUYECKNX TEKCTOB — MOKa3aTb YENOBEKY CMbIC/T €ro CyLjecT-
BOBAHUA W €ro BO3MOXHOCTW W 33Jayl He TOMbKO B (YM3NYECKOM MUpe,
HO M B CNIOXMBLUEWCSA B JaHHOe BPeMsi U B JaHHOM MecTe 06LLecTBEHHO
W KYNbTYpPHOW CUTyauuu; O6bACHWTL YeNlOBEKY, YTO OH, Kak MnpefcTa-
BUTE/b YE/IOBEYECKOTO POAA U KOHKPETHAS SIMYHOCTL (HO He 3r0), HEMoB-
TOPUM U NO3TOMY MOXET W [O/MKEH [eicTBOBaTb C MONHON OTBETCT-
BEHHOCTbHO.

(B) B pauanore 6a30BbIX FYMaHWUCTUYECKUX TEKCTOB C (POHOBbLIM
KY/NIbTYPHbIM OKPY)XXEHUEM WX BNAUSIHWE B 06LLECTBE Ha4yano pacTu, 0CO-
6eHHO Mocne Toro, Kak ChOpMMUPOBaNINCb KaHOHWYECKMe TeKCTbl. Ha ux
OCHOBE BO3HWK/W PeUrno3Hble, GUocCoCKne U Apyrue yyeHus, HO U
MHCTUTYLMW, KOTOPblE YacTo MblTaAuCb MPUCBOUTbL cebe MOHOMONbHOE
NpaBo MHTEpnpeTauuy 3TWX TeKCTOB. ITW WMHCTUTYUWUW, TEM He MeHee,
CMOCO6CTBOBANN PAacMpPOCTPaHEHMIO CaMUX TEKCTOB M FYMaHUCTUYECKUX
naen, 6narogaps Yemy BAMSIHME 3TUX TEKCTOB Temepb CTafo rnobasb-
HbIM.

Humanistlike baastekstide kontseptsioonist

Selle kontseptsiooni kohaselt on humanistlikud baastekstid olnud viimase
paari aastatuhande jooksul ajalookulu suurimateks mdjutajateks. Need
tekstid, mida ei ole kuigi palju, kujunesid Vana Maailma mitmes piirkon-
nas (Hiinas, Indias, Lahis-ldas) kindlal ajalooperioodil, mida vdib monin-
gase Uldistusena piiritleda -1V ja +11 sajandiga.

Modiste ‘baastekst’ tdhendab teksti, mis tekstigeneraatorina on olnud
aluseks uha uutele tekstidele. Humanistlikel baastekstidel on eriline suu-
nitlus, mida valjendab s6na ‘humanistlik’. Neid iseloomustab {helt poolt
inimese kui niisuguse (liigi ja Uksikisiku) Glendamine olemasolu keskseks
ja madravaks nahtuseks, teiselt poolt aga niisuguste “inimlike” omaduste
réhutamine, nagu vaarikus, inimarmastus, kaastunne, vagivallatus, vastu-
tustunne, kohusetunne, aupaklikkus jne.
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Kuigi iga humanistlik baastekst on kujunenud oma kultuuri kontekstis,
mille m&ju on avaldunud nii sisu kui ka vormi eriparadena, on kdigis neis
sarnasusi ja Uhiseid jooni piisavalt palju. Need puudutavad peamiselt
kolme valdkonda: (A) tekstide kujunemisprotsessi ja ulesehitust, (B) nen-
des esitatud Opetusi ning (C) nende vahetut ja kaudset mdju.

(A) Kd&ik need tekstid esitavad kindlat Opetust ja ldhtuvad kindlalt
Opetajalt. Opetajad kuulutasid oma Bpetust suuliselt, see pandi kirja tema
Opilaste ja jareltulijate poolt ning vottis pikas redigeerimisprotsessis 10-
puks kanoonilise kuju.

(B) lga humanistliku baasteksti dpetus on vormilt, sisult ja ka termi-
noloogiliselt seotud kindla kultuurikeskkonnaga, mille raames see kuju-
nes. Samas on inimene humanistlike baastekstide seisukohalt kultuuri-
keskne olend, kes mitte ainult ei s6ltu kultuuri hetkeseisust ega ole kul-
tuuri taastootja, vaid ka kultuuri looja. Humanistlike baastekstide eesmér-
giks on ndidata inimesele tema olemasolu mdtet ja seda, mis on tema
vlimalused ja Ulesanded mitte Uksnes fliusilises maailmas, vaid ka antud
hetkel antud kohas valitsevas Uhiskonna- ja kultuurisituatsioonis; teha
inimesele selgeks, et tema kui inimsoo liige ja konkreetne isiksus (kuid
mitte ego) on maailmas midagi erakordset, mille t6ttu ta saab ja peab tiie
vastutustundega toimima.

(C) Humanistlike baastekstide dialoogis taustkultuurikeskkonnaga
hakkas nende mdju Uhiskonnas pikkaméddda suurenema, eriti peale ka-
nooniliste tekstide valjakujunemist. Nende poGhjal tekkis religioosseid,
filosoofilisi ja muid Gpetusi, aga ka institutsioone, mis sageli puddsid en-
dale omistada tekstide interpreteerimise ainudigust. Eeskatt just need ins-
titutsioonid on aga aidanud kaasa tekstide endi ja humanistlike ideede
levikule, tdnu millele nende mdju on nitdseks saavutanud globaalse ula-
tuse.
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Abstract. This article compares the material pollution of life’s elementary
resources, i.e., water, soil, and air, with the semiotic pollution of the ele-
mentary resources of sign-processes, i.e., channel, sign-matter, and mes-
sage; code, signifier, and signified; as well as context, sender, and recipi-
ent. It is claimed that semiotic pollution interferes with sign-processes as
much as material pollution interferes with the fundamental processes of
life; both types of pollution are similar in that they produce stress for hu-
man beings in current societies. It is argued that semiotics is able to pro-
vide the conceptual tools necessary to develop policies that can reduce
semiotic pollution. As is shown, however, additional research is required
to operationalize and metricize generalized concepts of semiotic pollution
such as “channel-related”, *“semiosis-related”, and *“situation-related
noise”.

Since the 1960s, there has been much talk about the ever increasing
constraints that environmental pollution places on our quality of life.
In recent decades, ecology has worked hard to explicate the notion of
pollution scientifically and to render objectively measurable the de-
gree to which a biotope is polluted (Weizsacker 1989). This article
attempts to show that this concept of pollution is insufficient to ex-
plain important causes of the constraints placed on our quality of life.
I he common idea of material pollution, therefore, is to be augmented
by the concept of semiotic pollution. In this article, a suggestion for
the explication of this concept is developed and possible means of
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objectively measuring the degree of semiotic pollution are considered.
Given the current status of research, the goal of this paper is not to
present a fully elaborated theory of semiotic pollution, but rather to
open the discussion of the possibilities and limits of such a theory. In
providing this discussion with the necessary concepts, semiotics ac-
cepts social responsibility for its objects of research.

1. Material pollution

Today, those who speak of pollution mean

» the poisoning of rivers, lakes, and seas with industrial waste and
fertilizers (Dorst 1998),

» the contamination of the soil with heavy metals and pesticides (La-
gadec 1987; Reiser and Martzloff 1988), and

» the smogging of the air with industrial and automotive emissions
(Koch 1983; Wolf 1988).

Citizens of industrialized countries are subject to a considerable

amount of stress due to these developments since they place con-

straints on their activities (Selye 1976; Jerusalem 1990). One person-

ally experiences the reduction of the quality of life, when one can no

longer

e drink tap water for fear of stomach problems,

e swim in a river, lake, or sea for fear of exposure to contagious dis-
eases,

» eat the fruit and vegetables from one’s own garden for fear of in-
gesting high doses of heavy metals,

¢ stay out in the sun for extended periods of time for fear of getting
skin cancer due to overly powerful ultraviolet rays,

¢ breathe fresh air for fear of heart problems due to the high ozone
content.

Stress, however, is also caused when one leaves the house and cannot

¢ go anywhere without running into fences and traffic signs,

« avoid seeing billboards and signs wherever one looks,

« read the advertisement texts because there are too many of them,

¢ recognize the faces of people in traffic because their eyes are hid-
den behind helmets and sunglasses,

¢ understand what someone is saying because the traffic noise
drowns them out,
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< smell the rejuvenating aroma of the trees lining the streets because
it is masked by the exhaust from the air conditioners;

e taste the natural aroma of a meal because the ingredients are grown
in a greenhouse, neutralized with conservatives, and treated with
aroma enhancers (Posner 1998).

For the past generation, environmentalists have called attention to the
worldwide deterioration of living conditions. Their campaign has
made clear that this development was caused by exactly those meas-
ures which were originally taken to improve the standard of living in
industrialized countries (Carson 1962, and others).

Environmentalists consider the worst sort of pollution to be the
contamination of life’s fundamental resources: water, soil, and air
(Reiser, Martzlof 1988). This pollution becomes threatening when it
disturbs basic life-sustaining processes such as eating, drinking, and
breathing.

In general, pollution does not become evident until it is almost too
late to repair the damage: it is too late when people taste it in the wa-
ter, when they see the withered plants in the field, when they have to
hold a cloth to their nose because of the stench in the air (Kur 1986).
Even if possible, it could take decades or centuries to rid the ground
water of chemical substances, to clean the salty, pesticide-contami-
nated, acidic, or over-radiated soil, and to remove poisonous gases
from the air.

The contamination of these resources has occurred insidiously
(Bohret 1990). People initially react to the gradual deterioration of
their living conditions with subconscious adaptation. When the situa-
tion eventually becomes unbearable, they are forced to evacuate the
region with poisoned ground water, contaminated soil, and smoggy
air.

In the conventional sense, therefore, pollution is a physical deterio-
ration of life’s elementary resources through contamination. Pollution
is considered a threat because
« it endangers the basic life-sustaining processes of human beings

and other higher life-forms,

» it occurs insidiously and is not detected until it is nearly too late to
repair the damage,

e exactly those production and consumption processes originally
intended to make life easier, paradoxically, wind up making peo-
ple’s lives more difficult.
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2. Semiotic pollution

The explosive combination of the threatening factors presented above
no longer affects only the basic life-sustaining processes such as eat-
ing, drinking, and breathing. Today, it also affects the more advanced
needs which people satisfy in interaction with each other. Citizens of
highly developed countries become frustrated when

» they look in their mailbox in the morning and find that their im-
portant mail gets lost in a flood of advertisements,

¢ sitting down at their computer, they find hundreds of unsolicited
e-mails waiting to be answered before they can begin their work,

e they are forced to call an agency or administrative office and the
phone is continuously either busy or unattended or the answering
machine is turned on,

« they want to take action and constantly have to consult a lawyer
about legal obstructions and risks,

« they want to apply for ajob and are obligated to fill out a question-
naire with dozens of irrelevant questions,

» they are forced to sign a contract of purchase and have to read
many pages of small print referring to situations which do not ap-
ply to themselves,

» they are prescribed medication and the information in the package
is not only difficult to understand but also makes note of innumer-
able non-applicable uses, risks, and side-effects.

In our society, almost all innovations introduced to make life easier

end up achieving exactly the opposite; they make our lives more com-

plicated and more difficult. Just as disturbing as the hindrance of fun-

damental life-processes caused by material pollution is the hindrance

of the fundamental sign-processes caused by the pollution of our se-

miotic resources. It seems justifiable, therefore, to speak of semiotic

pollution as being analogous to the material environmental pollution.
Similar to material pollution, semiotic pollution is considered

threatening because

* it endangers the fundamentals of human interaction in industrial-
ized countries,

» it occurs insidiously and is not detected until it is nearly too late to
repair the damage, and

* exactly those semiotic processes originally intended to facilitate
human interaction, paradoxically, wind up hindering it.
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These are far-reaching claims. In the following sections, these claims
are first systematized to render them debatable and then are substanti-
ated with reference to examples. The structure of sign-processes and
their associated cultural techniques serve here as a guide. The consid-
erations lead to conclusions for the theoretical and empirical research
that is necessary for an ecology of signs (N6th 1996). This, in turn,
will make a well-focused semiotic environmental protection policy
possible.

3. Factors of semiosis as semiotic resources and
the pollution of these resources

A complex interpersonal sign-process (semiosis) begins with a sender
who, in a given context, communicates a message to an addressee.
This is done by using an appropriate channel and by selecting from a
common code a signified befitting the message. The signified is con-
nected by means of the code to a signifier that is realized by producing
appropriately formed sign-matter. If all of this occurs as the sender
intended, the addressee perceives the sign-matter through the channel
and recognizes it as a signifier which, due to the code, refers to a sig-
nified. Given the signified and the context of transmission, the ad-
dressee then reconstructs the message (Posner 1989: 245). In general,
the processes involved take place sequentially or, to some extent, si-
multaneously: the message to be sent must be known in order to select
an appropriate signified; the signified must be known in order to iden-
tify a signifier; the signifier must be known in order to produce the
sign-matter. Thus, the formulation process requires the transformation
of a message into a signified, a signified into a signifier, and a signi-
fier into sign-matter. The reception process occurs in the opposite or-
der. It requires the transformation of sign-matter into a signifier, a sig-
nifier into a signified, and a signified into the message, which, if there
were no disturbances, is the same as the message intended by the
sender. The transformations are of quite different types. The sender’s
transforming the message into a signified and the recipient’s trans-
forming the signified into the message are both context-dependent
pragmatic processes of abduction (Wirth 1995). The same holds true
for the sender ‘s production of sign-matter when realizing the signifier
as well as the recipient’s reconstruction of the signified from this sign-
matter. In contrast, relating the signifier to the signified, as the sender
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does (encoding), and relating the signified to the signifier, as the re-
cipient does (decoding), are semantic processes of deduction (Prieto
1972:23).

As this outline shows, each sign-process can be described by char-

acterizing the factors involved: sender, recipient, context, channel,
sign-matter, message, and code with its signifiers and signifieds. In
comparing material and semiotic pollution, it makes sense to regard
these factors as resources of the sign-process.

Each of these resources can be polluted (cf. Prieto 1972: 50-58 and

1975: 49-60 on success and failure of communication acts):

Excessive noise-levels (see section 5 below) in the channel pre-
vent the recipient from recognizing the sign-matter produced by
the chosen sender. This obviates all further sub-processes.

Even if the noise does not reach this point, it can pollute the Sign-
matter to the extent that it loses its conciseness. In the case of
codeless semiosis (Posner 1997: 234), this hinders the recipient in
ascertaining the message. In the case of coded semiosis, the recog-
nition of the signifier is hampered and with this, all further sub-
processes up to the ascertaining of the message must fail.

The signifier can also become polluted. In such a case, its form
cannot be distinguished from other signifiers of the same or of a
different code.

A polluted signified has no clearly defined relationship to the other
signifieds of the code and is, therefore, poorly suited for the recon-
struction of meaningful messages.

A message is polluted, when it does not easily correspond to signi-
fieds or apply to the semiosis-partner’s context.

The code is polluted either when its signifiers (syntactic space) or
its signifieds (semantic space) are polluted or when the correlation
between the syntactic and semantic spaces is muddled (Prieto
1972: 45 and 1975: 27 speaks of “sematic” and “noetic fields”).
The latter case exists when there are too many signifiers with more
than one signified (homonyms) in the code.

The context is polluted, when the semiosis-partners either take
very different situations into consideration or structure their shared
situation differently in translating between the message and the
signified (or between the message and the sign-matter in the case
of codeless semiosis). It is often unclear to the semiosis-partners
which circumstances should be considered as part of the formula-
tion and reception contexts. As a result, the sender does not know
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which signified s/he should select for the message and the recipient
does not know which message s/he should derive from the signi-
fied.

Even the sender and the recipient can be polluted. This is the case
when they are unable to use the necessary channel or code or to as-
sume the correct context.

As with material resources, the pollution of semiotic resources can, to
a certain degree, be compensated by switching over to other resources
of the same or different type:

Surrounded by a din, one switches from the auditory channel to the
visual channel to produce gestures rather than to speak.

When there is a high level of noise, one articulates the sign-matter
very carefully so that the signifiers are recognized despite the
noise.

When a signifier is easily misunderstood, one increases the number
of signifiers so that they provide additional clues for the decoding
process.

When the signified is unclear, one draws the recipient’s attention
to a clarifying context.

When the usual code is muddled in the intended semantic field,
e.g., because the usual code was never used in handling the given
topic, one switches to a different code.

When it is probable that the sender and the recipient assess the
context of the sign-process differently, then one chooses expres-
sions that can be interpreted independent of the context, i.e., one
formulates more explicitly and thereby increases the number of
communicated signifieds.

When one considers the semiosis-partner to be less capable of
semiosis, then one lets the situation speak for itself.

4. Two examples of channel pollution: light and sound

The analogy between material and semiotic pollution can easily be
elaborated in detail for the sign-channels. This is facilitated by the fact
that material resources such as air and water are often used as sign-
channels themselves.

A channel serves to transmit the sign-matter; were the channel it-

self to become sign-matter, the sign-process would fail. The same
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holds true for material resources; they usually go unnoticed as long as
they allow life-processes to take place without a problem. In general,
air is odourless, water is tasteless, and both are colourless; that is, un-
less they contain foreign particles. It is not until the contamination
reaches a certain level that the air “smells”, the water “tastes of
something”, and both look “dirty”. The air and water pollution can
increase to the extent that it disrupts the visual, olfactory, and gusta-
tory perception of other objects. This is the case with smog and auto-
exhaust in the air and with oil and chemicals in the water. The strain
on the material resources, therefore, has a negative effect on those
sign-processes that use these resources as channels. Not only a few but
rather all sign-processes which depend on the polluted channel are
disturbed.

In modern industrial societies, smog disturbs the visual channel,
industrial noise disturbs the auditory channel, and auto-emissions
disturb the olfactory channel. The smog, noise, and stench are caused,
respectively, by the carbon-dioxide emission of heating systems, the
sounds of mechanical production processes, and the exhaust systems
of automobiles. All three are examples of materially induced (material
and) semiotic pollution. However, the opposite case is also possible: a
channel can become semiotically strained resulting in material pollu-
tion. Examples of semiotically induced material (and semiotic) pollu-
tion are certain types of pollution through light (Schmauks 1997) and
through sound (Honkasalo 1996).

The history of natural and artificial light is proof of how technol-
ogy, in attempting to get rid of a deficiency, winds up helping to pro-
duce an overabundance that reaches damaging proportions. For a long
time, people’s spatial and temporal range of activity was limited be-
cause most of their actions could only be carried out in daylight. The
art of making and maintaining fire then made nighttime and closed
spaces as accessible to sign-processes as was daytime. For thousands
of years, however, fire-based light sources, such as wood chips, can-
dles, and oil-lamps, remained so expensive that the majority of people
continued going to bed as soon as it got dark. It was not until the end
of the nineteenth century that relatively inexpensive electricity made it
possible in much of the world to disengage every-day activities from
daylight. In all industrial countries today, the cities are lit all night and
the basements are supplied with electrical light; visual sign-processes
no longer have spatial and temporal constraints. These have been re-
placed, however, by semiotic constraints.
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The introduction of electric light to enhance visual perception in-
creased the energy consumption. This necessitated the construction of
coal and oil power plants, and they, in turn, polluted the air, thus af-
fecting the visual channel. More important, however, the excessive
use of light itself has become a problem. Light, which is otherwise
needed to see particular objects, becomes visible as such at night and
is then often considered a disturbance. Dispersed light disturbs as-
tronomers in their work since almost no stars are visible near large
cities. Flocks of migrant birds lose their orientation when in the vicin-
ity of a lit up city. Insects are attracted to luminous sources; if they are
not singed by the heat of the lights, they are at least distracted from
searching for food and partners. The price of people’s increased free-
dom of motion due to light is, paradoxically, an impoverishment of
their visual perception. In the cities, many children grow up without
having ever seen a clear starlit sky and the only time many adults have
seen the Milky Way is in a planetarium.

The excessive use of electric light not only makes visual sign-
processes possible but it also hinders them (light pollution). In the
same way, a high concentration of auditory sign-processes can pro-
duce the opposite of the intended effect (sound pollution). When
walking through a Tunisian village at night, one is annoyed by the
incessant barking of dogs. Many people own dogs to warn them of
burglars; the dogs are intended to increase security. This, however,
becomes impossible as the number of dogs grows larger; there is al-
ways a dog barking somewhere and the reason cannot be that burglars
are constantly appearing. The continuous barking not only disrupts
other auditory sign-processes but also interferes with its own purpose:
a constant warning signal is not taken seriously as such.

In this case, one can speak of semiotically induced sound pollution.
Based on the sign-behaviour of the dogs, it not only causes a locally
restricted disruption of individual sign-processes but produces a con-
stant disturbance of the auditory channel. One cannot escape this dis-
turbance without leaving the country (or at least the affected neigh-
bourhood). This disturbance developed progressively as the canine
population grew. Having reached the present level, it can hardly be
reduced without really giving burglars the feeling that they can be-
come more active.

The same holds true for traffic noise in Indian metropolitan areas.
There are many types of signals to help people orient themselves in
traffic: the pedestrian’s whistle, the bicycle’s bell, the moped’s and
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motorcycle’s hand-operated horn, the car’s and truck’s far reaching
electric horns, and sometimes even the locomotive’s steam whistle.
These signals may be distinguishable to the motorists, but to the resi-
dents they contribute to a constant din that prevents them from hearing
themselves speak. As with the barking dogs in the Tunisian village,
this initially successful form of semiosis has become impossible due
to its constant rather than intermittent occurrence. Individually, each
of these signals can function as a warning signal. When produced si-
multaneously, however, their mutual disruption causes them to fail as
warning signals; and this in turn, produces a great amount of stress.
Here too, the current situation developed gradually and is apparently
difficult to change without causing the traffic system to collapse. The
only way to escape the noise permanently is to leave the city.

The traffic noise caused by the many warning signals is also semi-
otically induced pollution. This assessment is supported by the noted
effect that the traffic noise has on municipal property value. The real
estate market reacts to the reduced quality of living by decreasing the
property value. Its reactions to material pollution (e.g., oil in the
ground water) and to semiotic pollution (e.g., warning signals in traf-
fic) are the same. As with material pollution, semiotic pollution is the
worst in the areas where the poorest people live.

The same situation exists in large European cities. Here, however,
remedial measures have been taken. Since the 1970s, if the laws en-
acted to limit acoustic signals are insufficient to reduce the level of
traffic noise, then noise barriers are built. While solving one problem,
however, this measure produces another: noise barriers are also visual
barriers (Rohrmann 1984: 198). In addition to having been robbed of
their former peace and quiet, the affected residents are also robbed of
their former view of the surrounding area. The relief of the auditory
channel results in a disruption in the visual channel. Those who seek
visual diversity in spite of this are forced to turn to the “new media” in
their own homes: television and video. In this manner, one environ-
mentally disruptive measure leads to another and there is no end in
sight to the medial arms race (Bouissac 1993).

Environmental protection measures of this type are also to be
found in the other channels. The initially hailed shift in suburban traf-
fic from air-polluting buses to streetcars or trolley busses necessitated
the construction of overhead contact lines. The tourists who use the
traffic system to see historical buildings and monuments, however,
feel cheated because the chaos of the overhead contact lines impairs
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the view of the monuments and destroys their historical context. In
this case, the shift is from olfactory channel pollution to visual chan-
nel pollution with additional destruction of the sign context. Remedial
measures, such as installing mirrors to defer the view from the chaos
of wires, are no solution since these only help photographers and sim-
ply increase the number of disruptive artifacts.

Such practices are ridiculous. They make about as much sense as
installing a refrigerator in an Eskimo’s home in order to neutralize the
negative effect that the recently introduced central heating system had
on food preservation.

These examples show that the visual, auditory, and olfactory (as
well as the gustatory and tactile) channels are fundamental semiotic
resources. The pollution of these resources reduces our quality of life.
The same can be proven for the other factors of semiosis. Space limi-
tation, however, prohibits a continued analysis here.

The semiotic resources of the sign-processes discussed can be
compared to the material resources of life-processes as follows.

(1) Material and semiotic resources are both hardly noticed as long as
they are not polluted.

(2) The pollution of a material resource (e.g., smog, industrial noise,
and auto-emissions) can directly result in the pollution of the re-
spective semiotic resource and vice versa (as in the cases of light
and noise pollution).

(3) A polluted material resource impairs not only certain individual
life-processes but rather all life-processes of the same type; in the
same manner, a polluted semiotic resource impairs not only indi-
vidual sign-processes but rather all sign-processes which use that
resource.

(4) The negative effects of material and semiotic pollution can be re-
duced to a certain extent by switching to other resources; in this
way, however, the pollution frequently spreads from one resource
to another.

(5) No higher forms of life can exist if all material resources are com-
pletely polluted; and, similarly, no sign-processes are possible
where all semiotic resources are totally polluted.
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5. Research requirements:
The investigation of channel-related, semiosis-related, and
situation-related noise

The previous section makes clear that the increased levels of stress
which bother people in today’s densely populated regions of the world
are due to semiotic pollution as much as to material pollution. To alle-
viate this stress it does not suffice simply to call attention to extreme
examples of pollution or to protest only against those instances that
affect one personally. Comprehensive criteria for action must be de-
veloped if there is to be an end put to the Band-Aid treatment of
symptoms and the transfer of pollution from one resource to the next.
In principle, semiotic pollution as well as material pollution can be
identified objectively. Important is the development of a reliable
means of measuring the pollution level in each individual resource
(each semiosis factor) as well as its relative contribution to the overall
level of pollution. This groundwork is needed, for example, to decide
when it makes sense to strain one resource in order to relieve another.

Having to deal with polluted semiotic resources causes stress
(Mayer 1979: 235). The goal is to reduce this stress. Measures of pol-
lution must be introduced in such a way that they can be used as a ba-
sis for determining the amount of pollution-induced stress (cf. Lazarus
1990 regarding the measurement of stress), depending on the individ-
ual circumstances of the people involved (Jerusalem 1990). Regarding
all these questions, there is a considerable need for research; at pres-
ent, semiotic pollution research lags far behind material pollution re-
search.

Responsible for this is, on the one hand, the wide-spread tendency
to reduce all problems down to what is physically and chemically
measurable and, on the other hand, the conceptual isolation of the sub-
phenomena from one another. Still lacking today are sufficiently de-
tailed models which allow (1) measuring the level of pollution of the
various semiotic resources, (2) comparing these measurements,
(3) determining their relative contribution to the total semiotic pollu-
tion, and (4) identifying threshold values. As Helmar Frank (2001)
shows, the work of information theory in the area of cybernetics in the
1960s and 1970s laid important groundwork and information psychol-
ogy made a series of applications possible. Since then, however, the
remaining gap in the research needed to meet the requirements of se-
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miotic environmental protection has hardly become smaller. This is

true not only for determining the pollution level of semiotic resources

which are as complex as sender, recipient, sign-matter, and context,
but also of resources such as codes and channels, which have been
relatively well studied in the framework of information theory.

What is needed can be explained with reference to the example of
the channels. Information theory tries to measure channel pollution
(see section 3 above) using the concept of noise. Noise is the contami-
nation of the channel with sign-matter not stemming from the sender
that was chosen by the recipient (Cherry 1967. 245). Examples of
noise taken from the technical media are the cracking sounds in the
telephone, the atmospheric disturbance in the radio (made noticeable
by changes in the volume and distortions of the signifier), and the
snow on the television screen.

A high level of noise means that the respective channel is highly
strained by interfering sign-matter. This, in turn, indicates a large
contribution to the overall level of semiotic pollution (see section 4
above). Aside from light and sound pollution, every-day examples of
high channel-related noise levels are the aggravation of the olfactory
and gustatory senses, and skin irritation (e.g., due to synthetic materi-
als).

It is a common assumption that semiotic strain on the environment
increases proportionately with the number of channels and the degree
to which they are strained (Frank 1969). It should be noted, however,
that not every increase in a given channel’s noise level and not every
increase in the number of highly strained channels increases the over-
all stress experienced by the individual (Lazarus, Folkman 1984):

e Showing a television transmission in a train station definitely in-
creases the strain on the visual channel of the passengers waiting.
The transmission of a soccer game can, however, lead to a reduc-
tion of their overall stress because it temporarily distracts them
from the chaotic activities of other arriving and departing passen-
gers.

* The endless flow of background music in an office or in a depart-
ment store strains the auditory channel. It can, however, create a
relaxed atmosphere which helps the people present to better deal
with other types of stress.

e Similarly, perfume affects the olfactory channel. But it can be used
to mask unpleasant body odours.
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e At a restaurant, a special mixture of seasonings can make some-
what stale ingredients acceptable to the gustatory demands of the
dinner guest.

e In a clinic, nurses are used to suddenly apply pressure with their
hand in order to distract the patient from the prick of the needle.

When a signal appears in a channel and covers up another signal in the
same channel, it is said that the first signal masks the second. The list
above presents examples of visual, auditory, olfactory, gustatory, and
tactile masking (Loeb 1986: 48-79). Masking can prevent one from
perceiving sign-matter that produces stress. Despite the additional
loading of the channel, masking can reduce overall stress.

The different effects that desirable and disturbing masking can
have on a person’s level of stress show that simply analyzing the noise
level in the channel does not suffice to determine the semiotic strain-
ing caused by unintended sign-matter. In order to determine the level
of semiotic stress one must take into consideration not only the noise
level but also the type of noise.

One must also address the question of whether the maskings occur
only in specific instances (such as skilled hospital staff giving a shot)
or if they occur constantly in order to hinder the perception of a cer-
tain type of noise. An example of constant masking is the continuous
background music in department stores, public transportation systems,
and open-area offices (Korn 1975, Fehling 1976, Kdérner 1979). In
open-area offices, masking may have a positive side-effect on em-
ployees: others cannot hear what is being said in a conversation so
that, despite the visual transparency of the situation, the interlocutors
can enjoy a certain amount of auditory privacy. However, no back-
ground music is one-hundred percent emotionally neutral; each person
present is subject to the music, whether s/he wants to be or not. Those
who do not want to or cannot be soothed, or those who require maxi-
mum auditory differentiation and, therefore, need their own beat must
be extremely annoyed by all background music (Mayer 1979: 226).
The unwanted introduction of foreign signs into a channel that one
needs completely for the recognition of intended signs, combined with
the impossibility of escaping the situation, turns background music for
these people into a classic case of semiotic pollution.

It makes sense to extend the concept of masking to refer also to the
interference between signs of different channels (Loeb 1986: 48).
Thus, semiotic stress cannot be determined solely on the basis of noise
in just one channel. Sign-matter that does not stem from the recipi-
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ent’s chosen sender can also reach the recipient via a channel other
than the chosen one and, in this manner, affect the reception of the
intended signs. A student’s communication with an instructor in a
seminar can be negatively affected by the noise in the adjacent room
(same auditory channel), the activities of people in street traffic that is
mirrored in the window pane (visual channel), and even his/her own
seat that is uncomfortable and scrapes the back (tactile channel).

Therefore, it is suggested that the concept of noise also be ex-
tended. In the broader sense, noise is to be understood as all sign-
matter that does not come from the intended sender through the cho-
sen channel and which disturbs the reception of the sender’s sign-
matter, independent of the channel through which the disturbance ar-
rives (Fiske 1982: 8). This approach suggests that, in addition to the
channel-related noise level, a semiosis-related noise level has to be
assumed which incorporates all channels involved. A determining
factor for the success of sign reception is the number of other signs
that simultaneously reach the recipient through any channel. The ac-
tivities in the field of vision are just as important as sounds and smells.
Semiosis-related noise is the weighted sum of the various channels’
noise levels during a given sign-process. The weighting is necessary
so that individual circumstances can be taken into account when
drawing conclusions from semiosis-related noise about the stress for a
particular person involved in a given sign-process.

Our well-being, however, depends not only on the presence or lack
of stress involved in a particular sign-process. Rather, it depends on
the entire situation and the signs which confront us during this situa-
tion. To identify this situation and determine its semiotic strain, one
must observe the entire channel constellation for a longer period of
time and not just for the duration of one sign-process. For example, a
man leaves the house, sees a street lamp and the lights of the passing
cars, hears the traffic sounds muted by the trees, smells the slightly
musty aroma of fallen leaves, and, at the same time, feels the weight
of his briefcase in his left hand. The totality of these relatively con-
stant impressions comprise the backdrop of more specialized sign-
processes which might take place between the man and his compan-
ion. Advanced semiotics should be able to determine the average
overall noise level in all channels that the two persons must overcome
if they are to conduct a continuous conversation.

Advanced semiotics must also be able to compare the different
types of sign-production situations with regard to semiotic stress.
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What people want to say and can say to one another depends a great
deal on their location: in an office in the centre of town, on a street in
a large city, in a car in city traffic or on the highway, in a forest, on a
beach, or in the mountains. The level of stress depends not only on the
people’s individual circumstances but also on the situation-specific
noise in the channels. A situation-related noise level can be under-
stood as the average overall strain produced by the noise levels in all
channels during any sign-process that might take place in a given
situation. Both the situation-related noise level and the individual cir-
cumstances of the persons involved are constitutive of the stress per-
ceived in a specific situation.

As a result, these considerations charge researchers with the devel-
opment of the necessary tools to operationalize and metricize the con-
cepts of channel-related, semiosis-related, and situation-related noise.
This groundwork must be laid in order to effectively measure semiotic
pollution and start counteracting it.
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CemMunoTMYecKoe 3arpsasHeHue:
pasMbILLIEHNSA 06 3KO/I0MMKN 3HAKOB

B 4aHHOI cTaTbe MaTepurasibHOe 3arpsi3HeHNe 3/1eMeHTaPHbIX XU3HEHHbIX
pecypcoB (BOAbl, MOYBbI, U BO34yXa) CPaBHMBAETCS C CEMUOTUUYECKUM
3arpsisHeHVeM 3/eMeHTapHbIX PecypcoB 3HAKOBbIX MPOLEeccoB (KaHan,
3HaKoBasi MaTepusi U Ccoo6LLeHMe; KOZA, O3Hauawlliee U 03Ha4Yaemoe, a
TakXe KOHTEKCT, OTMpaBWTe/Nlb W Mofy4vaTenb). YTBepXfaetcs, 4TO
CEMMOTMYECKOE 3arpsi3HEHWE COMPSHKEHO CO 3HAKOBLIMWU MpoLeccamum,
TaK e KakK MaTepuanibHoe 3arpsi3HeHWe C OCHOBHBLIMU YXKU3HEHHbIMU
npoLeccamn; CXOACTBO 3TUX [BYX TWUMOB 3arpsi3HeHUsS B TOM, YTO OHMU
BbI3bIBAOT CTPECC Y /t0fieil B COBpPeMeHHbIX obliecTBax. [joKasbiBaeTcs,
UTO CEMMOTMKA Crnoco6Ha 06ecneuynTb KOHLENTYalbHble WHCTPYMEHTbI
ONS1 BbIPABOTKU MEP CHUXEHUS CEMUOTUUYECKOTO 3arpsasHeHusi. OfHako,
KakK MoKasaHo, [/ orfepauuoHanusauum u MeTpu3auum o6LLUX KOH-
LIeNTOB CEMMOTUYECKOrO 3arpsisHeHns, TaKUX Kak “lyM B KaHase CBA3M”,

“CEMMO3UCHBINT 1 “CUTyauMOHHbIN WyM”, TpebyeTca AOMNONHUTENbHOE
nccnegoBsaHue.
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Semiootiline saastamine:
mdotisklus markide dkoloogiast

Antud artiklis vorreldakse elementaarsete eluressursside (vee, mulla ja
Ohu) materiaalset saastamist margiliste protsesside elementaarsete res-
sursside (kanal, margimateeria ja teade; kood, tahistaja ja tdhistatav, aga
samuti kontekst, adressaat ja adressant) semiootilise saastamisega.
Viidetakse, et semiootiline saastamine on seotud mérgiliste protsessidega
samal moel, nagu materiaalne saastamine pd&hiliste eluprotsessidega —
nende kahe saastetiitibi sarnasus seisneb selles, et mdlemad kutsuvad
tdnapdeva Uhiskonna inimestes esile stressi. Kinnitatakse, et just semioo-
tika on vOimeline kindlustama kontseptuaalsed instrumendid, té6tamaks
vdlja vahendid semiootilise saaste vdhendamiseks. Kuid semiootilise
saaste Uldiste kontseptide, selliste nagu “mira sidekanalis”, “semioosne ja
situatsiooniline mira” operatsionaliseerimiseks ja mdoddustamiseks on
vajalikud téiendavad uurimused.
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Abstract. The expression “artificial animal” denotes a range of different
objects from teddy bears to the results of genetic engineering. As a basis
for further investigation, this article first of all presents the main interpre-
tations and traces their systematic interconnections. The subsequent sec-
tions concentrate on artificial animals in the context of play. The devel-
opment of material toys is fueled by robotics. It gives toys artificial sense
organs, limbs, and cognitive abilities, thus enabling them to act in the real
world. The second line of development, closely related to research into
Artificial Life, creates virtual beings “living” on computer screens. The
most essential difference between these variants are the sense modalities
involved in interaction. Virtual beings can only be seen and heard,
whereas material toys can be touched as well. Therefore, the simulation of
haptic qualities plays an important role. In order to complete the proposed
typology, two further areas are outlined, namely artificial animals outside
play and “artificial animals in the medium of flesh” which are alive but
designed and created by man. Research on artificial animals belongs to an
extended notion of ecosemiotics, as they are part of ecosystems which
may themselves be virtual such as the Internet.

1. Introduction
The expression “artificial animal” has several interpretations which

can be classified by semiotic categories. Three sign functions are of
special interest for ecosemiotics: artificial animals may represent liv-
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ing animals, substitute them in specific contexts, or be intended as an
improvement of nature.

In the standard case, “artificial animal” means representations of
living animals. Classical toys such as teddy bears are material and
therefore three-dimensional models which can be perceived by all
sense modalities. During the last few years, virtual (or digital) animals
have been created which are two-dimensional representations on a
computer screen. In contrast to traditional pictures, they can move and
may have a voice. And in contrast to artificial animals in movies (like
the Aristocats or Roger Rabbit), the player can interact with them.

The second interpretation suggests that animal representations are
“artificial” only if they do not have a model in reality. Examples in-
clude the fabulous beasts of mythology and the monsters from outer
space in science fiction. Hybrids of man and animal (e.g., sirens, cen-
taurs, and sphinxes) and later on of living beings and machines (cy-
borgs) are typical here. They all exist initially only in the fantasy of
their inventor and are introduced to common imagination by texts,
pictures, films, or sculptures. The fact which is not investigated here is
that many artificial animals can be interpreted as caricatures of human
beings. Donald Duck and his relatives, for example, are not only
ducks whose adventures please their readers, but also a model of the
human condition in which all characters are stereotypes as in the
commedia dell’arte.

The third interpretation of “artificial animal” is a living animal
which has been “artificially” created by man. Under natural circum-
stances, only closely related species cross-breed spontaneously — for
example, the mule is a cross-breed of horse and donkey. Genetic engi-
neering, however, allows for cross-breeding of more distant species,
even of plants and animals, or of animals and man. The result may be
creatures which are “mixed” like fabulous beasts. The circle of devel-
opment closes in the case of re-breeding which is intended to slow
down the loss of biodiversity.

These three readings are systematically interconnected. Dealing
with living animals encourages fantasies in which animals are “men-
tally divided” into their body parts which are then “freely composed”
into fabulous beasts. Sometimes nature itself offers such impulses,
namely by deformed children and animals. Through observation the
features in question become “parametrized”. If, e.g., calves with two
heads or six legs are bom, the number of heads and legs is no longer a
constant factor. And vice versa: the “invention” of fabulous beasts
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may be one of the sources which has established genetic engineering
as a scientific vision. Furthermore, fabulous beasts can become inter-
subjectively available as material or virtual toys. And handling them
may influence behavior towards living animals. “Animal Makers”, for
example, who produce artificial animals for Hollywood, support or-
ganizations committed to the protection of animals on film sets.

Models of animals belong to the earliest remains of material cul-
ture, but whether they were toys, sacrifices or mere decoration is not
always easy to decide. In ancient Egypt, for example, models of live-
stock were placed in tombs in order to guarantee the eternal alimenta-
tion of the deceased. Since then, man has created a variety of artificial
animals, often by using the most advanced technology. Multifunction-
ality is frequent, for example, toys may be amulets at the same time.

The following sections offer a typology of artificial animals. The
main emphasis is placed on artificial animals in the context of play,
the development of which is characterized by the simulation of more
and more live-functions (section 2). The history of material toys
ranges from simple static models and clockwork toys to today’s ro-
botic toys which simulate locomotion, perception, sound utterances,
and units of behavior (“Fetch the stick!”). The second line of devel-
opment — related to research into Artificial Life — creates virtual
animals such as Pokemons which “live” on computer screens. Their
simulation consists of metabolism, growth, and social behavior (in-
cluding reproduction), and even a quasi-genetic optimization to a spe-
cific environment may take place. Section 3 gives an impression of the
manifold simulation of animals outside play which is another fruitful
area for semiotic investigation. The same is true for artificial animals
in the medium of flesh which is outlined in section 4. The presentation
is closed by a conclusion and an outlook analysis in section 5.

2. Artificial animals in the context of play

In the context of play, more and more live functions are simulated.
From a semiotic point of view, the most essential difference between
material (2.1) and virtual (2.2) toy animals are the sense modalities
involved in interaction. Virtual animals can only be seen and heard,
whereas the material ones are often specifically intended to stimulate
the skin. Therefore, the simulation of haptic qualities — such as tem-
perature, softness, elasticity, and texture — plays an important role.
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2.1 Material toy animals

The history of toy animals can be traced from various viewpoints, for
example, as a part of cultural history (cf., e.g., Fraser 1966 and Bry-
ant-Mole 1996) or as a reflection of didactic concepts. The following
investigation concentrates on toys which — at least roughly — imitate
animals’ appearance. “Natural toys” such as stones and cones are not
considered here, although they can adopt the roles of animals during
play. This section concentrates on two aspects which are relevant for a
semiotic analysis, namely the simulation of live functions (2.1.1) and
of haptic features (2.1.2).

Toy animals are frequently designed as the elements of complex
scenarios. Paradise and Noah’s ark are famous historic examples mo-
tivated by religious belief. Other scenarios depict the everyday life of
pre-industrialized farming — often idealized by nostalgia, as in the
case of farms with free-range animals (the fact that no toy sets simu-
lating industrialized livestock breeding exist may be read as an indi-
cation that we feel ashamed in front of our children). Some further
scenarios are already second-order models because concepts such as
“zoo” and “circus” are themselves culture-specific models of nature
and its relationship to man.

There are manifold ways in which toys are given a “serious” func-
tion and vice versa, for example, on the one hand, a teddy bear pro-
motes the canned milk brand name “Béarenmarke”, and on the other
hand, the Berlin bear as a heraldic sign is sold as a soft toy. However,
this is not treated in more detail here.

2.1.1 The simulation of livefunctions

In the beginning of history, all toy animals were static and silent.
The first simulation of movement are toys for dragging and those with
moving parts. Fraser (1966: 26 and 31) shows examples from around
1100 B.C., namely a lion on wheels and a crocodile with movable
lower jaws. Also in the case of rocking horses (cf. Mullins 1992), it is
the player himself who makes them move. Although singular auto-
mata such as singing birds or picking hens are known to have existed
since Western and Chinese antiquity (cf. Fraser 1966: 108ff), the
simulation of movement and voice remained an exception until the
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late 19th century. By means of clockworks and later on by batteries,
moving toy animals started to be produced. Phonographs and later on
acoustic chips gave them voices. In contrast to ancient rattles which
only make noise (Fraser 1966: 49), modern devices allow for produc-
ing species-specific sound utterances like grunting or barking.

Today, a highly sophisticated simulation of live functions has be-
come possible. One line of development is fueled by robotics. It gives
toy animals (“toybots”) artificial sense organs, artificial limbs, and
cognitive abilities such as planning and reasoning, thereby enabling
them to perceive their environment and to act in the real world. One
long-term objective is the motor-driven robot-cat “Robokoneko”
whose “brain” is to contain 40 million artificial neurons arranged in
modules. Each neuronal net can be optimized by quasi-genetic proc-
esses for a specific task such as the recognition of “prey”. The cat
“sees” by video camera, “hears” by stereo microphones, and also the
tactile hairs contain sensors. A sound generator allows for miaowing,
purring, and other sound utterances.

Robot-dogs such as “Aibo” and “I-Cybies” are also already avail-
able. I-Cybies was presented in February 2000 at the Nuremberg toy-
fair in Germany. When activated, his speech recognizer adapts to his
master’s voice, and afterwards, he obeys only him. I-Cybies can bark,
howl, roll, and follow simple orders like following his master, stand-
ing on his hind legs, and retrieving. During locomotion, he avoids hit-
ting obstacles. He knows his name, and interaction with his environ-
ment results in specific “moods” which he expresses by “facial ex-
pression”. For example, he droops his ears sadly if not sufficiently
caressed. Another subsystem of mood expression, however, has no
model in reality: if I-Cybies is happy, his otherwise green eyes glow
red.

Whereas these toybots are intended to appeal to adults, “Furbies”
are primarily designed for children. They look like normal soft toys,
but contain enough computer technology to be treated as “partly ani-
mate” (cf. Pesce 2000). They interact with their environment, show
their mood by facial expression and gaze behavior, and have a “lan-
guage” evolving from a childlike patois (“Furbish”) to a rudimentary
English.
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2.1.2 The Simulation of hapticfeatures

The 20th century brought the rise of soft toys. At first, only furry
mammals such as bears and cats were simulated (cf. Fraser 1966:
182f), later on also animals which are phylogenetically more distant
from man, e.g., marine mammals, reptiles, and even spiders and other
invertebrates.

From semiotically perspective it is interesting how the naturalness
of simulation systematically varies due to the different features. The
animal’s general shape — the main criterion for identifying the spe-
cies in question — is normally simulated to a comparably high degree.
Some stylization may take place, for example the face may be modi-
fied to look more “human” or more “childlike”. The color, however, is
frequently changed completely. Pink lions and blue horses occur,
maybe in order to please small children. If raised in an urban envi-
ronment without contact with real livestock, children may acquire
wrong beliefs about real animals’ colors. A famous example is a long-
term advertising campaign by Milka (Swiss chocolate) which makes
children believe that cows are violet.

One special aspect is the simulation of haptic features. Real speci-
men have stunningly manifold “surfaces”. Mammals’ coats are curly
or straight, silky or bristly, scanty or straggly. Birds have feathers,
fishes and reptiles have scales of different types, turtles have shells,
and snails have a slimy skin. In toy production, however, this vari-
ability may be reduced to only two extremes, namely the uniform
fluffiness of toys for cuddling and the disgusting sliminess of creepy-
crawlies. The affective component may play a minor role in the case
of toy collectors, but frequently, artificial toys trigger intense feelings.
The numerous Halloween monsters are intended to provoke a reaction
of fear or disgust.

Most toy animals, however, are intended for being loved as indi-
viduals, and a soft toy acquired in childhood may really become a
“lifetime companion” (there are even guides about how to treat them
well, cf. Ricketts 1969). Their sign function may change depending on
their owner’s age. For younger children, toy animals can substitute
living animals to a high degree — they lovingly feed, brush and hug
their toy cat. Older children intentionally switch between treating toy
animals as living or as mere artifacts. For adults, toy animals may be
signs of craftsmanship, of their donator’s love, or lucky charms.
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With regard to this long-term usage and emotional impact, leading
toy manufacturers such as “Steiff’ or “Kdsel” aim to produce highly
naturalistic toy animals which carefully imitate their models’ visual
features — including color — and the haptic features of their skin.
This may require the use of costly hand-woven furs the uneven texture
of which looks and feels realistic.

The interior of objects, and especially of living beings, is normally
not visible in reality. This normal opacity of flesh contributes to the
fascination of transparent animals like jellyfishes and some geckos.
Only in the case of severe injuries does the interior of living beings
become accessible for visual and haptic exploration. But open frac-
tures and the opening of cavities are traumatic for the affected as well
as for the observer. Physicians, however, need this kind of “insight”,
and also modern diagnosis from X-ray to computer tomography can-
not substitute for the visual-haptic knowledge acquired during
autopsy.

If the interior of toy animals is accessible, these animals often have
an educational objective. Since the 1980’s, soft toys with babies in
their womb allow for the simulation of birth. The detailed “anatomy
teddy” allows children to literally “grasp” the location and shape of
inner organs. Furthermore, this teddy is aimed at decreasing the fear of
doctors and surgery due to its ability to completely “recover” (whereas
unintended examinations of a normal teddy’s interior tend to cause its
destruction).

2.2 Virtual toy animals

The second line of the development of toy animals is closely related to
Avrtificial Life, a branch of science which is located between biology
and computer science (cf., e.g., Magnenat-Thalmann and Thalmann
1994 as well as Hokkanen 1999). Virtual — or digital — beings are
computer-generated animation which are visible on the screen, move,
and may have a voice.

Virtual fishes living in a virtual marine world are a scientific ex-
ample (cf. Tu 1996). The simulation of individuals exhibits a complex
repertoire of behavior, for example, avoiding obstacles, searching for
food, and fleeing from predators. The underlying “intention generator”
is based on a hierarchy of behavior in which the most basic desires
have the highest priority. For example, the desire to eat or to mate can
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only occur if there is no danger of hitting an obstacle or being Kkilled.
If life-cycles are simulated as well, the individuals are bom, grow, and
die. In order to gain such complexity, the basic physics of the animals
and their environment has to be modeled.

With groups of animals, social behavior including mating and
breeding may be simulated, and even a quasi-genetic adaptation to a
specific environment may take place. Research in this area sometimes
uses a special terminology, calling living beings (including humans)
“animals” and virtual beings “animats” (cf. Pfeifer 1998, as well as the
previous Proceedings of the Conferences on Simulation of Adaptive
Behavior). With regard to this typology, virtual animals are a special
case of animats which also comprise virtual humans (which may be
“avatars”: virtual counterparts of Internet users) and all sorts of hy-
brids and fictional beings. If virtual beings “live” in the Internet — as
a virtual ecosystem — and come into contact with many users, a vir-
tual coevolution may take place during which each species refines its
capabilities (cf. Funes et al. 1998).

From the viewpoint of computer science, creating virtual animals
can fertilize the evolution of interactive adaptive software. For ethol-
ogy, on the other hand, carefully designed artificial animals are useful
tools for systematic studies of animal behavior (cf. Tu 1996). As they
are structural as well as functional models, all levels from sensomoto-
rics to cognition can be studied and modified without animal experi-
ments. Furthermore, investigations of genetic adaptation profit from
the fact that life-cycles of virtual animals may be extremely short.
This research belongs to an extended notion of ecosemiotics because
virtual worlds may be counted as ecosystems as well. The Internet, for
example, can be seen as a virtual ecosystem, namely a community of
human users and virtual beings where complex interaction is taking
place (cf. Funes et al. 1998, chapter 1).

Commercially sold virtual animals exploit all these scientific re-
sults. In 1997, the “Tamagotchis” came from Japan to Europe. These
“virtual chickens” live on the display of egg-sized “worlds” and need
to be fed, nursed, and entertained by pressing buttons. They actively
ask for attention by cheeping, but unnecessary cheeping has to be
“punished”. Their life span is restricted to 30 days, and neglect makes
them die much earlier. They can be revived by the RESET-function
(which raises the existential question of personal identity...) or be
buried in specific Internet cemeteries. Furthermore, their producers
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assume that after death they return to their home planet — a philoso-
phy which intermingles real and virtual world.

Two years later the “Pokemons” succeeded to the throne (and are
already being replaced by the “Digimons™). Each Pokemon belongs to
a species with specific powers such as fire, electro, or psycho. Mean-
while, some hundred Pokemons now exist, each of which has to be
caught by skill and perseverance. Only by optimal training can a
Pokemon develop in a species-specific manner. The aim of the train-
ing is to own a whole army of Pokemons to fight against others. This
example shows that virtual animals require more and more involve-
ment from the side of the user. A teddy bear may be forgotten for
weeks without any damage — the optimal development of a
Pokemon, however, requires extensive care over a considerable
amount of time.

In contrast to Tamagotchis, Pokemons are part of a whole (com-
mercial...) universe comprising also films and figures. As soon as vir-
tual animals get material counterparts, the borders between the two
realms are blurred. Furthermore, such animal figures are frequently
introduced into new contexts. As a typical example, animals which
have originally been produced for films may be sold later. Depending
on the intentions of its new owner, a sculpture of Mickey Mouse can
be used as a toy, exhibited as a piece of art, or become a coat stand.

In the Internet, catchwords such as “cyberlife”, “virtualkitty”, or
“swineonline” lead to numerous virtual species which can be acquired.
Many of them are only intended for playing and nursing, but virtual
variants of hunting also exist. Virtual fishing rods are operated by real
hand movements and allow for the choice between different bodies of
water, baits, and times of the day. But the seamless integration of real
and virtual world fails because the rod can’t be exposed to humid-
ity — the manual explicitly prohibits its use at riversides...

3. Artificial animals outside play

Numerous simulations of animals also exist outside play. The aim of
this section is to list some suggestive examples in order to stimulate
more detailed semiotic analyses.

Many artificial animals outside play have decorative function. One
has to distinguish between variants which are designed as mere deco-
rations (knick-knacks, jewelry, ...) and those which have a practical
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purpose as well (piggy banks, weathercocks, butcher’s figurines of
cows and pigs,...).

In didactic contexts, there is no clear-cut difference between
specimen and model — frequently, a real coat is put on a model made
of gypsum (“dermoplastics”). This intermingling of model and repre-
sentation is quite rare in the case of toys — stuffed chickens and
ducklings which are sold around Easter on Austrian markets are a
strange exception.

Animal models in bionics is a highly complex simulation by which
the principles of living beings are investigated for translation into
technical devices. The solutions of evolution — tested for millions of
years — are studied with respect to the question whether they can be
emulated by using non-organic materials.

Another special case are artificial animals used for camouflage
such as the Trojan Horse in which a group of enemy soldiers hid. A
life-size iron ox for torturing was created by the artist Perillus for
Phalaris, the ruler of Agrigent. The convicted were roasted to death in
the oxen’s hollow body, and specific sound pipes transformed their
cries so that they resembled the bellowing of an ox. A Greek legend
(cf. Ranke-Graves 1960, I: 265f) tells of a camouflage due to trans-
species love. Minos, the king of Crete, kept a wonderful bull which
belonged to Poseidon. Poseidon cursed Pasiphae, Minos’ wife, to fall
into love with this bull. She requested Daedalus to build a hollow
wooden cow, covered by cow’s hide (cf. some murals in Pompeji,
Reinach 1922: 183). Hidden in the cow, Pasiphae seduced the bull.
The result of this mating is the Minotaure (with the head of a bull on
the body of a man) for whom Daedalus later on built the famous laby-
rinth.

As in the case of toy animals, the simulation may comprise more
or less features of the living animal. The high-tech security system
called “Power Dog”, for example, is a purely acoustic simulation
which reduces a dog to its voice. The “digital barking” — which the
manual describes as “truly natural” — is triggered by a motion sensor
and is to make burglars believe that a huge dog is guarding the house.

Much more complex simulations are used in livestock breeding.
Today, the artificial insemination of working animals is a standard
procedure. However, it is only efficient if the sexual behavior of the
species in question is taken into account. From foreplay to intercourse,
it can be reconstructed as a chain of reflexes which coordinate the be-
havior of two individuals. If there is no contact between male and fe-
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male, the elements of the natural situation have to be simulated by
different means (cf. Busch, Lohle und Peter 1991; semiotic recon-
struction in Schmauks 2000). During semen collection, the female
animal is normally replaced by a so-called “phantom”, i.e., a dummy.
It depends on the species in question to which extent phantoms must
be true to nature. The minimal variant only has the structure of an
archway, i.e., resembles a female’s backside. Cow phantoms may be
much more elaborate, simulating a cow’s body with respect to size,
volume, and color in order to offer distal visual stimuli. Its covering
by cow hide additionally renders olfactory and tactile stimuli. The
most relevant part is the artificial vagina which may be built into the
phantom or handled separately by the veterinarian. Filling the double-
walled vagina with warm water simulates body temperature, and the
pressure at the opening can be adapted to the liking of individual
bulls. Vaseline simulates the tactile experience of the mucous mem-
brane which triggers the immissio-penis reflex.

4. Artificial animals in the medium of flesh

Finally, in order to complete the proposed typology of artificial ani-
mals, it is important to ask to which extent the expressions “artificial”
and “organic” still denote opposites, or, in other words: to which ex-
tent the artificial already exists in the medium of flesh.

Since the beginning of domestication in the Neolithic period, one
aim of breeding has been the targeted modification of the animals’
features. The selection of such desirable features always depends on
circumstances: whereas in war times robust pigs delivering much ba-
con may be desired, in times of abundance lean pigs with additional
chops are preferred. This development is “artificial” because it serves
human goals, and it causes the loss of the “natural”, namely of biodi-
versity.

Many cultures have mythical beings which are mixtures of differ-
ent species. In ancient Greece, “chimaera” was at first the proper name
of a creature with three heads: that of a lion, a goat, and a snake. Later
on, the derived common noun “chimera” denoted all “mixed” beings.
In some of them, one species dominates, e.g., the horse in the unicorn.
Other examples — like sirens, sphinxes, centaurs, basilisks, and har-
pies — are more balanced mixtures. The transportation of such mythi-
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cal beings into reality has always been a fascinating aim, the achieve-
ment of which gives their creator a feeling of god-like power.

A step towards real cross-breeding is the “incarnation” of fabulous
beasts made from dead specimens. One example from Bavaria, called
“Wolpertinger”, is created in order to deceive tourists. In the standard
case, it has the body of a marmot, roebuck’s antlers, and duck’s feet.
This is a very practical interpretation of the postmodern term “brico-
lage”.

Several branches of today’s biology create living chimeras. Plants
which are closely related can be “mixed” non-sexually by grafting.
Useful plants and domestic animals are frequently cross-bred in order
to ameliorate one species or to combine desirable features of two spe-
cies (“hybrids™). Hybrids for usage may be sterile like the mule.

Genetic engineering even allows for cross-breeds which are impos-
sible in nature. Genes of another species are introduced into the DNA
of such “transgenic” animals in order to reach specific goals, for ex-
ample in human medicine. Transgenic mice are susceptible to human
diseases such as arteriosclerosis, cancer, or AIDS, thus allowing for
the testing of new therapies. A highly controversial subject for discus-
sion is the use of genetic engineering in art — such as the albino-
rabbits of Eduardo Kac which fluoresce in the dark due to insertion of
a gene of the jellyfish (Schmundt 2000).

In Ovid’s Metamorphoses (1992), some humans — such as Narcis-
sus, Hyacinthus, and Myrrh — are transformed into plants which then
carry their names. Even such mixing of plants and animals has be-
come possible by genetic engineering. A specific gene of the winter
flounder prevents the water in the cells from freezing. By introducing
this gene into tobacco plants, the latter become frost-resistant.

Unicorns and other fabulous beasts of the Ancient World — which
have become a part of general world knowledge by textual and picto-
rial representations — surely have inspired cross-breeding as a scien-
tific vision. On the other hand, the confrontation with deformed chil-
dren and animals may have inspired the invention of fabulous
beasts — this was Rudolf Virchow’s basic premise when establishing
the “Medical Collection” of the Charite in Berlin. By presenting a
“second-order chimera” of four mythical beasts, Petermann and
Schmauks (1999) aim at breaching the gap between mythology and
genetic engineering from the other side. The result of this virtual
cross-breeding is called “Sphingahornix cyclopica” — with the body
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of a sphinx and a mermaid’s tail, one-eyed like a cyclops and one-
horned like a unicorn.

A special case of “artificial” cross-breeding is re-breeding — the
attempt to regain species which are already extinct in reality. Com-
mercially oriented livestock breeding concentrates on desirable fea-
tures, thus always resulting in an irretrievable genetic loss. In inten-
sive livestock breeding, it is irrelevant whether animals are good
mothers, get by on very little food, or can cope with rough weather.
The most important aspect is that they are ready for slaughtering as
soon as possible and render lean meat matching the clients’ liking.

Alarmed by the dramatic shrinking of biodiversity, appreciation of
old species of domestic animals has grown since the 1980’s. Because
some of them were already extinct, a targeted re-breeding was started.
But an extinct species can never be regained in a strict sense. It is only
possible to breed the descendants and wildlife forms for recombining
remaining genes. The result are animals whose appearance and be-
havior resembles the original species as closely as possible. One ex-
ample is the re-breeding of pigs: In 1980, Berlin’s Free University
started the breeding of wild boars, Hungarian Mangalitzas, and other
land races for re-breeding the robust and undemanding “Diippeler
Weideschwein” which is especially suited for extensive farming
(cf. Horning 1997: 56ff).

Saving endangered species can be attempted by genetic engineer-
ing as well. Fertilized eggs of the species in question can be cloned
and then carried to term by surrogate mothers of closely related spe-
cies. The “production” of embryos by fusing (arbitrary) cells of the
endangered species and eggs without nuclei from other species is even
more costly. Although such re-breeding cannot stop the general loss of
genetic variability, it can at least reduce its negative results.

Depending on the advocated world view, all these artificial animals
(or the intention to create them) are read as signs of human creativity,
power, or hybris. For some theistic religions, e.g., the attempt to “be
like God” is the ultimate sin, leading to eternal damnation.

5. Conclusions and outlook
The typology proposed here calls for a deepened semiotic investiga-

tion of the variants which have been distinguished. But already this
sketchy presentation shows the variability of artificial animals which
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can be ordered according to “naturalness”. At one pole, minimal mod-
els are located which only simulate a singular feature — like “Power
dog”, reducing a dog to its barking (cf. section 3). At the opposite
pole, the model’s aim is to simulate more and more features. Here,
sophisticated animats are located which are not only naturalistic mod-
els of individuals, but also form virtual societies and live in an envi-
ronment modeling the laws of physics.

Projecting current trends results in manifold visions, each of them
based on different notions of “reality”, “nature”, and “mankind”. Frcn
a humanistic viewpoint, intense contact to animals is always suspi
cious — as a waste of time, as a sign of misanthropy, or as a kind o*
perversion (“social sodomy”). This objection is intensified with regard
to artificial animals. Other thought experiments not only welcome
robot pets as new attractive toys but also enthusiastically introduce
them to other tasks. Examples include geriatric nursing where they

will be — like their living models — the last social contact of aged
people.
Furthermore, artificial animals — which can be “neglected” or

even “killed” without irreversible results — are suspected to cause an
alineated attitude towards living beings. The essential didactic goal of
keeping pets, namely the sensibilization for life’s fragility, obviously
cannot be reached in the realm of the virtual.

As soon as artificial animals become complex enough, we have to
face the ethical question of how to treat them correctly. Such discus-
sions will become more important the more we are convinced that
they have “feelings” and even some “intelligence” (one can also argue
that artificial beings — like other cultural assets — should be pro-
tected, even if their higher mental functions are not proven).

It has to be added that the ethical treatment of artificial beings
should be in appropriate relation to our treatment of living beings. For
example, it can be interpreted as a clear indication for our alineated
attitude towards nature, if we have scruples about hitting a Furby, but
accept the conditions of industrialized livestock breeding in which
millions of animals undoubtedly feel pain and are kept far away from
natural conditions.1

1 Acknowledgements. Thanks are due to Kalevi Kull and Roland Posner for helpful
comments on the previous version of this paper.
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MnwoweBble MeABeAN, TaMary4u, TPaHCreHHble MbILLN:
CeMMOTMYECKAs TUMOMOTUSE UCKYCCTBEHHbIX XXMBOTHbIX

BblpaxeHune “MCKYCCTBEHHOE >KMBOTHOe” 0603Ha4aeT O4YeHb pasHble
06beKTbl OT M/OLWEBbIX MeABeAeil A0 pe3ynbTaToB FeHHONW WHXEeHepuw.
B kauyecTBe OCHOBbI JasbHelLWero nccnegoBaHns B cTaTbe Mpexje BCErO
[Jal0TCA OCHOBHble WMHTepnpeTauuMm U MPOCAEXMBAKTCA WX CUCTeMaTwu-
yeckne B3ammocBA3N. Mocnegytouwine pasgenbl NOCBALWEHbI WCKYCCTBEH-
HbIM >XMBOTHbIM B KOHTEKCTE WUrpbl. PasBuTme matepuasnbHbIX UTpyLUueK
obecneunBaeTca pob6OTPOHMKON. OHa cHabXaeT MWIPyW KW UCKYCCTBEH-
HbIMW OpraHamm 4YyBCTB, KOHEYHOCTAMMW W KOTHUTUBHbIMW cnocobHoc-
TAMW, NO3BONAA WM [elicTBOBAaTb B peasbHOM Mupe. [pyras nuvHus
pasBUTUA, TECHO CBsi3aHHas C mMccnefoBaHuemMm WICKYCCTBEHHOW >XKU3HM,
co3fiaeT BUpTya/ibHble CyllecTBa, ‘“XXMBYLLME” Ha 3KpaHe KoMMbloTepa.
3T [Ba BapuaHTa pasnmMyalTcAa npexje BCEro MOAaSbHOCTAMMU
BOCMPUATUSA, KOTOPble BK/IOYAKTCA BO B3aMMOfeiCTBUE: BUPTYyasbHble
CyliecTBa MOXHO BUAETb U CAblWaTh, TOF4a Kak MaTepuanbHble UTPYLLKN
MOXHO M noTporatb. [lo3aToMy cumynauua 4vyscTBuTenbHocTu (haptic
qualities) urpaet BaxxHyt ponb. N5 MNOAHOTbLI MpefnaraemMoi TUNOAOrUK
JaeTcs HabpocoK [ByX CrleAyloLWmMx 061acTeil nccnefoBaHUsA: WUCKYCCT-
BEHHbIe )XWBOTHble BHE UrPbl U “UCKYCCTBEHHbIE XWUBOTHble BO NA0TU”,
XVBblE, HO TNpPOEKTUPYeMble W CO3A4aHHble Ye/0BEKOM. W3ydeHune
NCKYCCTBEHHbIX >XXWUBOTHbIX MPUHALMEXUT K 3KOCEMUOTUKE B LUMPOKOM
CMbIC/le C/I0BA: OHWU ABAAKTCA YaCTAMU 3KOCUCTEM, KOTOPble CaMu MOTYT
ObITb BUPTYaNbHbIMU, KakK MHTEPHET.
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Pluuskarud, tamagotchi, transgeensed hiired:
tehisloomade semiootiline tiipoloogia

Viljend “tehisloom” tdhistab vagagi erinevaid objekte pliiiSkarudest kuni
geenitehnoloogia saavutusteni. Artiklis esitatakse kdigepealt “tehislooma”
moiste peamised tblgendused, mis on aluseks edasisele arutlusele, ja
vaadeldakse nende omavahelisi sistemaatilisi seoseid. Seejarel keskendu-
takse tehisloomadele méngu kontekstis. Materiaalsete maénguasjade
arengu tagab robotroonika, mis varustab manguasjad kunstlike taju-
organite, jdsemete ja kognitiivsete vBimetega, vGimaldades neil tegutseda
reaalmaailmas. Teine arenguliin, mis on tihedalt seotud tehiselu uuri-
mustega, loob virtuaalseid olendeid, mis “elavad” arvutiekraanil. Need
kaks varianti erinevad eelk®ige vastuvotu modaalsuste poolest: virtuaal-
seid olendeid v8ib n&ha ja kuulda, aga materiaalseid ménguasju véib ka
puudutada/kdmpida. Seetdttu osutub oluliseks puutetundlikkuse simulat-
sioon. Pakutava tlipoloogia tdielikkuse huvides visandatakse kaks jarg-
mist uurimisvaldkonda: tehisloomad véljaspool mangu ja “tdisverelised
tehisloomad” — elusad, kuid inimese poolt kujundatud ja loodud. Tehis-
loomade uurimine kuulub 6kosemiootika valdkonda selle laias t&hen-
duses, kuna nad on osa okosusteemidest, mis vdivad ise olla ka virtuaal-
sed (nagu internet).
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Abstract. Asking, whether plants have semiosis, the article gives a review
of the works on phytosemiotics, referring to the tradition in botany that
has seen plants as non-mechanic systems. This approach can use the con-
cept of biological need as the primary holistic process in living systems.
Demonstrating the similarity between the need and semiosis, it is con-
cluded that sign is a meronomic entity. A distinction between five levels
of sign systems is proposed: cellular, vegetative, animal, linguistic, and
cultural. Vegetative sign systems are those which are responsible for the
morphogenesis and differentiation within an organism, thus belonging to
all multicellular organisms.

Eine ganz dhnliche Stufenfolge ist in den Pflanzen, nur mit
dem Unterschiede, daR die hohem Formen fehlen, wo die
Zeugung unter dem Einflisse des Willens steht, weil der
Wille und das gesammte animalische Leben den Pflanzen
abgeht. Dagegen ist das Sprossen sehr gemein.

Karl Emst von Baer (1864: 45)

Why phytosemiotics? The problem of semiotic threshold

The question — whether there is semiosis (a sign process) in plants,
whether plants are ontologically semiotic systems — is a decisive
question for biosemiotics. Because, if the answer is negative, there
will be no reason to progress further from zoosemiotics, there will be

1 Also: Institute of Zoology and Botany, Riia St. 181,51014 Tartu, Estonia.
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no need to extend the study of sign systems to the whole living world,
to all of biology, as biosemiotics has set out to do.2

In his book A Theory of Semiotics, U. Eco has formulated the
problem of semiotic threshold: ‘By natural boundaries I mean princi-
pally 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’ (Eco 1979: 6). At that time, Eco was quite certain
about where this threshold is situated.3 He has stated: ‘One must un-
doubtedly exclude from semiotic consideration neurophysiological
and genetic phenomena, as well as the circulation of the blood or the
activity of the lungs’ (Eco 1979: 21).

However, few years later, a group of six leading semioticians pub-
lished a collective work in which they argued for the placement of the
semiotic threshold at the boundary of life (Anderson et al. 1984). Ac-
cordingly, the whole of biology was included into the semiotic realm.

Since then, research on biological sign processes has been growing
quickly (for a review, see Kull 1999). Within the last two decades of
the development of biosemiotics, it became widely accepted that the
semiotic approach is an appropriate tool to describe all living systems,
down to the first cells. There are many works in which the semiotic
phenomena of the cellular level are analysed (Emmeche 1998, Hoff-
meyer 2000, Kawade 1996, Pollack 1994). Quite naturally, semiotics
of plants, or phytosemiotics,4would be a part of this enterprise.

In many semiotic reviews, the existence of phytosemiotics is only
mentioned, without real attempts to describe the theoretical models it
can propose. For instance, W. No&th (1990: 147) has remarked (al-
though, over a decade ago): ‘Whereas there has hardly ever been any
doubt about the existence of signs in the animal kingdom, the assump-
tion of semiosis in the sphere of plants, defended by the proponents of a
new branch of semiotics called phytosemiotics, is still controversial’.

If, in the first edition of his Handbook, W. N&th still hesitates to
speak about phytosemiotics, then, in the second edition, he has already
included a paragraph ‘Exkurs zur Phytosemiotik’ (N6th 2000: 258-
259), to reflect the recent developments in biosemiotics. Also, when
writing about ecosemiotics, he states that ‘dieses Gebiet der Semiotik

On the biosemiotic program of research, see, e.g., Sebeok 1997, Hoffmeyer 1997,
Kull 1992, 1999, Emmeche 1998, Sharov 1999, Wuketits 1998.

See also the paper by W. Néth in the current volume.

For instance, V. Colapietro (1993: 160) has defined it namely like this, very
briefly: phytosemiotics is ‘the semiotics of plants’.
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Uberschneidet sich mit der Kultursemiotik, der Biosemiotik einschli-
esslich der Phytosemiotik und der bisher nur ansatzweise existieren-
den Physikosemiotik’ (N6th 2000: 250). In another work, Noth (1994:
51-52) writes about ‘spatial opposition in phytosemiosis’.

Since plants and animals do not cover all the non-human living
world, it has naturally been asked whether we need additional terms
for fungi, protists, and bacteria. ‘If the phytosemiotic sluice was
opened, the argument ran, there would be no end to new semiotics —
e.g., mycosemiotics, cytosemiotics, and so on’ (Krampen 1992: 213).
Indeed, T. A. Sebeok (1997) has argued for using the corresponding
terms for each of the five kingdoms of life. Accordingly, reviews now
exist about semiosis in unicellular organisms (Yates 1997) and fungi
(Kraepelin 1997), in addition to the ones about animal semiosis.

Beside the problem of semiotic threshold (i.e., the question, on
which side of the boundary plants belong), we, therefore, face, here,
the next problem. This is the question, whether there may be anything
special in plant semiosis in order to justify its distinction from the
other fields of biosemiotics (i.e., the problem of distinction between
semiotics of different kingdoms).

It may be necessary to stress that under phytosemiotics we do not
mean the semiotics of botanical research, neither the existence of
plants as signs in human communicative systems (the latter would still
be a part of ecosemiotics, cf. Kull 1998, Noth 1998; see also Krampen
1989)5 neither we will argue for any psychic phenomena in plants (cf.
Nagel 1997). Our subject is confined to the question of the existence
of (primitive) sign processes in plants. Phytosemiotics is the study of
semiosis in the realm ofplants. Also, we would like to exclude, here,
the mechanisms which are general to almost all cells, and would like
to focus on the semiotic phenomena which are specific to plants.

We use, here, the contemporary division of plants, according to
which the kingdom Plantae includes only multicellular organisms
with cellulose cell walls (i.e., all bryophytes and vascular plants).
Most algae belong to the kingdom Protista (except the blue-green
ones, which belong to Bacteria).

Thus, we ask in this paper, whether the formulation of phytosemi-
otics is justified, whether the inclusion of botany into semiotics is well
grounded. In order to do so, first, we will give a review of the existing

For an ecosemiotic analysis of plants in human environment, including plant sym-
bolism etc., see, for instance, Schmauks 1997, Schempp et al. 1997, Broek 1997.
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literature about phytosemiotics, and second, we will try to sketch
some of the characteristics of its principal theoretical framework.

Twenty years of the term:
Martin Krampen’s phytosemiotic work

In 1981, the paper ‘Phytosemiotics’ by Martin Krampen, which
coined the term phytosemiotics and argued for its rights to exist, was
published in Semiotica (Krampen 1981). This paper has been reprinted
(with few changes, Krampen 1986a) and very often referred to. Later,
Krampen has published several new versions of this paper (Krampen
1986b, 1997a) and a few analyses of some particular aspects of his
approach (Krampen 1992, 2001), in addition to his writings on various
ecosemiotic aspects of plants (Krampen 1994) and the usage of plants
in architecture (Schempp et al. 1997).

Krampen has described the appearance of his view on the semiot-
ics of plants as follows:

The establishment of phytosemiotics as a specific field of inquiry grew
out of my in-depth study of Jakob von UexkiiH’s ‘Theory of Meaning’7,
which asserts that living beings down to the cell are ‘autonomous’ in their
acceptance or refusal of signs from outside them, that there is a semiotic
correspondence between the living organism and its specific surrounds
(Umwelt), and that there is such a correspondence between the specific
surrounds of different living beings according to a ‘plan of nature’.
(Krampen 1992: 213)

In his 1981 paper Krampen gives a brief review of Uexkill’s biosemi-
otics and an analysis of Uexkill’s view on the distinctive features of
plants. He agrees with most of Uexkull’s statements (e.g., the absence
of effectors and receptors in plants, absence of a functional cycle,
casing instead of Umwelt, meaning factors instead of meaning carri-
ers). Krampen refers to the recent work on plant receptors and plant
hormones, but tends to conclude that ‘I would [...] like to maintain
Jakob von Uexkiill’s conception denying plants the capacity of spe-
cialized receptor organs, and rather apply to what are called receptors
in the [...] literature the term ‘sensors’, according to the parlance of
cybernetics with respect to feedback cycles’ (Krampen 1981: 194).

| want to thank Dagmar Schmauks and Winfried N6th for drawing my attention to
few interesting papers.
7 Uexkiill 1940.
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Krampen also describes a few examples of animal-plant relation-
ships, including the plant defence mechanisms against herbivores
(Krampen 1981: 203-204).

The other topics in Krampen’s paper mainly concern human rela-
tionships to plants — an area which does not say much about semiosis
in plants themselves and would, thus, belong to ecosemiotics. He also
provides quantitative data on the influence of plant gas exchange on
the dynamics of oxygen concentration in a greenhouse, interpreting
this in the context of plants’ meaning for humans.

An interesting additional point made by Krampen states that
plants’ signs are indexes, animal ones icons, and human ones symbols:
‘in plants, indexicality certainly predominates over iconicity. [...] In-
dexicality, on the vegetative level, corresponds to the sensing and
regulating, in a feedback cycle, of meaningful stimulation directly
contiguous to the form of the plant” (Krampen 1981: 195-196).

In the later versions of this paper, Krampen has added a few exam-
ples, e.g. on mimicry in plants (Krampen 1997a: 518), an apparently
active defence by plants by sending chemical messages (Krampen
1997a: 517), on plant semiochemicals which attract the parasite hosts
of the attacking caterpillars (Krampen 1992: 215), etc. The ecosemi-
otic part, i.e. the analysis of human-plant relationships, has also been
developed. In a recent paper (Krampen 2001) the relationship between
autotrophs and heterotrophs via oxygen and carbon dioxide has been
given a semiotic interpretation.

The main point of Krampen’s approach is formulated in his ‘phy-
tosemiotic hypothesis’: ‘while plants are autonomous living be-
ings [...], their semiosis is different from that of human and animal
subjects in such a way that it merits its own semiotic analysis’
(Krampen 1981: 191-192). He also admits that ‘the difficulty of this
enterprise is to avoid anthropomorphizing the behavior of plants and
to adopt, as an observer, the correct "phytocentric" perspective’
(Krampen 1986b: 729).

Jakob von Uexkiill’s statements about plants

Jakob von Uexktill has written quite little about plants. In his Theore-
tische Biologie (Uexktill 1928) plants are almost not mentioned. How-
ever, in his late work (Uexkiill 1940) he attempts to include plants in
his consideration, in order to reach his fundamental conclusion: ‘The
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question of meaning is, therefore, the crucial one to all living beings’
(Uexkill 1982: 37). Below are a few statements about plants from this
study.

Both animals and plants build living houses for themselves, i.e. their
bodies, with whose help they lead their existence. [...] The plant has no
nervous system, receptors, or effectors; therefore, no meaning-carriers,
functional circle, perceptual, or effector cues exist for the plant. [...] The
houses of plants lack mobility. Because they possess neither receptor nor
effector organs, plants are not able to construct and be in command of an
Umwelt.

The plant possesses no special Umwelt organs, but is immersed di-
rectly in its habitat. The relationships of the plant with its habitat are alto-
gether different from those of the animals with their Umwelten. The
building-plans of animals and plants are the same in only one respect.
Both select precisely from among the stimuli that impinge upon them
from the environment. (Uexkill 1982: 33)

Although plants may not have Umwelt, their relationship to the habitat
is nevertheless different from the one of non-living things — it uses
meaning. Thus, in the place of Umwelt, Uexkill uses the word
Wohnhiille for plants.

Essential [lebenswichtige] stimuli also exist for plants; they emerge as
meaning-factors out of all of those that impinge upon them from all sides.
The plant encounters these stimuli, not with the help of receptor or effec-
tor organs, but because it has a living cell-layer that enables it to make its
choice of stimuli from the dwelling-integument [Wohnhille].8 (Uexkdll
1982: 34)

According to Uexkdll, plants can utilise meaning via their form.

In the case of a plant, one cannot speak of functional circles. However, the
meaning of the plant’s organs (which also consist of living cells) lies in
the utilization of the meaning-factors of its dwelling-integument
[Wohnhille]. It masters this task due to its shape, built according to a
plan, and the exquisite organization of its components. (Uexkull 1982: 36)

He also gives few examples.

[...] the shapes of the plants and trees are adapted to the meaning-factor,
wind, which they use in various ways to disperse their seed. [...] The rain
is caught in the gutters of the tree-leaves, and is guided to the delicate
root-ends under the earth. The sunlight is caught by the chlorophyll-

K The translation of the last sentence, here, is slightly different from the one of 1982;
cf. Uexkdll 1940: 10.
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containing cells of the plant and is used for carrying out an intricate
chemical process. The chlorophyll is not synthesized by the sun, nor is the
gutter the product of the rain. (Uexkill 1982: 37)

The example of the form of tree foliage which directs rainfall towards
the root tips is the one that Uexkull uses also in several other instances
(Uexkull 1982:49-51,53).

Plants in other biosemiotic studies

As an important part of biology, botany should also have been in-
cluded as subject matter in other works in the field of biosemiotics.
However, plants, despite being most remarkable and common biotic
components, have appeared very seldom as examples on the pages of
these treatises.

John Deely, who has commented Krampen’s paper in several of
his writings (Deely 1986, 1990), has coined the term physiosemiosis to
denote the role of semiosis in evolution in general, including the non-
living world, ‘whereby the physical interaction of existing things is
channelled toward a future different from what obtains at the time of
the affected interaction’ (Deely 1990: 30). When speaking about
plants, he emphasises an old tradition of thought according to which
‘the life of plant exists within the animal itself precisely as base and
part of its proper life’ (Deely 1990: 97). Still, he hesitates to assign
plants an ability of actual semiosis.

Rich as are the results of this method in Krampen’s hands, | am not con-
vinced that they succeed in establishing phytosemiotics on an equal foot-
ing. Or, to put it another way, | am not convinced that the communication
among plants and between plants and the physical environment and the
communication between plants and animals is, on the side of the plants
themselves, fully an actual process of semiosis, such as it certainly is on
the side of the animals. (Deely 1990: 98-99)

Deely also says that ‘from Krampen’s work | am convinced of phyto-
semiotics, but not of phytosemiosis’ (Deely 1986: 103). This view is
connected to ‘a distinction between communication, which is virtually
semiotic, and actual signification proper’ (Deely 1990: 99). According
to Deely (1990: 99), virtual semiosic phenomena involve thirdness
latently, and he includes, here, endosemiotic, physiological and tropic
phenomena, calling them all vegetative.
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Few interesting points are added by Thure von Uexkiill (1986:
211), who says about vegetative signs that ‘they are not signs for oc-
currences outside the plants, as there is no "outside" for vegetative
systems.” He also writes:

Plants are solipsistic systems. Since they do not know about objects there
is no point of describing them as subjects. They are only able to distin-
guish ‘self and ‘nonself. The signs which enable them to do this are
iconic signs, i.e. perceptual signs for a decrease, operational signs for an
increase of the similarity to ‘self. [...]

These facts also apply to the systems within our body. Cells are solip-
sistic systems as well, and endosemiotic signs are iconic signs of such
systems. (T. v. UexKkiill 1986: 211)

Jesper Hoffmeyer, in all his biosemiotic writings, has said remarkably
little about plants (except for a few comments on Wohnhille on the
basis of Uexkiill 1940, and references to some of Krampen’s exam-
ples). However, he has argued for the existence of semiosis in cells,
and, using the writing of A. Rayner (1997), has attempted to prove
that fungi have semiosis (Hoffmeyer 2000).

I want to emphasise, here, a surprising controversy. Namely, when
most authors, including UexkKiill himself, state that plants have no
Umwelt, they, at the same time, can attribute an Umwelt to some uni-
cellular organisms. For instance, Uexkiill describes the Umwelt of
Paramecium, (Uexkiill 1992: 342), and the Umwelt and Umwelttunnel
of a parasitic microbe Plasmodium vivax (Uexkiill 1922), unicellular
organisms which both belong to the kingdom Protista.

The basic reason why it seems easy to speak about the Umwelt of
unicellulars is evidently the distinguishability of their receptors and
effectors. They have membrane receptors, and a flagella or cilia for
moving their body. And even in the case when a cell cannot actively
move, it has several other means to operate, for instance a mechanism
for excretion. But the latter may also exist in plant cells. If so, then we
can conclude that at least plant cells may have Umwelt. And if their
cells have it, why not the organism as a whole?

Accordingly, we are reaching a hypothesis that the reason why
plant Umwelt has usually been denied is because these authors have
not studied plants in all the necessary detail.9 It may, thus, still be that
plants possess an Umwelt, although a different kind.

Indeed, the authors cited (J. v. Uexkiill, M. Krampen, J. Hoffmeyer) are not bota-
nists.
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The problem is difficult not only for semiotics but also for biology.
Ethology, the study of organisms’ behaviour, only quite seldom de-
votes a chapter to the behaviour of plants. Neither has cognitive ecol-
ogy (Real 1993) spoken about plants.

Vegetative sign systems:
Semiotic phenomena in the botanical field

Krampen (1997a: 511) writes: ‘What plants do have in any event are
feedback cycles connecting sensors and regulators’. And he adds:
‘Whether these processes satisfy Tembrock’s (1975) strict definition,
requiring a function cycle and signalling systems, is still too early to
say. Phytosemiotics should one day be able to answer this question’
(Krampen 1997a: 517). Thus, the question seems to converge very
much in the precise definition of functional cycle. Still, most biosemi-
oticians agree that Uexkill’s (1992: 320-321) famous example about
the behaviour of a tick represents a functional cycle. If this very sim-
ple reaction chain of a tick can be considered to be semiosic, then a
plant ecophysiologist may evidently propose many examples of com-
parable compexity from his field. Below, we list a few common phe-
nomena in plants that may be interpreted as functional cycles or their
necessary components.

Plant movements

The statement that animals move and plants do not is scientifically in-
correct. It is well-known that many plants can move their flowers or
leaves towards a source of light, they can open and close their flowers,
they move tendrils, the shoot and root apexes can turn if the gravita-
tional field changes direction, etc. However, there is also an important
difference between the movement of plants and animals, and, thus, a
more correct statement says: most animals possess organs which can
move the whole body, whereas plants cannot actively move the whole
organism (except through growth) and may move actively only some of
their parts. Thus, what is lacking in plants is not an active movement,
but an active locomotion over distances (cf. Krampen 1997a: 511).
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Darwin has written a large work about plant movements (Darwin
1865). He has also picked up some profound similarities between
animal and plant movements:

When the nerves and muscles of an animal are excited by galvanism or by
the absorption of strychnine, the consequent movements may be called an
incidental result, for the nerves and muscles have not been rendered spe-
cially sensitive to these stimuli. So with plants it appears that, from having
the power of movement in obedience to certain stimuli, they are excited in
an incidental manner by a touch, or by being shaken. Hence there is no
great difficulty in admitting that in the case of leaf-climbers and tendril-
bearers, it is this tendency which has been taken advantage of and in-
creased through natural selection. (Darwin 1872: 178)

However, Darwin’s main interest concerned the explanation of the
evolutionary origin of these phenomena, and not the dissection of their
proper mechanism.

Plant and animal movements differ remarkably in time scale.
Plants are usually very slow in their reactions. This may be a reason
why the behaviour of plant organisms cannot usually be recognised as
meaningful per se. Thus, in order to make the plants’ reactions recog-
nisable to the human eye, one has to use speed photography, for ex-
ample (cf. the emphasis made by Uexkdll (1928) on the importance of
cinematography for behavioural research).

According to the relationships to the source of excitation, the organ
movements have been classified as tropic, nastic, and autonomic
movements. In the case of tropisms, the movement depends on the
direction of the signal, whereas the nastic movements are independent
of the direction of the excitant. Autonomic movements do not require
any external signal.10

An encyclopedic work by Haupt and Feinleib (1979) provides
many examples of plant movement, also demonstrating, for example,
the data which shows the availability of actomyosin in plant cells and
the mechanism of contractile motor cells in Mimosa.

Thus, many cases are known where plant organs present an active
movement which is coordinated with the whole life process of the in-
dividual. And ‘a careful reconsideration of plant mobility might lead

1D The terminology of tropisms was developed particularly by Jacques Loeb, who
distinguished between chemo-, helio-, geo-, etc. tropisms. Uexkill (1936) strongly
criticized Loeb’s approach, because the latter seemed to claim that the factors of
movement are situated in the environment and not in the organism itself.
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to the hypothesis that there could be more to information seeking in
plants than hitherto believed’ (Krampen 1997a: 508).

Plant receptors and effectors: Recognition in plants

There exist many examples of mechanisms in plants where certain
external signals are recognised by specialised cells or other plant
structures, followed by a reaction chain that leads to an adaptive re-
sponse in the same, or sometimes in another, organ of the plant. Here
belongs, for instance, graviperception, which regulates the direction of
growth in shoot and root tips (Volkmann, Sievers 1979). Another ex-
ample can be the adaptive formation of reaction-wood as a result of
changes in mechanical tension in root or shoot tissues (Wilson, Archer
1977). The third example may be the release of abscisic acid in roots in
drying soil, which leads to stomatal closure and thus saves the plant from
desiccation (Davies, Zhang 1991). There also exist photoreceptors,
which are different from chlorophyll, reacting to certain light parameters
and regulating plant differentiation.

Let us consider the following experiment with a seedling growing
in complete darkness (on the resources either taken from the seed or
mycotrophically from fungi). Due to gravitropism its shoot grows
vertically. Let the pot with the seedling be covered by a cap which has
two holes in it, both at some angle from the shoot. From one of these
holes, we will give a low intensity radiation of a frequency that cannot
be used for photosynthesis. The result may be that the shoot turns and
grows through the irradiated hole. This experiment can be interpreted
as demonstrating the adaptive response of a plant, where the plant uses
the radiation of one kind as a sign for a possible light source suitable
for photosynthesis. It demonstrates that the seedling is able to choose
the direction of growth.

Thus, plants have selectively reacting structures that forward the
signal to target mechanisms for a co-ordinated response.

Intercellular communication:
cellular recognition and functional differentiation

In bacteria and protists, it is a common phenomenon that in natural
conditions a new organism can develop in full from a single cell that
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is totally separated from any other cell of that kind of organism. In
fungi, this also occurs, e.g. via conidia — the unicellular forms of
vegetative reproduction. From conidia new mycelium can develop,
which will form its own conidia, and so ad infinitum. In animals, this
is not possible in natural conditions — in order to develop into a mul-
ticellular organism, a cell must have some communication with some
other cells of its kind. In laboratory conditions the development of an
organism from a single separated cell can be achieved, but this means
that the natural communicative signals required for this in natural
conditions will be replaced by artificial ones specially created in the
growth media by the researcher. All vascular plants are, in this re-
spect, similar to animals. However, in bryophytes it is possible that a
new plant develops from a separated single-cell spore. This new plant
can then reproduce vegetatively, via multicellular means, but it cannot
produce new spores, and thus the full life cycle cannot occur. Thus, in
all plants (as well as in all animals), the permanence of the intercel-
lular communication system is an obligatory requirementfor the life
cycle to run. In most other large taxa this is not the case, since there
exist many examples from the kingdoms of bacteria, protists, and
fungi, where the intercellular communication system can be recreated
anew, in natural conditions, from a single separate cell.

The role of intercellular communication concerns very much the
overall regulation of growth and reproduction in most organisms. For
instance, in the apical meristems of plants, the intercellular connec-
tions are considerably reduced in comparison to most differentiated
tissues. Similarly, unlimited or malignant growth in animal tissues
often occurs when the intercellular contacts (e.g., the cell-to-cell rec-
ognition mechanisms) are not working. Thus, decontextualisation is
often related to the loss ofgrowth control (Kull 1998: 353).

Differentiation, the formation of different types of cells in a tissue or
a cell population, as a rule, is a result of certain communication mecha-
nisms. Ifthese do not work, the differentiation cannot take place.

Inter-organismal communicative structures:
sexual recognition and symbiosis

Plants do have sex and sexual organs. This means that male and fe-
male gametes have to find and specifically recognise each other. If the
gametes belong to different individuals — which is frequent in
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plants — the result will be biparental reproduction, and, consequently,
the individuals categorise themselves into biological species. It has
been demonstrated earlier that categorisation on the basis of selective
recognition can be interpreted as a general phenomenon in semiotic
systems (Kull 1992, 1993). Communication is responsible for the
emergence of certain spatial or temporal structures — communicative
structures — among which the biological species is one example.

It can be seen, particularly among plants, that there may also exist
such taxa (i.e., of the above-species rank, usually of the level ‘subgen-
era’) that do not include any biological species. These are the cases
where biparental reproduction has been lost (e.g., in Hieracium).
Among animals, no good examples of this kind are known.

Among the communicative relationships between the specimens of
different species, the most well-known examples belong to symbiotic
or parasitic relationships. These exist between different plant species
(e.g., between Cuscuta and Urtica), but even more widespread are
those between plants and fungi (e.g., mycorrhiza) or plants and bacte-
ria (e.g., Trifolium and Rhizobium). The statement that every symbio-
sis represents a semiosis has been repeatedly expressed in biosemiotic
literature (see for instance Anderson et al. 1984, Kull 1999b).

Plant-animal relationships have seemingly been the area most often
used for finding examples of communication-like phenomena in plants.
This especially concerns plant pollination mechanisms, which show a
great variety of fascinating forms. Darwin has studied several examples
of plant-animal relationships, particularly those related to pollination by
insects and the behaviour of insectivorous plants (Darwin 1875, 1984).
He has pointed out the richness in plant forms, which is comparable to
that of animals, e.g., in his book about orchids (Darwin 1984: 1): ‘“The
object of the following work is to show that the contrivances by which
Orchids are fertilised, are as varied and almost as perfect as any of the
most beautiful adaptations in the animal kingdom.’

Mimicry in plants

Mimicry is one of those rare phenomena which have been counted as
semiotic even by those researchers who generally do not accept that
biosphere may be included into the semiotic sphere (cf. Maran 1999).
The reason for this comes from the apparent and evident deception
process that is the core of mimicry. However, most of the impressive
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examples of mimicry come from the animal kingdom. If a plant is in-
volved in a mimicry situation, then it may not be clear whether the
whole adaptive evolution could not be attributed only to the animal
partner. Still, there are several examples, described, which are hard to
interpret without an active adaptation from the side of the plant (for a
review, see Wickler 1968, Wiens 1978, Koméarek 1998: 279-283).

‘The meaning-utilisation by form’ reconsidered

One of the interpretations of Uexkiill’s example of the oak-tree and
rain is as follows:

To put it in the common semiotic terminology: the leaf’s [actually, the
crown’s — K. K.] form is the interpretant and the physical behavior of the
raindrop [or rain] is the signifier. The code coupling leaf and raindrop [or,
tree crown and rainfall] is the oak tree’s need of liquid for transporting
nourishing salts into its cells. (Krampen 1997a: 512)

If this situation is viewed in detail, one may notice that the growth of
roots depends on the distribution of water in the soil. If the moisture
conditions are more suitable in the region of the crown’s edge projec-
tion on the ground, then this will also be the region of maximum den-
sity of fine roots, due to the sensitivity of roots to moisture. Therefore,
what we have here is an example of a functional cycle, where the
shortage of water leads to root elongation, until the roots reach the site
with sufficient moisture. Further on, the same roots supply the leaves
with water, and the crown can grow in diameter only if the roots have
reached the suitable spatial distribution. Thus, indeed, the correspon-
dence between the spatial placement of leaves and roots will be
achieved due to a functional relationship that has originated from a
specific biological need.

Biological needs, vegetative needs, and semiosis

A basic problem that still remains is: what makes the phenomena, de-
scribed above, different from usual physical feedback mechanisms.
Why it is not sufficient to apply a (bio)physical description to them,
why do we in addition need a semiotic one?

Limiting myself to referring to the studies which argue for the ho-
listic features of living processes (Elsasser 1998, Rosen 1991) or de-
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scribe in detail the characteristics of biological semiosis (Emmeche
1998, Hoffmeyer 2000, Sharov 1999), | will further analyse here the
notion of biological need.

Life starts with needs. An existence of needs can be taken as a dis-
tinctive characteristic of living systems. If all the needs of an organism
or its cells are removed, it will become a dead body.

Despite of its wide usage in biological literature, biologists lack a
scientific definition of biological need. In order to go on in the discus-
sion, | define this notion, here, using semi-cybernetic terminology: a
need is an expected input which regulates the output until the input
reaches what it has expected. Thus, need is a situation when lack of
something regulates operation for its sake.

This corresponds nicely to the explanation of the word need given,
e.g., in the Webster’s Dictionary. Need is defined simultaneously as
(1) something necessary, useful, or desirable, and as (2) a lack of
something necessary, useful, or desirable.

A stone does not have needs. When we say that a car needs petrol in
order to move, then this is not the car itself which needs petrol, but the
petrol is needed due to a human who wants to drive. However, plants
themselves need light in order to assimilate carbon dioxide and grow.

Need is not just a feedback, in the same way that functional cycle is
not just a feedback. In the case of functional cycle, the output is not
deterministically caused by input; the input is related to that particular
output due to the ‘input expected’. The lack of expected input is related
to certain output because it stands for the expected input.1l Thus the
functional cycle is rather feed-forward, in the sense of Robert Rosen.

What distinguishes an action of physical cause from an action of
sign, is that in the latter the effect that follows is not due to this cause,
but is only explainable through something it stands for. In this way we
can see the similarity between semiosis and the process of need.

1 One may ask whether there exist any 'unexpected inputs’ for an organism? The
answer is, certainly — yes. All those factors, for which an organism has no system of
recognition or perception, i.e. which cannot be recognised by the organism, are in this
sense ’unexpected’. This may be a sound for a deaf, or X-rays for an animal. The
boundary between the ‘expected’ and ‘unexpected’ in this sense coincides with the
boundary of Umwelt and non-Umwelt in the sense of Uexkull. On the other hand, the
’unexpected’ input also can change the organism’s behaviour, like in the case of dam-
age caused by X-rays. Therefore, for an observer, a resulting change in behaviour can-
not be a sufficient criterion for the distinction between the ‘expected’ and "unexpected

inputs. Cf. also Barham 2000: 16.
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Still, a few other conditions need to be fulfilled in order to consti-
tute a sign relation, or a need. First, one and the same factor has to be
able to cause several different effects in the same system. Otherwise it
is simply a physical factor, and cannot be a sign vehicle. And second,
several different factors have to be able to lead to one and the same
effect in the system. Otherwise one of the factors cannot stand for
something else. Thus, the relation, or mapping, between the factor and
effect has to be both one-to-many and many-to-one, in order to make a
sign relation possible.12

And yet this is not enough. There should also be a memory. Mem-
ory means a capacity to store and to forget. That is, it should be possi-
ble that a current effect has an influence on an effect which will take
place later, as a result of the same factors. If so, then we have the nec-
essary conditions for a learning event to take place. It is a secondary
problem, here, whether the memory is realised as a genetic, or epige-
netic, or a neural one.

If life is just the operation of needs, then it might be possible to
view biology as an analysis of needs.

A feedback in a mechanistic homeostat is a deterministic cycle.
When a need appears, it will be indeterminate (cf. the discussion about
the indeterminacy in Hoffmeyer 2000). During the formation of a
sign, or a need, the connection between the input and output becomes
canalized. But despite canalization, the potential multitude remains,
and this enables the search to occur. A potential to make a search, or
to seek, is evidently a general feature of functional cycles.

Thus, the organic forces are needs. And certain basic needs are
those that descend. Biological evolution (as well as development),
consequently, can be viewed as the differentiation of needs.

Need is also a holistic feature, being something emergent. The ho-
listic behaviour of need follows also from its mapping relation, as de-
scribed above. Differentiation of needs, therefore, is like differentia-
tion of a whole into parts. Needs are characterised, usually, as biologi-
cal functions.13 Thus, when a function is differentiating, then the
functional connection does not disappear. And if this is true, then the
functional connection can be kept even, for instance, in the differen-

1 One can notice that these conditions are fulfilled for enzyme systems, as well as
for neural nets.

1 1his corresponds well to the functional explanation of biological traits via viability
explanation. ‘Viability explanations relate traits of organisms and their environments
in terms of what an individual needs’ (Wouters 1995: 435).
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tiation of organisms into autotrophs and heterotrophs. This is
Krampen’s last example about the connectedness between plants and
animals via mutual supply.

From the identification between needs and signs, or the need proc-
ess and semiosis, as we have argued above, we now receive a fasci-
nating statement: sign is always apart — a meron.

If so, then we can draw a line from a biological need to all possible
types of signs, and also say that biological purpose originates from
vegetative needs.l4

When Deely (1990) finds that the most general phenomenon re-
lated to semiosis of any kind is evolution, | would argue that evolu-
tion, as a temporal change, may also occur without the involvement of
any semiosis, as it appears in the evolution of stars or many other non-
living dynamic systems, or in certain cases probably also in the evolu-
tionary changes of living systems. A more appropriate candidate for a
generally semiotic process may be a need, as it occurs in all organ-
isms, beginning from cells.

Following the definition of need, above, one can hypothesise that
the principal difference between plants and animals, in the functional
aspect, has something to do with the form of expected input. In case of
animals, these are usually much more complex, due to the integrating
power of nervous system. For instance, it is probably unthinkable that
the expected input may be temporally structured in the case of plants,
whereas it often is so for animal perceptual signs.

Meronomy of signs and needs

Classification can be carried out in two ways. If we classify independ-
ent objects, we carry out taxonomy, and get taxa. But if we classify
parts of a whole, this is meronomy, where we make a distinction be-
tween merons. Thus, in the case of the classification of sign vehicles,
we have taxonomy, whereas when classifying signs as components of

X One can see here certain similarity to some statements of the botanist and geneti-
cist E. Sinnott (1950), who has argued that there seems to be in every living organism a
sense of its inner subjective relation to its bodily organization that guides and controls
vital activities towards specific ends. In other words, "the pattern or tension set up in
protoplasm, which so sensitively regulates its growth and behaviour, can also be expe-
rienced, and this is the genesis of desire, purpose, and all other mental activities™ (Sin-
nott 1950: 48).
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a sign system, we have to carry out meronomy (Meyen 1977, 1990,
Schreider 1983).

Taxonomic classifications are based on various similarity relations.
Context may have only secondary importance in taxonomy. Mero-
nomic classification describes the functional differentiation of a sys-
tem. Context cannot be broken in merons, because, through this, the
relationship with the whole is kept.

‘A difference that makes a difference’ is a well-known definition
of information by Gregory Bateson, but this is also the basis of any
functional classification. Meaningful information is always ‘a part of.
This is exactly the difference between structural and meaningful in-
formation. If there is no part-whole relation, there is no meaning. Still,
without any ontological part-whole relationship, the measurement of
structural information is applicable.

Meaning is made by part-whole relations, and, therefore, semiotics
is meronomy. There is no signification without functional differentia-
tion.

What is said here about sign, also belongs to the concept of need.

Typology of sign systems: Vegetative sign systems

A problem that semiotic biology faces from the very beginning is ter-
minological. Starting, e.g., with the process-structure dichotomy, the
biology of the last half century is not well fitted to the holistic under-
standing of its objects.

Until the beginning of the 20th century, the distinction between
vegetative, animal, and intellectual phenomena was well accepted in
biology. The analysis of instinct, as different from both vegetative and
intellectual aspects of life, constituted a developed part of scientific
discourse and of the professional biological intuition. However, since
this distinction has not been supported by corresponding principal
classes of biological mechanisms, it disappeared, step by step, from
the textbooks and biological theory. Another reason for this change is
seemingly connected to the fall of the teleological view that has
largely served as a basis for that approach.

There has been a well-known debate about the concepts of primary
and secondary modelling systems. According to the initial formulation
by Lotman, language is the primary modelling system, whereas cul-
ture comprises the secondary one. Later, Sebeok has argued that there
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exists a zoosemiotic system which has to be called the primary one,
leaving the secondary status to language, and the tertiary one to cul-
ture (e.g., Sebeok 1994). Sebeok’s view has been supported by many
later authors (cf. Moriarty 1994).

Now, speaking about the sign systems in plants, we are facing the
problem of the inappropriancy of this classification again, due to the
great differences between animal and vegetative signs.

It is seemingly appropriate to distinguish between sign systems and
modelling systems. The modelling relation assumes an ability to imi-
tate. Plants cannot imitate. But what plants have is a readiness toward
certain events in their surroundings. Considering, as stated above, that
plants do use signs, we are reaching a new classification, which is dif-
ferent for sign systems and modelling systems.

Thus, we can distinguish between five levels of sign systems.

1) Cellular sign systems. This is the sign system of any bacterial cell.
Its characteristic processes are enzymatic recognition and membrane
reactions. Its inheritance system combines the epigenetic and genetic.
Described, e.g., by T. v. Uexkill (1985: 104-106); cell has no Um-
welt, but dwelling integument (Wohnhdlle). It is characterised by mi-
crosemiosis. According to Yates (1997: 458), microsemiosis ‘does not
address communication between cells or among cell complexes’.

2) Vegetative sign systems. This includes the communication between
the tissues in multicellular organism. It is the system that is responsi-
ble for the genesis of multicellular biological form, the whole mor-
phology of the body. The basic inheritance system here is epigenetic.
Morphogenesis and cell differentiation are its typical representatives.
In this sense, vegetative sign systems are not confined to plants —
they may occur in all multicellular organisms.

3) Animal sign systems. This is the senso-neuro-muscular system, the
one that is responsible for the behaviour of a motile animal organism.
The basic inheritance system, here, is neuro-humoral (or behavioural,
according to Jablonka et al. 1998). Its characteristic feature is the ex-
istence of complex Umwelt.

4) Linguistic sign systems. This corresponds to the primary modelling
system (natural language), according to Lotman (or secondary model-
ling systems, by Sebeok 1994). Differently to the animal sign system,
it has syntactic signs (Bickerton 1990), and is principally symbolic
(Deacon 1997). Its characteristic feature is the existence of symbolic
language.
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5) Cultural sign systems. This corresponds to the secondary modelling
systems, according to Lotman (or tertiary modelling systems, accord-
ing to Sebeok 1994). Their characteristic features include the exis-
tence of artistic, ideological, ethical, etc. structures.

This, or similar, type of hierarchy has, of course, been proposed ear-
lier, many times. Here, the distinctive aspect and emphasis is placed
on the basic differences in semiotic features and characteristics of
these levels.

A history of this typology goes back, for instance, to the classical
distinction between anima vegetativa, anima sensitiva, and anima ra-
tionale. Already the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas included a view that
in the first stage of embryonic development, the vital principle has
merely vegetative powers; then a sensitive soul comes into being,
educed from the evolving potencies of the organism — later yet, this
is replaced by the perfect rational soul, which is essentially immaterial
and so postulates a special creative act (cf. Ingensiep 1999). Thus, this
whole story about the semiotic phenomena of plants is very much
reminiscent of an old discussion, where the schoolmen assign some
sort of soul, an anima vegetativa, to plants, whereas others have
thought that soul goes no further than consciousness.

Conclusion

Certainly, there are many other phenomena, in plants, which can be
treated as the semiotic ones. The aim of this work was to describe few
better-known examples, in order to demonstrate the existence of
semiosis in plants, and accordingly, to argue for botany as a semiotic
discipline. The living process, which is interconnected via needs, so
much as it requires wholeness, has to be treated holistically. However,
this is only one side of the coin. The extension of the concept of
semiosis over biology requires, simultaneously, a clear understanding
of differences between the types of semiosis.15 Only then, theoretical
botany cannot be developed for long without taking into account the
fundamental semioticity of its major subject. And this may lead to a
better understanding of what is sign.

h In this, the arguments for vegetative semiosis differ from the statements, for in-
stance, about the ‘Intelligenz der Blumen’ (Maeterlinck 1907), or the equality of life
and cognition (Heschl 1990).
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BBeseHVEe B (PMTOCEMUOTUKY:
ceMmoTmyeckan 6oTaHnKa u
BEreTaTVBHble 3HAKOBbIE CUCTEMbI

B cTaTbe uccnegyeTcsa BONPOC O HaMYUM Yy pacTeHUin cemmosuca. CrarTba
fpaeT 0630p MMetowmxca paboT no MTOCEMUOTUKE, CBA3bIBasA ee ¢ boTa-
HWYECKOM Tpaguuuen, paccmaTpuBalrLeil pacTeHUs Kak HeMexaHuude-
CKMe cucTembl. Takoii nogxod Mo3BONseT UCMONb30BaTb MOHATHUE 6MONIO-
rmyeckoli NoTpe6HOCTM Kak MepBMYHOrO0 XOMUCTMYECKOro npolecca B
XWBbIX cucteMax. [eMOHCTPUPYSA CXOACTBO MOTPE6HOCTM UM cemumo3uca,
aBTOp NPUXOAMT K 3aK/IOYEHUIO, 4YTO 3HAK — 3TO MepOHOMMYecKas
eaMHuLa. BblgenawTcsa NATb YPOBHEN 3HAKOBbIX CUCTEM: KJ/eTo4YHas,
BeretaTuBHas, aHMManbHas, NMHIBUCTMYECKAA U Ky/bTypHasA. Beretatus-
Hble 3HaKOBble CUCTEMbl Y4acCTBYIOT B MopdoreHese u agndepeHumnanmmn
opraHusMa 1 BCTPeYarTCA BO BCeX MHOFOK/IETOUYHbIX OpraHu3Max.

Sissejuhatus fltosemiootikasse:
semiootiline botaanika ja vegetatiivsed margisisteemid

Artiklis uuritakse kusimust, kas taimedel esineb semioosis. Antakse ule-
vaate senistest fltosemiootika kasitlustest, seostades seda traditsiooniga
botaanikas, mis vaatleb taimi kui mittemehhaanilisi sisteeme. See lahene-
mine lubab kasutada bioloogilise vajaduse mdistet, néhes selles esmast
holistlikku protsessi elussisteemides. Né&idates vajaduse ja semioosise
sarnasust, jareldatakse Uhtlasi, et mark on meronoomiline Uksus. Erista-
takse viit méargisiisteemide tasandit: raku, vegetatiivne, animaalne, ling-
vistiline ja kultuuriline. Vegetatiivsed margisisteemid on need, mis osa-
levad organismi morfogeneesis ja diferentseerumises, esinedes seega
koigil hulkraksetel organismidel.
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Abstract. Prodi’s semiotics theory comes into being to answer a radical
question: if a sign is a cross-reference, what guarantees the relation be-
tween the sign and the object to which it is referring? Prodi rebukes all
traditional solutions: a subject’s voluntary intention, a convention, the
iconic relation between sign and object. He refutes the first answer be-
cause the notion of intention, upon which it is based, is, indeed, a fully
mysterious entity. The conventionalist answer is just as unsatisfactory for
it does nothing but extends to a whole group that which cannot be ex-
plained for a single component; the iconic one, finally, is rejected too
since in this case the notion of “likeliness”, as the basis of the concept of
“iconicity”, is not explained. Prodi’s answer is to locate the model of se-
miotic relations in the figure of the circle. The circle is life, which is
nothing else but an infinite chain of translation and recognition relations
amidst ever more complex systems. The circle has neither a beginning nor
an end. It has no foundation, no established rule. It holds no cause that
cannot become, in turn, effect. Semiosis, then, is based upon life for life,
itself, is intrinsically semiotic. We can put the world in signs, that is we
can come to know it, because we, ourselves, are a part of that very world
that through us is made known. Finally, what this implies is that being in-
side the circle of semiosis-life, an issue arises what is beyond that circle:
that is both an aesthetic and a religious problem.

Introduction

Giorgio Prodi (1928—1987)1was, first of all, a scientist, an oncologist.
It was as a scientist that he started questioning himself on the purpose

Biographical note. Giorgio Prodi was bom in Scandiano (Reggio Emilia), in 1928
and died in 1987. In 1952 he graduated in Medicine, and later on in Chemistry as well,
at the University of Bologna. From 1958 he taught in the same city general pathology
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of his own activities. The things he would do when planning an ex-
periment, how he went about doing those things, what his findings
were — when the experiment was successful, that is to say, what was
the nature of the object around which the experiment centered, and,
mostly, on why knowledge was possible.

Traditionally, the issue of knowledge is presented, when reduced
to its most elementary terms, as justifying the relationship between the
one who knows — the subject — and what that knowledge is about,
the object. How can the subject, which is free, meaning moved by rea-
son, conscious, and active, know about the object, that, on the con-
trary, is moved by causes, thus falling under determinism, and is brute
and passive matter? The problem of consciousness would be on how
to reconciliate these two opposite poles, separated by a fundamental
dualism. Posed in such terms there is no answer to this question, for
however many attempts are being made, the object shall always be too
far from the subject: if the subject is separated from the object, due to
the fact it is made of matter different from the one of the object (as
according to the current Cartesian vulgata, that would be the res
cogitans in respect to the res extensa) or because it responds to differ-
ent principles (the former acts when reasons move it, the latter follows
causes), being it operates according to different modes than the ones
on which the object functions (the former is active, the latter is pas-
sive), etc. Well, in all of these cases there is no sound justification to
be had for the fact, as far-fetched as it may be, that knowledge is pos-
sible, and that the subject is seemingly able to interact efficiently with
the world (McDowell 1994).

It is to this question, instead, that Prodi gave an apparently simple,
and for this very reason, radical answer. His answer, instead of pre-
suming dualism and discontinuity, rather takes into account the as-
sumption of biological wunity and continuity: “knowledge has
‘stemmed’ from things, and it can come to know about these as in so
much as it is measured on them due to its own same origin” (Prodi
1974: 134).2

We are not the ones, as presumptuous subjects, to know the object,
rather things alone let themselves be known by us. We are nothing but

and then experimental oncology. From 1973 he directed the Institute of Cancerology of
his university. In addition to a vast experimental scientific bibliography (more than 300
publications), he has published novels and poetry works.

“La conoscenza e 'venuta ftiori’ dalle cose, e le pud conoscere in quanto & dimen-
sionata su di esse a causa della sua stessa origine”.
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the ultimate transformation of other things, linked, in turn, to many
others, and so on, all the way up to those very things we are presently
knowing. The world does not account for an a priori distinction be-
tween subjects and objects which are separated and differ from each
other, but only on more or less complex systems, all tied to an articu-
lated web of relations that coincides with life (and semiosis and,
hence, with knowledge, as we will see). If dualism is based upon a
pattern entailing two separate poles that counter each other, Prodi’s
model is a biological one, concerning the evolution of living forms. In
this model there are no halts but only ongoing transformations, living
forms turning yet into other more or less complex forms of life. Sub-
ject and object cannot constitute the starting point of knowledge’s de-
veloping process. Still they represent the final point, though never
wholly attainable, for if such a full separation would ever occur, the
biological continuity that links them, would break down. That would
mean to say not the end of semiosis or knowledge, but of life itself.3

The line and the circle

To explain something means looking for a simpler fact or principle
than the fact that one must explain, that is a fact or principle upon
which the phenomenon which needs explaining must base itself. A
thorough explanation should have an essential characteristic: if the
phenomenon which needs explaining is found, say, at level L, its ex-
planation S must then be at least at level L-1. That is to say, the ex-
planation will have to make a more proper use of terms than the ones
it needs to explain. Nevertheless, when this kind of explanatory logic
is applied to mental and, in particular, semiotic phenomena, it is
spontaneous to come and believe that it does not function properly. An
intentional explication seems to better respond to these types of phe-
nomena, meaning that a fact can be explained by presuming it stems
from an explicit intention for that very fact to take place. For instance,
we may ask ourselves why a baby cries; according to the intentional
explication the baby cries because in its mind lies the intention to at-
tract the parents’ attention. The mental phenomena, and among these
particularly the semiotic ones, would be defined, and therefore ex-

In the text which follows I will go through some of the principal ideas of Prodi’s
vast work on semiosis. An ampler study of it can be found in Cimatti (2000b).
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plained only through the intentions of those who partake in them
(Buyssens 1943).

Such a conviction is strengthened by the idea that the use of signs
rests upon an explicit convention (at least by and large), that is to say
voluntarily. That the horse is named “horse”, as this explication wants
it, does not depend on how the horse is made but rather by the fact that
is the way it has been decided, properly speaking due to a voluntary
choice in this respect. Yet, then, all of the semiotic phenomena may be
explained only through intentional notions, such as, for example, the
voluntary one. An explanatory strategy of this type has a fundamental
defect: it does not respect the rule illustrated here above, for it is more
complex than what it would like to explain; if fact F is found at level
L, S this time is placed at level L+1. Why? That is because we do not
have access to what happens within people’s mind, for we know
nothing about intentions, we do not even know if intentions are real
things as are bottle openers and philosophers. In this fashion the expli-
cation becomes more complex than what it would want to explain.
Therefore, one cannot speak, in proper terms, of an explanation. More
often than not, semiosis has tried to explain its facts through inten-
tional explanations, that is by placing at the origin of semiosis a sub-
ject which voluntarily chooses to use a certain material object, the
sign, in order to define something else, its meaning. As said before,
this is no explanation in that it relies on a notion, as intention for in-
stance, which cannot be summed up in something plainer. As Prodi
himself observes (1982: 108): “The conscious is a fact to be explained
through unconscious facts, even though usually there is a tendency to
invert the points of the issue”4. One of the scopes of Giorgio Prodi’s
theoretical work, instead, is to try and explain semiosis by means of
unintentional phenomena, thus truly respecting the norm that wants
the explanation to be simpler than what it is explaining. While the in-
tentional explanation can be illustrated by an arrow that descends from
a higher to a lower level, with a criterion ranging from hard to easy,
the unintentional one may be symbolized by an arrow heading the op-
posite way, as it goes from simple to complex levels.

‘La coscienza é fatto da spiegare attraverso fatti non coscienti, anche se di solito si
preferisce invertire i termini del problema”.
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Intentional explanation Unintentional explanation
(TOP-DOWN) (BOTTOM-UP)

SIMPLE
Figure 1 Non-biological explanation patterns.5

Still, if the strategy of the intentional explication seems hopeless, is its
alternative, from lower to upper level, more efficient? Semiosis is a
discipline that deals, primarily if not exclusively, with institutionalized
current sign systems. Thus leaving the fundamental problem unsolved:
if a sign is essentially a cross-reference, what guarantees the relation-
ship between the sign and the object/thought to which it refers? Is it
enough to appeal to social convention to establish such a relationship?
Then, what does social convention, in turn, feed upon? Prodi’s answer
to this problem is to seek the origins of semiosis not in culture but,
rather, in biology, or even better, in a biological method that closely
considers culture in the relationships that are already established in
different cellular entities.

Yet to consider biology altogether falling under the category of
mediation, practically accounts for recognizing it as a single and infi-
nitely complex web and interpretations of signs, likewise (Emmeche
1991). In this respect, however, one is quick to realize that Prodi’s
explanatory strategy is not even an unintentional reductionist one, that
is to say one which attempts to undo, or properly reduce, complex
phenomena in their simpler components. It is not so, according to
Prodi, because the foundation of semiosis and language is, of course,
in our world, but only given that the world is intrinsically already a
language, meaning that it can be considered as an infinite chain of
complex systems giving way to a continuous chain of other more
complex combinations. Prodi’s explanatory strategy then, cannot be
represented by an arrow, regardless if it is directed from simple to
complex or vice versa, but can be best illustrated with a circle (Lo
Piparo 1992), that is a figure in which the end meets with the begin-
ning. The subject is nothing but the last, and momentary, transforma-
tion of the object:

This diagram, as the following ones, is not Prodi’s.
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There must be a factual frame in which knowledge is a part of it, for with-
out this frame knowledge itself could neither function, nor could it repro-
duce itself [...]* If we can know things (and in nature there may have been
objects formed, able to know things) it is because a) there is an entire set
of relations; b) this entity is “viable” with operations; c) it has produced
systems that are, too, the “frame”, that means they are included in the
whole of the links, and employ actual present conditions, being that they
are manifestations of it (Prodi 1982: 8)6.

The world is a “frame of facts”, that is a whole of relations, not of
separate and isolated things; this whole of relations, which is the
world, defines the space of the “material logic found in the facts, in
the relation of the elements on the horizon” (Prodi 1977: 43)7. This
means, precisely, that the very world is intrinsically logical:

we are used to link logic uniquely with the functioning of the ability of
thinking: yet if these are present in nature, their root is common to the one
of material exchanges, in turn differentiated through more complex func-
tions [...]* In this sense, logic, in its deeper step, is a material tautology. It
is logic that which is (Ibid.f.

The world, furthermore, coincides with life, for the vital phenomena
are the phenomena where relations and mediations prevail (Caims-
Smith 1999: 72). In the world of life, in fact, every entity operates in
accordance to a prime elementary form of “categorial logic” as Prodi
calls it. A logic based upon selection, upon the discrimination of any-
thing one may come in touch with and from which such a relation is
not possible. A logic which produces the first implicit categories.
Presently this “categorial logic [...] identifies itself with the general

6 “Deve esistere un telaio di fatti di cui la conoscenza fa parte, senza il quale ne essa
potrebbe operare, ne potrebbe essersi prodotta [...]. Se noi possiamo conoscere le cose
(e si possono essere formati in natura oggetti capaci di conoscere le cose) & perche a)
esiste un insieme dato di rapporti; b) esso & “percorribile” con operazioni; c) ha pro-
dotto sistemi ehe, essi pure, sono “telaio”, ctoé sono inclusi nell’insieme dei rapporti, e
utilizzano condizioni di fatto presenti, essendone manifestazioni”.

"'Logica materiale [che] & nei fatti, nelle relazioni tra gli elementi dell’orizzonte”.

"Noi siamo abituati a collegare la logica unicamente al funzionamento della ca-
pacitd di pensiero: ma se queste sono presenti in natura, & perche si sono differenziate
in natura, e dal momento che agiscono sulla natura, la loro radice & comune a quella
degli scambi materiali che esse possono interpretare, essendo basate su una logica di
scambi materiali, differenziati attraverso funzioni via via piii complesse [...]. In questo

senso la logica, nel suo gradino piii profondo, é una tautologia materiale. E logico cid
che 7.
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biological organization” (Prodi 1977: 83)9, that is, precisely, with life.
At the same time, the world-life is also logic, a natural logic, a “web
of facts, a material web” (Prodi 1982: 9)1, or, even more explicitly,
“the initial operation is, then, a preliminary identification of logic with
onto-logic” (Prodi 1982: 16)1L This web, this “network”, is viable, it
can be known because it is the very world-life model that produces
“systems” that can get to know it. These systems are, in fact, nothing
else but “manifestations” of that original network. The result is that -
having an outcome all but paradoxical for every model obtusely mate-
rialistic - the complex world-life-natural logic gets to know itself
through its own sub-systems and manifestations: “from the very be-
ginning, what is meant is the radical interpretation of how gnoseology
functions internally to ontology” (Prodi 1982: 9)’2 Knowledge be-
comes a function of being, apartial manifestation of being:

a frame of existing facts is the territory upon which one moves and in
which, contemporarily, one searches for the explanation of moving. If
there is an existing network of facts, and if we are part of it, our nature
(structure, functions) stems from it, and as a specification of this, it can be
neither contradictory nor external. We need not raise the issue of justify-
ing the network, but rather being justified by it [...]. Such a network is
then a continuity along our very selves: yet it is not to be estranged by us,
as if we were globally external and opposed observers. We hold it within
us, for our cognitive modes are simply one of its particular organizational
methods. Through the network facts that are our make-up and the facts
that connect us with the outer existence, we are submerged without any
possible interruption in the most general web of facts (Prodi 1982: 15)13

9 “Logica categoriale [ehe ...] si identifica con I’organizzazione biologica in gener-
ale”.

m “Trama di fatti, una trama materiale”.

1 “L’operazione iniziale e, dunque, una identificazione preliminare di logica con
onto-logica”.

2 “Fin da principio, s’intende quindi radicalmente interpretare la gnoseologia come
funzione interna all’ontologia”.

B “Un telaio di fatti esistenti e il terreno su cui ci si muove e in cui, contemporanea-
mente, si cerca la spiegazione del muoversi. Se esiste un reticolo di fatti, e se noi ne
siamo parte, la nostra natura (struttura, funzioni) deriva da esso, ne e una sua specifi-
cazione, non pud essere ne contraddittoria ne estema. Non si pone per noi il problema
di giustificare il reticolo, ma di esseme giustificati [...1. Tale reticolo e dunque in con-
tinuity con noi: ma non e qualcosa di estraneo, ehe possiamo vedere come osservatori
globalmcnte esterni e contrapposti. Lo conteniamo alPintemo, perche le nostre mo-
dalita conoscitive sono semplicemente un suo particolare modo organizzativo. Attra-
verso i fatti reticolari ehe ci compongono e i fatti ehe ci connettono a quanto e fuori,
noi siamo immersi senza soluzione di continuitéd nella trama piu generale dei fatti”.
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It is not, then, the hierarchical and foundation model (illustrated with
the line and the arrow) to be the guiding image of Prodi’s thought,
rather it is the image of the circle; along a circle there is no single
point that can be considered as the foundation of all others. The circle,
on the contrary, represents the model of a world considered as an infi-
nite series of complex entities” transformations yet into other, more
complex ones, and so on. A transformation chain that never shrinks
from the deep web that unites every living form to other forms of life.
Let us go over this sequence of evolutive identities, in order to show
the paradoxical outcome to which it leads: the first one is the web-
world of relations that is equivalent to the material logic. The latter, in
turn, can even be understood as life; but life, as it has already been
pointed out, is coextensive with semiosis, and therefore with lan-
guage:

it is clear that material logic and material semiosis coincide. If one mate-
rial presence selectively interacts with another one [as it is specifically for
categorial logic], becoming a reference-sign and startling it in an opera-
tional mode, such is a logical condition which is related with the imper-
sonal assertion “each time that..”, and it expresses the non-elasticity of
the structure within which everything is imbibed, thus going beyond any
reflection and incorporating any consideration (Prodi 1977: 44)14

Therefore, life equals semiosis, that is, language: “biology is a natural
kind of semiosis” (Prodi 1987b: 147)15 Still, for what concerns the
transitivity of this identity chain, one reaches the identity resting be-
tween language and world (in so much as that the world is coextensive
to life), from which one moves into tautology that is simultaneously
beginning and end — in the circle figure every beginning is also an
end, and vice versa — of the language corresponding to the same lan-
guage. Tautology, in genetic terms, means that language is at the ori-
gin of language (Prodi 1987b: 93). In figure 2, we shall try and sum-
marize this chain of identities (the targeted vectors represent the path
of the process, to be considered as a contemporaneous evolutionary
and foundational model) (Figure 2).

“E chiaro che logica materiale e semiotica materiale coincidono. Se una presenza
materiale interagisce selettivamente con un’altra [questa e specificamente la logica
categoriale], scoprendola come referente-segno e come innesco operativo, questa e una
condizione logica, ehe e connessa con I’impersonale asserzione “tutte le volte ehe ...”,
ed esprime la non elasticité del tessuto in cui tutto € immerso, e ehe va al di la di ogni
riflessione e ehe ingloba ogni riflessione”.

“La biologia e una semiotica naturale”.
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Life = categorial logic
(every system selectively ‘interprets’ its own environment)

world = material logic (frame of facts) - world = language
Figure 2. The circle as a founding pattern for semiosis.

The (apparent) final (world) language tautology = (human) language,
in reality, is not properly so, for it gives an evolutive relation to time,
from the world of language, as well as a foundational relation. Lan-
guage is made possible, because it is nothing else but the last trans-
formation of the very world, that in this respect can be described as its
own product: “man — as Prodi affirms, and not by chance, with an
Hegelian touch — [...] is a thought-up nature, [it is] inner nature”
(Prodi 1987b: 93)16. Yet, already in this statement there is an implicit
allusion to the dynamics internal to the circle, which, in reality, is not
closed at all on itself (for if it really were it would render void lan-
guage itself, to the extent there could not be any need whatsoever to
express something already known), since the self-consciousness of
nature is truly in continuous expansion. This means that the unknown
regions, accessed through this former circular motion that developed
into a spiral one, will be always more ample.

Language, according to Prodi, and semiosis generally, is not
something of a distinctive nature from the world of life (Prodi 1988a).
Language, and even its transformations, just as for society, culture,
and history, do not counter nature, biology, and matter (Prodi 1988b).
It is not, then, an attempt to simplify what is complex, as much as to
show that what we believed being easy has, in reality, always been
complex.

6 “L’uomo [...] & natura che si pensa, [€] I’interiorita della natura”.
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This also means, ultimately, getting rid of the distinction between
simple and complex, as well as the disparity between arbitrary and
iconic which represents its translation in the classical terminology of
semiosis. For if language has always been a manifestation of the world
of life, it also stands to say that it will never be able to pose itself the
question of its major or minor “iconicity” in regards to that very
world. Language is defined as a natural manifestation, and therefore it
will never be separated from the world of life. Anyhow, the distinction
between iconic and arbitrary supposes such a separation. In the end
“iconicity” is a false consciousness of arbitrariness, that is the attempt
to knit somehow together the relations between language and world
after they have been severed through the notion of arbitrariness, whose
function is to drastically separate language from the world. Yet, if this
assumption is abandoned, the idea that language, as a full-way mani-
festation of culture, is different from the natural world, there no longer
is any need to soften its excesses with iconic drugs. Once the dualistic
model has been forsaken, why bother asking oneself if language is
more or less closer and/or similar to the world? Furthermore, to sus-
tain that (nature’s) language creates (human) language, does not mean
falling back into idealism, no more than affirming that nature gives
way to culture means falling into materialism. The same is true of re-
nouncing the notion of intention which is not the equivalent of reduc-
ing semiotic and mental phenomena to sheer causal concatenations. If
life is semiosis this means that, ultimately, it makes no sense to ask
oneself where to trace the boundary line between culture and nature, if
ever one should try to understand how nature becomes culture:

Duality is not overcome by synthesis, rather by the ascertainment that at
the very base of it all there is no duality. Thrusting forward the natural-
biological study of nature, on the one hand, we can see that in its most so-
phisticated and recent regions it becomes moral[.,,], on the other hand,
returning to its origins, we can notice that every form of knowledge is in-
nate in things. It is participation. It is likewise with man. The state of re-
alities to be had is quite different from the one which we are accustomed
to: things are speechless, yet they can answer when they are adequately
guestioned. By questioning them, one highlights one of their fundamental
implications with the instruments that interrogate them, that is us. Our
knowledge comes from far more ancient forms, all the way up to the roots
of what is biological, that appears to be an “elementary knowledge” fro
the very initial steps of its organization (Prodi 1987b: 119)17.

17 4iLa dualitd non & superata dalla sintesi, ma dal constatare ehe, alla radicc. non
esiste dualita alcuna. Spingendo a fondo lo studio naturale-biologico della natura, da
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From biological complementarity
to the semiotic triangle

According to a classical diagram, the fundamental semiotic relation
can be represented, approximately at first, with a triangle, in which a
sign is related to a certain object, the sign referent, through the media-
tion of a meaning (Eco 1973: 25). This diagram, in the framework of
Prodi’s project for a biological foundation of semiosis, raises a radical
issue: which principle guarantees the relationship between the sign
and that which it is referring to? The most obvious solutions are those
that seek the answer in the question itself or in the intentions of the
subject, or in an agreement among subjects. An agreement which can
be translated into a code, which should establish a list of correspon-
dences between signs (meanings) and the corresponding objects, or in
the fact that somehow the sign should be similar to the object (sign
“iconicity”). We have begun to demonstrate tracing Prodi’s steps, that
the first idea is not an answer since it is based upon a principle, the
intention or the consciousness of the subject, which is completely
mysterious, whereas a good explanation should always rely upon facts
simpler than those that need explaining. Even the code solution is
truly unsatisfactory, for it does nothing but extending the first
(pseudo) answer to the entire society that uses that given code: if there
is no real justification for the fact that for the single subject the sign S
is in relation with the object O, why should we feel better if we take
into account all of the subjects that use that same code? If the relation
is unjustified for the one, it will be even more so by multiplying that
one for all of those that make use of it. According to the iconic solu-
tion, finally, the sign would be in relation with what it is referring to
because it would somehow look like it. Truthfully, not even this solu-
tion appears to be viable since the relation of likeliness does not seem
to be a natural one, but rather, itself, be unconsciously based upon an

una parte vediamo ehe nelle sue piii sofisticate e recenti regioni essa diviene morale
[...], dall’altra, risalendo indietro verso |I’origine, vediamo ehe ogni forma di
conoscenza e connaturazione con le cose, e partecipazione. Cosi anche per I'uomo. I
quadro della realtd da conoscere e ben diverso da quello ehe ci si prospetta abitual-
mente: le cose sono mute, ma possono rispondere quando sono adeguatamente interro-
gate. Interrogandole, si evidenzia una loro fondamentale compromissione con gli stru-
menti ehe le interrogano, cioe con noi. La nostra conoscenza deriva da forme piu an-
tiche, via via fino alla radice di cid che & biologico, che ci appare in se come
“conoscenza elementare”, fin dai priini passi della sua organizzazione”.
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estimated choice operation. For instance, whatever object Q is similar
to whatever other thing QI, not because it is naturally so, but because
someone sees in QI a likeliness with Q. Therefore there is always
someone finding a similarity, which is not something of a given in
nature, but appears to be always in the eyes of the subject . If this is
so, “iconicity” rests upon a few instituted rules (and a rule said to be
‘unaware’ is by all means still a rule), hence it would be a somewhat
arbitrary relation, and finally it could never constitute the undisputed
foundation of the relation between the sign and what it refers to. If
“iconicity” is understood as something that has to do with resem-
blance it cannot represent the solution for the problem of the founda-
tion of semiotic relation. In the semiotic model, that we can define as
Cartesian, the sign is inscribed to hold, as in the case of the subject in
regard to the semiotic instrument it uses, no link with what it is indi-
cating. Such an original separation makes it difficult for any attempt to
bring back together these two wholes, the subject and the object.

To answer the question we asked ourselves earlier, that is what
does the semiotic relation rely upon - it is necessary to take into con-
sideration not the semiotic triangle under way, but rather ask oneself
how are the first proto-semiotic interactions in nature, and thus within
the phenomena of life, bom. Prodi’s starting point is the concept of
natural significance:

the most general condition for a language situation (that is retrieval and
transmission of sense) is significance, the condition for which a natural
presence is correlated to another natural presence through a relation of
selectivity. This condition is at the origin not only of language as it is
normally intended, but of the entire biological organization: which is, ac-
cording to this point of view, intrinsically linguistic (Prodi 1983b: 186)19

Let us take into consideration an absolutely elementary situation, il-
lustrated in figure 3: an organism J1 that explores its environment. In-
side this environment, to make it easier, there are only four objects B,

1B We are before the classical critique of Eco (1975) on the notion of “iconicity”. Yet,
while for Eco this critique had the function to defend a completely arbitrary position, in
our case it helps to make way for a biological model of semiosis, which is neither arbi-
tral®)' nor iconic.

19 “La condizione piii generale per una situazione di linguaggio (ehe e reperimento e
trasmissione di senso) e il significato, cioe la condizione per cui una presenza naturale
e correlata ad un’altra presenza naturale attraverso una relazione di selettivitd. Questa
condizione e alia base non solo del linguaggio come normalmente inteso, ma di tutta
Torganizzazione biologica: la quale e, sotto tale punto di vista, intrinsecamente lin-
guistica”.
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C, A and E. A has a certain make-up, for instance, if A is a protein,
the atoms that form it will give it a particular spatial configuration,
that is a particular ability to come in touch with certain object forms
excluding all other forms. In the A environment the only other object
it is possible to come in relation with is B, meaning that A and B have
a specific complementarity. Using a metaphor that Prodi often em-
ploys, between A and B there is an analogous relation to the one that a
door lock and the only (at least in theory) key to open it share. B, in
respect to A, represents the only meaningful portion of its environment
(or, to use another terminology "pertinent™): “significance is a catego-
nzation: a sign, that is interactive selection” (Prodi 1982: 169)’7'0. B,
for A, is a sign that ‘means’ the relation it can, in fact, have with A.
However, at this all but primitive semiotic level, B is a sign that is
identical to its referent, that is, B does not refer to else but itself: in B
the sign and the referent coincide. Properly said, the semiotic triangle
is in turn a point to reach, for the “boundaries of the semiologic rela-
tionship are initially only two [..] mediation (the autonomy of the
sign) is subsequent” (Prodi 1977: 158)2L B for A ‘means’ an object
with which it is possible to come in touch, and with which it can form
a more complex system, an agglomerate [ab]:

D

Figure 3. The origins of semiosis as a natural significance.

At the beginning neither is A a subject nor is B an object, since the
subject is such only in respect to something which counters it (an ob-
ject), just as an object needs, from a biological point of view, in so
much as that all of Prodi’s model is not but a reconstruction of semio-

2J "I significato nasce come categorizzazione: e segno, cioe interazione seletliva”.
2"l termini del rapporto semiologico sono inizialmente due [...] la mediazione
(I’autonomia del segno) é posteriore”.
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sis in biological terms, a subject in order to define itself as such. At
the same time B, as previously noted, is a sign for A, in the sense that
it is intrinsically endowed, in ~ ’s respect, with a certain significance
for it is important coming from its point of view. B is not only an ob-
ject. It is an object that means something for yet another object (that
special object which Prodi refers to as a “reader”): “the sign is not the
thing, but the thing in relation to a reader: the sign is the existence of a
deciphering, or relationship, or reaction specificity process” (Prodi
1982: 169)22. In this respect the foundation problem on how to justify
the union of a sign with what it indicates is overcome since B is, at the
same time, sign and referent. The sign, in biological terms, comes into
being as a union, as a continuity:

our problem is: how is this significance situation, for which a thing is a
sign for an interpreter possessing its code, bom in nature [...]. In this case,
the sign does not have two sides, there is no semainon nor semainomenon.
The sign is a thing. A thing becomes a sign when a reader that can inter-
pret it appears and “picks it up” selectively. The selection, that is the spe-
cific relation conducted by a sign interpreter: such is the origin of semiot-
ics (Prodi 1987b: 146)23

The basic situation represented in figure 3 can now be sketched in
figure 4. The classical semiotic triangle flattens in the complementary
bijective relation between the reader A and the object B (the
sign/referent), a relation from which stems the formation of the com-
plex object [AB\.

reading
A reader <4....... B sign/referent ............... » [AB]

Figure 4. Non-triangular pattern of the sign.

Extended chains of natural significance form on the basis of proto-
semiotic complexes (as in the case of [AB] in figure 4), that is, living

2 “Il segno non e la cosa, ma la cosa in rapporto a un lettore: il segno e esistenza di
un processo di decifrazione, o rapporto, o reazione di specificitd”.
2 “lIl nostro problema e: come nasce in natura questa situazione di significato, per cui

una cosa é segno per un interprete ehe possegga il codice [...]. In questo caso il segno
non ha due facce, non e’e semainon e semainomenon. Il segno e una cosa. Una cosa
diventa segno nel momento in cui compare un lettore ehe la pud leggere, ehe la
“prende su” selettivamente. La selezione, ctoé la relazione specifica condotta da un
interprete del segno: questo & I’inizio della semiotica”.
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organisms which are “complex federations of significance interpreta-
tion, coherent and capable of expressing their own sought-out reading
advantage on the surroundings. In this respect one can speak of the
intrinsically “linguistic” character of biological objects” (Prodi 1983b:
189)24. From such an indication one may also infer an idea about how,
according to Prodi, the mind my function: “a network (united in its de-
centered entirety) more than [...] a hierarchical type of unit, that can be
represented as a system of vertically-placed filters” (Prodi 1983b:
176)25. The hierarchical system is completely compatible with the
classical Cartesian model, the one that sees consciousness at the zenith
as an uncaused cause in that it is formed by a substance which is alto-
gether different from the one found in the rest of the brain (Eccles
1996). A concept of this kind is incompatible with Prodi’s naturalistic
model, for it places at the top of the whole system a mysterious res
cogitans, by definition irreducible to a simpler form: “we do not have
the pretence of explaining the language with an extra-natural inter-
vention of an “intentional” kind” (Prodi 1983b: 314)26. The mind, in-
stead, according to Prodi, is, in fact, a network, a complex federation
of significance interpretation chains, a material network, notwith-
standing how astronomically complex, of situations like the one repre-
sented in figure 4 (Cimatti 2000a).

In Prodi’s model, then, the separation between sign and referent as
seen in the classical semiotic triangle will never occur. It can be ob-
served only to the extent that we have lost all recollection of their
original spatial contiguity when the translating chains that link the first
to the second are extremely prolonged. Thus, their separation is, as
said before, only apparent: the sign is always contiguous to its object,
what varies, instead, is the extension of the translating chains. Though
if continuity is the major characteristic of semiosis, once again re-
turning to the model of the circle, there will never be a radical separa-
tion between sign and referent. That leads, in turn, to flattening the
semiotic triangle in a continuous transformation line of entities in
other more complex ones:

2 “Federazioni complesse di letture del significato, coerenti e capaci di esprimere
suil’intomo il proprio raggiunto vantaggio di lettura. In cid risiede il carattere intrinse-
camente “linguistico” degli oggetti biologici”.

“Piii un reticolo (unitario nella sua globalita decentrata) ehe [...] una unita di tipo
lerarchieo, rappresentabile come un sistema di filtri disposti verticalmente”.

“Noi non pensiamo di spiegare il linguaggio umano con un intervento extra-
naturale di tipo ‘intenzionale™.
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the two faces of the sign occur from the moment when there appears a
sufficiently complex code in nature; yet, if we were able to undo a sign in
its various steps, we would discover [...] that every step is formed by a
reader-thing that interprets another thing which, in turn, is seen as a sign,
that is, subsequently read by yet another thing. All the molecular proc-
esses that we are beginning to be aware of rather well, in the present-day,
(from the proteinic synthesis to the employment of energy, from the du-
plication of the DNA to the transmission of nervous drives) belong to this
typology. Man’s cerebral functioning is surely terribly complicated [...]
but it is hard to believe that it may operate differently from a continuous
molecular recognition of significance (Prodi 1987b: 147)27.

On the borders of the circle:
the aesthetic experience and the religious problem

Prodi affirms that our knowledge of the world cannot avoid passing
through the filter of a theory, that is a network of hypotheses. In this
respect, the knowledge of the world is nothing but another manifesta-
tion of language. In this very categorization it is clear that there will
always be something that will pass through the nets of such a frame-
work given that 1) a network is made in a way to relinquish something
from its meshes; a network is made-up of knots and each knot is tied
to another, and no matter how closely-knit this web can be there will
always be empty spaces between knots. A network is selective, that is,
every network will let something go by, hence any hope of having
absolute knowledge of reality is nothing but an illusion. An illusion
because it is logically impossible (and therefore, according to Prodi,
ontologically and semiotically, too) to strive for an ultimate under-
standing of the world; 2) every network, no matter how extended, is
nevertheless limited. A bigger network would be useless as it could
hardly function. Yet, if every network must be (more or less) small it
means that the attempt to use it in exploring the total surface of the sea

"La doppia faccia del segno si ha dal momento in eui si pone in natura un codice
sufficientemente complesso; ma se riuscissimo a smontare un segno nelle sue varie
tappe, scopriremmo [...] che ogni tappa e formata da un lettore-cosa che legge un’altra
cosa ehe diventa segno per lui, e questo a sua volta & letto da un’altra cosa. Tutti i
processi molecolari ehe oggi cominciamo a conoscere abbastanza bene (dalla sintesi
proteica all’utilizzazione dell’energia, dalla duplicazione del DNA alia trasmissione
degli impulsi nervosi) sono di questo tipo. La funzione cerebrale dell’'uomo é certo di
una complicazione terribile [...] ma & difficile pensare che essa funzioni in modo di-
verso da un continuo riconoscimento molecolare di significativita”.
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is by definition unattainable. Knowledge might even single out very
large portions in that infinite sea of the knowable yet they remain lim-
ited. Once again, it is the figure of circle that explains this situation.
The logic of language as a generative whole defines a space indefi-
nitely extended, for there is no superior limit, at least in principle, in
regard to the admissible sentence combinations in our language. Any-
way, such a whole, regardless of its great size, will be a mere fraction
of the entire infinite within which the rules of our language are (still)
not valid. The inherent logic of language defines two complementary
spaces: the one in which its rules are valid, and that coincides with the
world, our world (for we hold no other access to the world than the
one mediated by knowledge = language), and the other one, contain-
ing the former and being infinitely more extended than that one, in
which such rules are not valid, as we will attempt to show in figure 5:

infinite space of the aesthetic and religious experience

logical space
of language
the world

borders determined
by.the rules of language

Figure 5. The biological origin of the aesthetic-religious issue.

Thus, we have reached the problem of borders, that is the aesthetical
question together with the theological one. For Prodi, they are both
determined by logic even prior to the feeling of beauty or fear of the
unknown: “sacredness is, then, from such perspective, a precise drive
that embodies logic” (Prodi 1987b: 119)28 Language, understood as a
circle, defines two concentric spaces: we are inside the space of lan-
guage, and by definition we cannot go beyond the limits imposed by

"Il sacro & dunque, da tale prospettiva, una pulsione precisa ehe fa corpo con la
logica”.
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its inherent logic, for we cannot think outside the language. Every sin-
gle conceivable access to the world must pass through language.
Every thought is determined by language, and therefore that which is
not governed by the rules of our language is unthinkable. Since our
language determines a space, and we are within that given area, it
brings about the logical need, that however cannot be further defined,
of all that which is external to our very language field. Logically we
can recognize that there is no space outside the logic, that is, our logic,
yet this space, just as logically, is unattainable, unknowable, unthink-
able. Here, then, there is more space for the possibility, that is histori-
cal and evolutive logic, of those experiences that are found at the very
borders of language, both aesthetic and religious:

[human reality] is not only composed of objects A, B, C, and so on, in-
cluding those hidden objects that are highlighted and seized by language,
but also (and ever more) by those objects that are not there. Knowledge is,
in fact, from its very start, firmly tied to the unknown. If an animal reacts
towards his significative terms, they alone exist. The animal does not pose
itself the question of whether things exist or do not exist at the borders of
its own categories. When knowledge becomes propositional and reflexive,
there is a contextual incertitude that arises in so much as it is not charac-
terized by the speech thus settles in the problem of the borders beyond
which there is a reality which cannot be attained (Prodi 1987b: 118)2

The undeterminable space that extends beyond the limits of the lan-
guage-world, now becomes the only scope of experience which we
can aspire to. For everything that precedes it, which we can learn
through language, we shall know sooner or later (such is the scope of
science) as it has always been determined this way, just as for Prodi it
is because semiotics and ontology coincide.

Within the circle, instead, we are attracted by what is outside it.
That is, what is defined as that which we cannot know, because the
logic of our life and of our language prevents it: “hence, the funda-
mental issue is borders: what we are unable to understand, what lies
beyond the boundaries, and for which we have no categories” (Prodi

:y "[La realtd umana] non e solo composta dagli oggetti a B ¢ e via via dagli oggetti
nascosti ehe vengono evidenziati e eatturati dal linguaggio, ma anehe (e sempre piii)
dagli oggetti ehe non ci sono. La conoscenza & infatti, fin da principio, solidalmente
legata alia non-conoscenza. Se un animale reagisce verso i suoi termini signifieativi,
solo essi esistono, non si pone per lui il problema di cié ehe forse c’é e forse non c’é al
di la dei limiti delle sue categorie. Nel momento in cui la conoscenza diventa riflessa e
proposizionale, si pone contestualmente I’incertezza per quanto non & caratterizzato dal
discorso: sorge il problema dei confini oltre i quali ¢c’é una realtd impredicabile”.
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1987h: 212)30. This indefinite and extra-logical space, in particular,
can be known only from within: “no reader can exit reality and con-
template it from outside. One may read only from ‘within’, that is in-
side a complex of interactions” (Prodi 1983a: 17)3L This area beyond
language may be reached through two distinct yet linked ways. Firstly,
through a hypothetical process of the extension of language itself, in a
way making an attempt to redirect the unknown to the known. Sec-
ondly, entirely admitting the logically inescapable fact of the limit of
the space determined by the language-world circle. The first possibil-
ity is aesthetical, and in particular poetic, while the second one is re-
ligious.

Let us return to the language-world circle of figure 5. The human
animal coincides, for what it holds of specifically human, with its lan-
guage. Language defines the borders of the human world due to its
biological complementarity between the reader and the organism read
(v. supra, figure 2): “an organism knows-interprets (has a specific re-
lation with) the reality on which it has formed itself. It interprets the
world together with its categories, even though it is such a world that
has built those very categories” (Prodi 1987b: 143-144)’2 Given that
the whole of what is known is coextensive with the whole of the lan-
guage, the boundaries of the world coincide with the borders of what
the (innate) rules of language allow us to think-say. The point is that,
as previously said, our human experience is completely within that
circle, yet this does not prevent us from understanding that beyond it,
where our categories are useless, there is an outside that although un-
known, nonetheless attracts us, and regardless of the fear we feel we
have an urge to explore and get to know it. This feeling occurs, once
again, inside the circle. We are aware of the fact that our knowledge,
that is the whole of operations with which we recognize as significa-
tive certain portions of reality (as this is the true point, only some por-
tions, not the entire reality, by definition unreachable by beings en-
dowed with only a particular point of view), is meaningful only in
relation to an infinitely more vast region of the unknown, “[which]
is [...] a fundamental constituent of the speech, and brings into speech

"Dunque, il problema fondamentale e quello dei bordi: cid che non riusciamo a
capire, cid che sta oltre i confini, per cui non abbiamo categorie”.
"Nessun lettore pud uscire dalla realtd e contemplarla da fuori. Si pud leggere solo
dentro”, cioe dall intemo di un complesso di interazioni”.
"Un organismo conosce-interpreta (ha relazione specifica con) la realtad su cui si t
costruito. Interpreta il mondo con le sue categorie, ma queste categorie quel mondo
stesso le ha costruite”.
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the burden of all the existing things of which, though, we have no
documentation. Therefore, the word implies a non-word, not through
games of dialectics but rather thanks to the mechanics of speech gene-
sis” (Prodi 1983a: 40)33. Knowledge, as we said, is the natural opera-
tion through which one asserts that something, in respect to a myriad
of other possible and alternative ‘somethings’, is significative. What is
not significative, on the contrary, remains in the background, just as
any word that defines itself in relation to an ampler space of speech-
lessness, and is thus destined to remain unknown as well as unthought
of. Yet, this implies that the unknown (the region without boundaries
that extends to the exterior of the area of the circle in figure 5) is al-
ways present, in the form of background or as an indefinite horizon of
(possible) knowledge. “If what is called “rationality” is the whole of
modes in which man has learnt to humanly manage a certain area of
reality (that has become a little more its own), the rational is, then, a
small space cut out in the irrational, always placed within it. The ra-
tional is a tiny “organized irrational”” (Prodi 1983a: 41)34.

The aesthetic experience, that for Prodi is all but restricted to that
of beauty or art, is the one felt in the proximity of that boundary. The
aesthetic experience is akin to the cognitive one. It represents the ini-
tial, hypothetical, explorative moment because a strong “cognitive
drive” is at the base of it. Aesthetics is present wherever, coming from
the experience of a precise cognitive placement, within the language-
knowledge circle, one attempts to thrust himself beyond it, towards
the exterior. As Prodi himself says, the unknown, or towards the
“dark” (being, as we shall see further on, another way to characterize
that which for the religious experience is god, unknowable and always
exceeding our limited tools to circumscribe it):

The main nucleus of aesthetic quality deals with our own undecided
placement, meaning our own being, entirely, the very object of that wa-
vering that characterizes the borders (and further): our own selves being
most likely beyond those borders, unknown to us in a radical fashion, un-
able to act with decisive introspection, with direct shortcuts, even when

j3  “[ll quale] e [...] un costituente fondamentale del discorso, e porta nel discorso
tutto il peso delle cose ehe esistono, ma di cui non abbiamo documenti. Quindi la pa-
rola implica la non-parola, non attraverso giochi dialettici ma attraverso la meccanica
della genesi del discorso”.

A “Se chiamiamo “razionalitd” I’insieme dei modi in cui I’'uomo ha imparato a ma-
neggiare umanamente una certa area di realtd (ehe é diventata un po’ piii sua), il razi-
onale é allora un piccolo spazio ritagliato nell’irrazionale, sempre depositato nel suo
intemo. Il razionale & un minuscolo “irrazionale organizzato™”.
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really close to ourselves, almost as if coinciding with our own center, if
ever there is one (Prodi 1987b: 216)3.

Having linked anxiety with the experience of the limit, the human
animal has its own way to respond to uncertainty. It does so with an
hypothesis, with an attempt to extend to the unknown and to the future
what is worthwhile for the known and the present-day (and thus the
past):

hypothesis and doubt are two aspects of the same mechanism [...]. It is
hypothesis [...] that transforms the knowable world. Doubt itself refers to
areas of reality which are larger than those that we have experienced: it is
relative to the area of “non-significative” things which can become sig-
nificative; it is the possible area. It is not a sheer psychological state. It is
res extensa adequate enough to be considered linguistic organization”
(Prodi 1983a: 38)3%.

The hypothesis is not (yet, and might never be) justified, in so much
as it is a hypothesis, that is, an attempt at extending the boundaries of
the known at the expense of the unknown. The hypothesis is actually
such for it is not justified, because if it had been justified, it would
have ceased to be, appropriately, a hypothesis, and thus the clause
would return amidst proven facts, scientifically described, that is, facts
internal to the language-world circle.

The role of language is central in the construction of hypothesis:
that we may bring forward having the avail of language’s combinato-
rial resources, which allow us to internally generate those clauses
(still) unrestricted by the exterior world’s characteristics. In fact, hy-
pothesis is (relatively) free given that language as a combinatorial ma-
chine allows to produce an indefinite number of terms, each of which
may represent a possible explorative path. A way to grasp, in the
space external to the language-world, contents that were just waiting

3$ “1l nucleo duro dell’esteticita & una certa nostra collocazione indecidibile, ctoé
I’essere noi, integralmente, proprio I’oggetto di quella indecidibilitd ehe caratterizza i
bordi (e oltre): 1’essere noi presumibilmente gid oltre i bordi, ctoé oscuri a noi stessi in
modo radicale, impossibilitati ad una introspezione decisiva, a scorciatoie dirette, an-
corche vicinissimi a noi stessi, quasi coincidenti col nostro centro, ammesso ehe ci
sia”.

¥ “lIpotesi e dubbio sono due aspetti dello stesso meccanismo [...]. E I’ipotesi [...]
che trasforma il mondo conoscibile. 1l dubbio si riferisce a zone del reale piii larghe di
quelle di cui abbiamo esperienza: & relativo alia zona di cose “non significative” ehe
possono diventare significative; & I’area possibile. Non & un semplice stato psicologico.
E res extensa passibile di organizzazione linguistica”.
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to become, using Prodi’s terminology, significative, to select a reading
machine that may interpret them:

[the hypothesis is] a fantastically processed original nucleus [..]. Hy-
pothesis is a fantasy situation, meaning a cerebral de-facto state charac-
terized by the subject’s ability to autonomously have its own linguistic
materials, without any environmental-external dependence on selections
or restrictions or censorship, from feedback unto reality. It is considered a
structure’s material state. The inner space extends to the outer space, that
is the pole of knowledge: though it is temporarily isolated from it during
the operativeness of the hypothesis (Prodi 1983a: 209)37.

The hypothesis is intrinsically cognitive, but even inherently aesthetic,
that is to say poetic, for it rightly is an internal experimentation. A
word game that seems to act according to a purely combinatorial
logic, though, also in this case, it produces what we may refer to as
“cognitive tentacles” with which to tear shreds of “darkness” from the
unknown in order to make them knowable and expressible. Through
the auxiliary of hypothesis a kind of surrealist bridge, resting on a sin-
gle bank that is internal to the language-world, is built, while on the
other bank, initially, it is suspended. It rests supported only by its own
weight, and however paradoxical it might sound, it is not considered
so, which, in turn, is the true paradox inherent in the hypothesis. Such
a paradoxical condition comes from the logical impossibility of
speaking about what is beyond the borders of the language-world. By
definition, for anything which is found beyond the borders of the ex-
pressible-knowable nothing can be said that would make any sense.
That is because none of our clauses can be accepted or denied in re-
gard to the pro or con proofs relative to it.

Let us return, once more, to figure 5. The aesthetic dimension of
language, places us, as it has been said earlier, on the outskirts of the
world. On the outskirts, or right over the boundary line where, logi-
cally, we could not stand even though we try and stay there, anyway,
by using the instruments of analogy, that is a particular linguistic pro-
cedure in which the old projects himself into the unknown in order to

‘7 “[L’ipotesi €] un nucleo originale di elaborazione fantastica [...]. L’ipotesi e una
situazione di fantasia, intendendo con cié uno stato di fatto cerebrale caratterizzato
dalla capacita del soggetto di disporre autonomamente i propri materiali linguistici,
senza alcuna dipendenza da selezioni o restrizioni o censure esteme-ambientali, da
feed-back sul reale. Essa é uno stato materiale della struttura. Lo spazio intemo si con-
tinua con lo spazio estemo, ehe & il polo della conoscenza: ma ne & isolato tempora-
neamente durante la operativita dell’ipotesi’.



The circular semiosis ofGiorgio Prodi 373

see if it works there too. Even that portion of “darkness” covered by
our hypothesis is governed by the same laws of the known, the already
known. The hypothesis, then, is based on the analogy:

the analogy functions aesthetically in the direction of darkness, as an at-
tempt to translate/enlarge our area towards it, in terms of verbal meanings.
They are unverifiable. They do not make any sense in their providing with
objective references. At the base of this is a radical analogous mecha-
nism [...]: to yield our point of view in the dark, to be watched by eyes
that we cannot see. To be watched by things rather than looking at them:
even from their hidden sides (Prodi 1983a: 207-208)33.

This means that, thanks to the aesthetic use of language, the bounda-
ries of the language-world extend. At first, they extend only hypo-
thetically, but then, if the analogy holds firm, even cognitively, as we
try to point out in the diagram below, where the hypothesis-analogies
stretch out those “tentacles”, which we talked about earlier, in the un-
known, in the “darkness”:

analogic-aesthetic extension
of language's boundaries

Figure 6. The hypothesis of poetry that extends knowledge into the “dark-
ness”.

“L'analogia funziona esteticamente nella direzione del buio, come tentativo di
traduzione-allargamento dell’area nostra verso di lui, in termini di costrutti verbali.
l.ssi sono inverificabili, non hanno senso nella loro referenzialitd oggettiva. Alla loro
base vi e un meccanismo analogico radicale [...]: cedere il nostro punto di vista al
buio. essere guardati da occhi ehe non vediamo. Essere guardati dalle cose, anziche
guardarle: anche dal loro lato nascosto”.
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If the aesthetic is akin to science, all along, given that in both cases it
has “to digest the unknown with the digesting system of a language
that works” (Prodi 1983a: 208-209)39, nevertheless, it still accounts
for the logical, yet entirely insurmountable fact that neither of the two
experiences can help us relax our minds before the undetermined fall
of darkness. In addition, knowledge, regardless if scientific or aes-
thetic, stems from the attempt to practically overcome that anxiety, yet
at the same time, due to its partial and almost compensating nature by
definition, does nothing but reassert our unsatisfaction, our feeling of
narrowness and finitude. Before our logical eyesight there always lies
the boundless vastness of the unknown, “of that full length [...] pre-
vailing outside us [...] the region of what is inexpressible” (Prodi
1983a: 195)40, that is referred to by many, in ordinary vocabulary
filled with an anthropomorphism which is unfamiliar to Prodi, as God.
Herein, seen neither as someone nor as something, but if anything, as
the matrix of every determined something, and in particular this region
represents the speechless and dark horizon of our unsatisfaction as
linguistic animals, that can produce hypothesis because, through lan-
guage, we reach the awareness of living in a closed world, even
though deep inside it is indefinitely extended.

The religious problem stems from what we may call a logical sen-
sation that cannot be done away with, if we may use an oxymoron,
being that we are within the language-world circle, and it is not possi-
ble to observe the circle from the exterior, it would mean relinquishing
our logic and our language in order to adopt yet another one. Though
this is naturally (logically) impossible. We are children of that lan-
guage and cannot renounce it at our liking. This is to say that we are
finite, logically finite, and we are such in respect to an infinite that
exceeds, towers, and oppresses us. Thus, the religious problem is more
similar to logic than to feelings, for it is through logic that we become
practically and essentially aware of our limits: “sacredness then, in
such a perspective, is a precise drive that embodies logic” (Prodi
1987a: 119) 1 In this sense the religious problem, and so much for all
the materialistic utopias of a world without God, is inscribed in our
own being.

39 i-Digerire il non conosciuto col sistema digerente di un linguaggio ehe funziona”.
40 [Quel’f'esteso e [...] prevalente fuori di noi, [...] la regione dell'indicibile”.
4 "Il sacro & dunque, in tale prospettiva, una pulsione precisa ehe fa corpo con la

logica”.
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The materialistic and functionalistic explanations of religion try to
explain its origin by linking it to the feeling of panic, fear of the un-
known, thus connecting it to the most obscure and blindfolded drives
of our mind. By so doing they create a sentiment that, at least in the-
ory, might be overcome one day thanks to an adequate education,
sufficiently developed scientific knowledge. In Prodi’s approach, on
the contrary, the religious problem is intrinsically inscribed in our
minds. This does not mean to say, according to the trivial belief that
the idea of God is innate (although this does seem as a captious and
circular justification of religion), as much as it signifies that our deep-
rooted linguistic make-up naturally brings us, through the aesthetic
experience of hypothesis, to question ourselves on the limit, and to
wonder, what could or could not be beyond that point. In this sense
the religious experience is akin to an instinct, a very particular logical
instinct, yet another oxymoron, that is totally a whole with our being
intrinsically and radically linguistic animals:

In the complex, the hypothesis suggested is opposed to the anthropological
and ethnographical theories based on the absolute irrational originality and
primitivity of sacredness, pertaining to a rudimental phase of civilization.
They invariably take into consideration an already genetically constituted
man. Whereas what is being affirmed, instead, is the that the origin of sa-
credness must be anticipated to the phase of man’s rational formation, oth-
erwise said of its specific differentiated traits. For it is contextual to logic
and morality. Sacredness characterizes the passage from non-man to man,
and collaborates to building its specificity (Prodi 1987a: 118)42

Conclusions

The circle is a figure without a beginning or an end, it does not have
an absolute before and an absolute after, and it lacks a foundation and
an established rule. The circle, as we have tried to explain, constitutes
Prodi’s model of semiotics. Semiotics that, in reality, aspires at doing

£ “Nel complesso, I’ipotesi ehe si propone e in contrasto con le teorie antropologiche
ed etno”rafiche basate sulla assoluta originalita e primitivita irrazionale del sacro,
proprie di una fase rudimentale della civiltd. Esse prendono invariabilmente in consid-
erazione un uomo eia geneticamente istituito. Qui si vuole affermare invece ehe
I’origii.. 4 sacro va anticipata alia fase della formazione razionale dell’'uomo, cioe
propriamente dei suoi caratteri differenziali specifici. Esso & contestuale alia logica e
alia morale. Il sacro caratterizza il nassaggio dal non-uomo all’uomo, e collabora a
costruime la specificita”.
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much more than just defining and determining the field of intentional
and conscious signs use of, let alone human signs. Prodi uses the cir-
cle to show how, at the moment, human semiotics is the last phase of
an evolution that with a total continuity, which however does not
eliminate altogether the possibility of radical new experiences, refers
back to natural semiotics, to those natural exchanges, that is material
logic, which entail, and whose full meaning is, life. Life, in this re-
spect, is intrinsically semiosis. Thus life, semiosis and material logic
are biologically coextensive terms. Still, since human language,
through the mediation of categorial logic, is the direct prosecution of
worldly life, of natural semiosis, the very language is, through an
evolutive identity, life. Hence, the circle comes a full way round and
starts closing in for the possibility of language, which Prodi tell us is
also knowledge, to say that the world derives from the fact that, in the
end, language and the world share the same make-up. They are the
same thing under different combinations43.

The circle, however, becomes a spiral. An open spiral for if lan-
guage is knowledge it is even capable, thanks to its aesthetic customs
and therefore through hypothesis, to extend the world’s boundaries
since, as in so much as initial identity, language and world are coex-
tensive. The evolution of the human world is, then, indefinitely open.
As we have seen, this opening, this inherent possibility of extending
the world’s boundaries implies, straight away, and implies logically at
that, the existence of an infinite spatial region beyond those borders,
which Prodi calls “darkness”. That is the unknown and unknowable
region within which our language is not valid. A region, nonetheless,
of which our world is not but a restricted portion that rests upon and
originates from this very region. This region is what we could call
God, even though it would refer to a strange type of God since it
would be no person, it would concern neither an order nor a presence
but if anything at all, instead, a kind of absence. It would be more of
an emptiness that attracts us and makes us worry, while thrusting us to
explore it and inquire about it. A God, granting that Prodi would have
allowed such an improper use of this term in his semiotic reconstruc-
tion, in this respect, that would have given (paradoxically speaking,
for we have excluded that it may be someone or something) us an as-
signment. A paradoxical assignment, actually, because it would deal
with a duty that no one explicitly assigned. A task, indeed, that would

43 As Lo Piparo (1999: 200) states “a theory on the world is a part of the world that
observes the world”.
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grow spontaneously within the human animal and not from some ex-
ternal authority. Still a duty that arises from the evolutive depths of
man, for his linguistic ability, as it has been already pointed out, is
nothing but complicated and innovative development yet free of any
elementary stalemates of semiosis and, hence, of life, itself, which, for
Prodi, is essentially semiosis.

The task of knowing and thus naming things, then, would be an
assignment that comes, precisely, not from the outside, that is, a world
superior to our own. On the contrary, it is an issue that stems from us
as in so much as we are animals, because we are radically linguistic
animals. We are at the heart of the circle, and this is another paradox.
Around the perimeter of the circle there is no center, no heart to be
had: the duty that makes things want to know about other things, and
therefore know themselves, is given to us by our very nature, and thus,
by our own selves. Still, it seems as if the order came from somewhere
else from here, that is elsewhere but at the same time coinciding with
us. In the circle, tautologies seem to proliferate. Yet, there is no other
possibility. If ontology is circular, then the question that seems to
come from God, and asking for a response directed towards God, is
bom in the very circle, and comes from nature. In fact, and here is
where tautology sums itself up to the point of disappearing, the human
animal “is nature that thinks of itself, [it is] nature’s inner life” (Prodi
1987: 93)44.
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LinpKynspHbIi cemnosuc Ixxopmxuno Mpogn

CemunoTtmnyeckasa Teopusi MpoAn BO3HWKaeT B OTBET Ha pajuKabHbINA
BOMPOC: ecnuM 3HaK — 3T0 Kpocc-pedepeHLUMA, TO 4YeM rapaHTupyeTcs
CBSA3b 3HaKa C 06bEKTOM, K KOTOPOMY OH OTcbiflaeT? MNpoan otbpacbiBaet
BCE TPajMUMOHHbIE peLleHNs: 0CO3HaHHAasA MHTeHLUSA cyO6beKTa, KOHBEH-
LM, UKOHMYecKasi CBSI3b 3HaKa M o06bekTa. Npoan onpoBepraet nepBbil
O0TBeT, MOCKO/IbKY OH OMUpaeTCcsi Ha COBEPLUEHHO TAaUMHCTBEHHOE MOHATME
MHTeHUMN. KOHBEHUMOHANMUCTCKNIA OTBET TaKXe HeyaoB/IETBOPUTENIEH,
TaK KaK pacnpocTpaHsieT Ha BCH TFpynny KPUTepuii, KOTOPbIA He MOXET
OblTb 00BACHEH W B CNy4yae eQUHMYHOr0 KOMMOHeHTa. HakoHel oTBep-
raetcss M WKOHWYECKWUIA OTBET, TaK KaK He O0ObSACHAeTCA MOHATUE
“CXOACTBA”, Nexkalllee B OCHOBE KOHUeNTa “MKOHUYHOCTM”. OTBeT Mpoau
noKanusyeT Mofenb CEMUOTUYECKUX OTHOLWIEHMA B urype Kpyra.
Kpyr— 3T0 XW3Hb, HWYTO MHOE KaK GeCKOHEYHas Lenb OTHOLUEHWUN
nepesofa M y3HaBaHWUA BO BCe 60/1ee CNOXHbIX cuctemax. B Kpyre HeT Hu
Hayana, HW KOHUA. Y Hero HeT HW OCHOBAHWSA, HW YCTaHOBJIEHHOrO
3aKoHa. OH He CO4epXWUT MPUYUHLI, KOTOpas MOXET cTaTb, B CBOW
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ouepefp, cneacTeMeM. Cemuosnc, TakuM 06pa3oM, OMupaeTcs Ha
MOHATWE XXU3HW, MBO >KMU3Hb Cama BHYTPEHHE CEMUOTUYHA. Mbl MOXeEM
MOMECTUTb MUP B 3HAKW, TO €CTb MO3HaTb €ro, TaK Kak camu SIBASeMcs
YacTblo 3TOr0 MMUpa, KOTOPbI Yepes Hac Mo3HaeTcs. HakoHel, Kak
CNEACTBME HAXOXAEHUS BHYTPM KPyra >KM3HU-CEMMO3ca, BCTAaeT BOMNPOC
0 TOM, YTO 3a Npefenamm sToro Kpyra, — npo6gaemMa v scTeTMYecKas, u
PeNnUrnosHas.

Giorgio Prodi tsirkulaarne semioosis

Prodi semiootiline teooria tekib vastusena radikaalsele kisimusele: Kkui
mark on rist-viitav, siis millega garanteeritakse méargi seos objektiga,
millele ta viitab. Prodi heidab koérvale kdik traditsioonilised lahendused:
subjekti teadlik intentsioon, konventsioon, margi ja objekti vaheline
ikooniline seos. Prodi loobub esimesest, kuna see toetub (pris ebaselgele
intentsiooni mdistele. Konventsionalistlik vastus on samuti ebarahuldav,
kuna kriteeriumi, mida ei ole vdimalik seletada tksikkomponendi puhul,
laiendadakse tervele grupile. Ldpuks heidetakse kdrvale ka ikooniline
variant, kuna “sarnasuse” maoiste, mis on “ikoonilisuse” aluseks, on lahti
seletamata. Prodi vastus lokaliseerib semiootiliste suhete mudeli ringi
kujul. Ring — see on elu, ei midagi muud kui télkimise ja aratundmise
suhete 186putu ahel ha keerulisemates ststeemides. Ringil ei ole ei algust
ega I6ppu. Tal ei ole alust ega kindlaksmadratud seaduspérasust. Ta ei
sisalda dhtegi po6hjust, mis ei vdi omakorda muutuda tagajérjeks.
Semioosis tugineb seega elu mdistele, kuna elu ise on oma olemuselt
semiootiline. Me v@ime asetada maailma maérkidesse, st tunnetada teda,
kuna me ise oleme selle maailma osad, mida I&bi enda tunnetame. L8puks
kerkib selle elu-semioosise ringi sees olles kusimus: mis asub sellest
ringist véljaspool? See on nii esteetiline kui ka religioosne probleem.
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Abstract. The works, views and ideas of Heini Hediger (1908-1992), one
of the most distinguished and influential zoologist of the 20th century, had
and still have an enormous impact on contemporary understanding of ani-
mal behaviour. His views on territorial, social, etc. aspects of animal be-
haviour are based on semiotic concepts derived from Umwelt-theory
(J. v. Uexkull) and combined with ideas from modem ethology. Hediger’s
special attention was devoted to the area of animal-man communications; he
treated these problematic phenomena as a system of semiosis-processes, in a
mainly holistic way. Hediger’s approach inspires the author to propose a
notion ‘4he need for impression” to be used in zoosemiotic analyses.

My childhood dream, my lifelong wish, would have
been fidfdled if it had really been possible to con-
verse with animals.

H. Hediger (1985: 177)

There 5 a disadvantage in a stick pointing straight
(because) the other end of the stick always points
the opposite way. It depends whether you get hold
ofthe stick by the right end.

G. K. Chesterton (1984: 221)

There have never been any difficulties in pointing out the signs of
captivity: the bars and gratings, the fetters and shackles, the nets and
traps: signs of obstacles, hindrance and limitations of any kind will
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certainly do. But it is not at all easy to find a universally acceptable
and generally comprehensible symbol even of human freedom, so
what could serve us as a sign of animal freedom? The image of an
animal moving freely is a sign of escape rather than that of a free life
par excellence. The general notion of a free animal has always been
something of vague perception of a completely undetained creature,
imperceptible though certainly dwelling somewhere in the wild.

It is hard to believe in our time, but it seems that Heini Hediger
(1908-1992) really was the first zoologist who realized that there is no
such thing as an animal that is free in anthropomorphic sense: “the
free animal does not live in freedom: neither in space nor as regards its
behaviour towards other animals (Hediger 1964). Animals in the wild
are “bound by space and time, by sex and social status” (Hediger
1985: 158). If we consider now that Hediger also elaborated on the
distinction between nest and home, the former being a repository for
eggs and raising the young” ... and the latter “a place of refuge, which
is the function of the home” (Hediger 1985: 178), it becomes quite
clear, for a zoologist at least, how Hediger approached the phenomena
of animal life. He did it from within, treating the living world as the
Umwelt in Jakob von Uexktill’s sense.

To Uexkill Hediger dedicated his study on tameness (Hediger
1935). He was a friend and admirer of Jakob von Uexkill and Thomas
A. Sebeok, but was he a semiotician? As far as | know, he was a zoo-
biologist and field zoologist in the first place, deeply involved in
zoopsychological and behavioural studies, friend and adherent of
K. Lorenz and N. Tinbergen, though not an ethologist proper (Hediger
1985: 178-179). Having enormous experience in ecology of animal
behaviour both in the field and in captivity, Hediger doubted the
somewhat rigid interpretations of the instinct, the ritualistic behaviour
in the first place, adopted by ethology as a science of species-specific
behaviour of animals. Indeed, the vast diversity of deviations from the
main schemes of instincts within one and the same species, the flexi-
bility and continuity of the adaptive behaviour of animals give us rea-
son to belive, that the individual organism itself is the most active in-
terpreter of the innate mechanisms of behaviour and that the main
matrix on which these interpretations evolve during the ontogenesis is
the semiosphere. Hediger distrusted “the accepted evolution theory”
not accepting the claim that the “two major constructors of speciation
are mutation and selection” (Hediger 1985: 179). And Hediger cer-
tainly was not a behaviourist in classical sense. It is my conviction
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that, in all his studies, especially “The Clever Hans phenomenon from
an animal psychologist’s point of view” (Hediger 1981), Hediger op-
erated with conceptual notion-instruments ‘signum-structure’ in the
cases where the behaviourism would apply the famous ‘stimulus-re-
action’ scheme instead. In all his studies and encounters with animals
in the field and in the zoo Hediger’s attention was driven to the bio-
logical meaning of the signal — an impulse of information passing
between animal and other components of the Umwelt, including all
human factors as well. This reminds me of what my father Markus
Turovski, a philosopher, once said to me about his attitude to living
things: “If | were told that an octopus can talk in, say, English or Rus-
sian, |1 would consider it simply as a fact of its personal biography.
What it is talking about is the only thing that matters to me”.

Thomas A. Sebeok describes Hediger as a “visionary innovator
who reached from the inside outwards entirely comfortable within
Jakob’s [von Uexkiill — A. T.] Umwelt paradigm, but implicitly with
(zoo) semiotics too, which he came increasingly and quite explicitly to
embrace” (Sebeok 2001). Sebeok highly values Hediger’s works on
territorial and social behaviour, especially his concepts o f‘individual
distance’ and ‘home range’ together with distinguishable ‘territorial
idiolects and dialects’ as characteristics for the communicative pat-
terns of the species sharing a home range, and also Hedigers views on
hierarchy and dominance in animal social status, on parental care and
other forms of communicative stimulation/inhibition activities. In
these concepts as well as in all his logically extremely coherent works,
Hediger is estimated by Sebeok as a true zoosemiotician whose works
offer materials and ideas of great importance for semiotics of all sci-
entific trends, — anthropological, perhaps, in the first place (Sebeok
1972: 172-173; 1989: 5, 55; 1990: 107, 124).

Hediger, though he perhaps probably did not call himself a semi-
otician, obviously worked like one. And following the aim of his
works, we could describe the free animal as a representative of a par-
ticular species, active in its specific semiosphere as part of the Um-
welt. The contacts (and conflicts) between an animal and human cul-
ture, and furthermore between its species and civilization could be
then understood as interactions between animal and human semio-
spheres, so the main aspect of these interactivities is the dynamics of
attention on both sides.

In “Communication between man and animal” (Hediger 1974),
“Man as a social partner of animals and vice-versa” (Hediger 1965),
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“Wil  vnimals in Captivity” and many other studies Hediger empha-
sizes the absolute necessity of understanding the actual animal-man
encounter situations by their signs as examined from animals’ point of
view in the first place, in order to find optimal means of control.
“People never answer what you say. ... They answer what they think
you mean” (Chesterton 1984: 76). Actually animals act in the same
way and it is, essentially, up to the inquisitive interrogator — the man,
to arrange “the questionaire” by meanings, that is, to formulate it
semiotically in elaborated sets of signs, fitted in to the space-time
structure of the semiosphere of particular animal species. In the course
of a life time, that is in embryonic, postnatal, juvenile, subadult,
adult/imagial-sexually mature and postmature periods an animal
passes through a succession of very different behavioural stages of
orientation to other animals (and man) as objects of its attention. One
of the important attitudes in this process besides the motivational atti-
tudes to resources, foes, sexual partners, social ranks, broods etc., is
the fulfilment of the need to be impressed by changing signals — im-
pulses of information from the environment, otherwise indifferent in
the aspects of major biological needs/functions. The matrix structure
of the semiosphere of the animal obviously transforms these signals
into signs in accordance with the prevailing motivations; so the forms
of the Umwelt become semiotically involved in unique personal expe-
rience of the animal in dependence on its ontogenetic age-period. Such
a ‘need for impression’ is presumably coupled with the need to im-
press and thus to provoke feedback signals which also contribute to
the process of semiosis. Man has been making use of the need for im-
pression, calling it “natural curiosity” of animal, in taming and do-
mestication.

Apparently there is no such thing as a “free population”, to say
nothing of “a free species”. But a free animal could, perhaps, be use-
fully imagined as a healthy member of a healthy population of a cer-
tain species dwelling in such part of the land- or seascape which is
safe from foes but promising in resources as far as this animal can
recognize by its semiotic means within the range and limitations of its
sensorics. Or, to make long story short, free is an animal for which the
fulfilment of the need for impression is granted by the functional
structure of the semiosphere.

For a free animal, the best way to avoid encounters with all and
any possible enemies is assumably to make itself imperceptible, to
dissolve semiotically into its habitation, become undetectable. But this
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can be effective no longer than the event of disclosure happens. From
this moment on the next necessary and diligent course of action is ei-
ther to flee or, if the escape is impossible or of dubious effect —, to
kill or scare the enemy off, or to gain time by stunning it, making it to
hesitate even for a moment.

Presumably, the best way to do this is to produce such a complete
set of the signs of danger, as to force every particular enemy to choose
by itself the most horrifying pattern in accordance with its specific
properties and personal experience. That can be done to any animal
species because all forms of animal life are united semiotically by the
need for impression. Quite convincing evidence of the importance of
this need in case of humans could be easily found by approximate es-
timation of the numbers of horror films addicts. In the well known
scheme of the mimicry the most active, essential role belongs to the
“dupe”. The “dupe” is the actual decider on the course of events and
final results in all situations where camouflage, mimicry and other
suchlike phenomena are involved. So, it is the “dupe” to whom the set
of repelling patterns of form and behaviour is offered to make its own
choice what particular sign to be scared of. And it is ecologically es-
sential that the life of the dupe must be preserved (e.g., Martens mim-
icry clearly shows in case of deadly coral snakes that they are mimics,
but not models), for a dead dupe can neither learn, nor pass the knowl-
edge. Semiotically man holds the unique position in the Umwelt,
viewed in the aspect of mimicry in “hide, seek, scare and catch”
games, because man could rationally take on any or all of these roles
at the same time, avoiding being duped. That gives humans the most
advantageous position as hunters, tamers, domesticators, and a most
perilous exterminators as well. Unless | am very much mistaken, such
was the main concern of Heini Hediger as a zoologist, zoo director
and a man to whom the communications with animals and zoological
studies were at least equally important. This dualistic attitude could
probably be marked as romantic, but it certainly is semiotic.

If I may be allowed a lyrical reminiscence, Hediger’s inclination to
approach life problematics “from within” reminds me of Geheimer
Archivarius Lindhorst, actually a Salamander (Fiery Spirit of Nature),
the most powerful character in Hoffmann’s “Der goldne Topf’ (Hoff-
mann 1814), whose principle was to act always “from within out” in
order to restore the harmony between man and Nature.

All my personal experience obtained in 28 years with animals in
Tallinn Zoo indicates clearly that the main and very first concern of an
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animal that founds itself outside its enclosure is to ensure the safest and
straightest way back home. This home as it is pointed out above is in
Hediger’s sense a place for refuge. But to recognize the home from
outside could be extremely difficult for an animal (and also for human
as it happens in various situations), accustomed to experience the world
strictly from within. So the animal is always most grateful (or at least
we can say: relieved) for any assistance from the part of humans (or
other animals, e.g. dogs), which are considered by the animal as its con-
specifics, if the animal is tamed or properly acquainted with man. Gen-
erally speaking, humans could find themselves in very similar but re-
versed situation in the nearest future. Until recent years the concept of
civilization for the majority of at least Western Europeans has obviously
been based on the conviction that the landscape is something extremely
stable and unchanging “by itself’. Now, with the global warming and
other suchlike troubles it seems to be possible that people would find
themselves on the “outside” from their home and with anxious expecta-
tions that just animals will “show the way back inside”. | think that such
would have been H. Hediger’s feelings nowadays.

As for Hediger’s doubts about the synthetic theory of evolution,
those | think were based mainly on such observable events as the pref-
erence given by females to childlike or otherwise deviated males in-
stead of some very masculine ones, the general infantilization and
sexual acceleration in zoo animals (but not only them), on striking
importance of imprinting combined with games and teaching in rais-
ing the young in predatory mammals and birds (but also some fish and
even insects, e.g, Passilidae, Coleoptera), and on the vast variability
in communication patterns in animal behaviour. But, as all the scien-
tific legacy of Hediger, this topic needs further studies. Reproductive
isolation may occur within a population due to behavioural particu-
larities of single organisms. It is well known that in some cases fe-
males prefer the males clearly deviated from the median pattern of
behaviour, e.g. wasps Mormoniella vitripennis (White, Grant 1977),
Drosophila sp. sp. in the phenomenon of asymmetric evolution on
Hawaii islands (Lambert 1984), though, as a rule, female mate choice
favours symmetrical males in such different species as barn swallows
(Hirundo rustica), earwings (Forficula auricularia), humans (Homo
sapiens) and many other (Polack 1997). From my part, the study of
the possibilities to apply the Baldwin principle in the analyses of
zoosemiotic views of Hediger seems to be very promising. In this field
especially interesting would be to try the application of K. Kull’s ideas
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on Osbom-Baldwin effect (Kull 2000). According to his interpretation
of this effect, “the activity of an organism as a subject may play a role
as an evolutionary factor” (Kull 2000: 53).

One must not expect to have a powerful and beautiful waterfa}!
without the river. Such expectations can never arise where the Umwelt
theory is semiotically correctly applied as it was always done by
Dr. Heini Hediger in all his studies.
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CeMMOTMKA XMBOTHOI cB0O60AbI: NMONbITKA 300/10ra NOHATb
ceMUOTUYecKyto Lenb X. Xegurepa

Pa6otbl, B3rnagbl U maen XeitHn Xepurepa (1908-1992), ogHoro u3
Hanbonee M3BECTHbLIX W BAUATENbHbIX 30010roB 20 B., UMENN U A0 CUX
nop MMerT OFPOMHOE 3HauyeHwe ANA COBPEMEHHOro MOHUMaHWA MoBe-
[eHVs XUBOTHbIX. Ero B3rfafgbl Ha TeppuTOpuanbHble, couuanbHble ”
[pyrve acnekTbl NOBEAEHUSA >XMBOTHbLIX OCHOBaHbl Ha CEMUOTUYECKUX
KOHLeNTax, 3aMMCTBOBaHHbIX M3 Umwelt-Teopun (A. HOKckwonnb) wu
COeVHEHHbIX C WAESMU COBPEMEHHOW 3aTonorun. Ocoboe BHMMaHMe
Xeourep yaenan KOMMYHMKauuW XWUBOTHOMO W YenoBeka: OH pac-
cMaTpuBan 310 Npob6reMaTuYHoe ABJIEHWE MPEeXAe BCEro XO/IMCTUYECKM
KaK CMUCTEMY MPOLIECCOB CeMmo3nca. XeAurepoBCKMIA Mogxod nobyawn
aBTOpa WCCMef0BaHUA MPefAnioXuTb AN UCMO/b30BaHWSA B 300CEMUO-
TUYECKMX MUCCNEA0BaHUAX MOHATUE “NOTPEOHOCTL BMeYaTneHmsa”.

Loomse vabaduse semiootika: zooloogi katse mdista
H. Hedigeri semiootilist eesmarki

Heini Hedigeri (1908-1992), lihe 20. sajandi tuntuima ja m&jukama zoo-
loogi t66d, vaated ja ideed omasid ja omavad siiamaani suurt tahtsust
loomade k&itumise mdistmisel. Tema vaated loomade kditumise terri-
toriaalsetele, sotsiaalsetele ja muudele aspektidele toetuvad semiooti-
listele kontseptidele, mis on tuletatud Jakob von Uexkilli omailma
teooriast ning on tdiendatud kaasaegse etoloogia ideedega. Erilist tahele-
panu pdoras Hediger inimese ja looma vahelisele kommunikatsioonile,
vaadeldes seda probleemset nahtust eelkdige holistlikust vaatepunktist kui
semioosise protsesside susteemi. Hedigeri l&henemine inspireeris kées-
oleva uurimuse autorit pakkuma valja zoosemiootiliste analluside tarbeks
mdiste “muljete tarve”.
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Abstract. One of the seminal constructs in 20th-century biosemiotics is
G. Evelyn Hutchinson’s ‘niche’. This notion opened up and unpacked car-
tesian space and time to recognize self-organizing roles in open, dynami-
cal systems — in n-dimensional hyperspace. Perhaps equally valuable to
biosemiotics is Hutchinson’s inclusive approach to inquiry and his will-
ingness to venture into abductive territory, which have reaped rewards for
a range of disciplines beyond biology, from art to anthropology.
Hutchinson assumed the fertility of inquiry flowing from open, far-from-
equilibrium systems to be characterized by ‘fabricational noise’, follow-
ing Seilacher, or ‘order out of chaos’, following Prigogine. Serendipitous
‘noise’ can self-organize into information at other levels, as does the
‘noise’ of Hutchinson’s contributions themselves.

An ecology of, by, and for, an ecologist

Spectacular, seminal, searching minds — as that gracing George
Evelyn Hutchinson (1903-1991) — do not emerge in every field, in
every generation, in every culture, with any regularity, and when they
do they defy every orderly principle. Of logic. Of comprehensibility.
Of coherence. Such minds, and their works, emerge more willy-nilly,
evoking evolutionary surprise in their observers and for their authors
as well, rendering their occasional more linear, predictable, develop-
mental contributions equally surprising, rather than suspenseful, as
would otherwise be the case.
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The majority of researchers in any field are naturally apt to work in
that appropriately-labelled discipline, and to communicate within its
circumscribed discourse. Such usual, developmental discourse builds
incrementally, linearly, and, at least in hindsight, predictably — corre-
sponding to so-called gradual evolution, where difference is quantitative
or one of degree. In contrast, the Hutchinsons in any discipline dart and
wander around and beyond its boundaries. Intellectual peregrinations
sometimes destabilize the received wisdom of an otherwise comfort-
able, orderly field. Periodically, though, collective understanding reor-
ganizes with a surprising leap, in substance or direction — the analogue
of punctuated evolution, a qualitative difference in kind. These meta-
phors of evolution and development in semiotic systems are drawn from
Stanley Salthe (Salthe 1993, Salthe and Anderson 1989). | fancy
Hutchinson would resonate with these metaphors as well.

The playful properties of Hutchinson license me, perhaps, to deal
with him as subject and object in a strolling, trolling, manner. Or per-
haps the situation is not one of license but rather an imperative. Either
way, | take liberties. | take liberties with the slices of Hutchinson
making up this salmagundi, and | take liberties with the strictures and
structures of English style. To some extent, | address this document to
Hutchinson as well. Like many of his essays, this one is in cant:
oblique, lilting, intimate, inviting complementation and contest. Semi-
otician that he was, Hutchinson will find the beat and follow the inter-
secting spirals I trace in his oevre. In another life, | can make amends,
and emendations.

Ushering out, ushering in

I was an usher, that’s all. An usher at Hutchinson’s memorial service.
An ethnographer, too, you might say. That was at Yale’s Battell
Chapel, 19 October 1991, following Hutchinson’s death in England on
17 May 1991. One hundred twenty days earlier, in early January 1991,
I had watched sadly as Hutchinson left New Haven to visit, if not to
remain in, his native England (Anderson 1998). Five years before his
departure and death, he received the second Kyoto Prize in basic sci-
ences. Eight years earlier, there had been a grand celebration of
Hutchinson’s 80th birthday at Yale’s Peabody Museum. Twelve years
earlier, on 24 October 1979, Hutchinson received the Franklin Medal

of the Franklin Institute in Philadephia for Development of the Scien-
tific Basis of Ecology.
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Closing his address to the Franklin Institute on the above occasion,
he wrote:

Finally, since it has been said that nothing I say is wholly serious, | would
like in this vein to express a hope that the honor you have done me is a
tribute not only to partly forgotten and largely collaborative researches but
also, in a minor way, to one or two more playful and ornamental exercises
which | think may have given occasional pleasure to some of you.
(Hutchinson 1979b: 4)

Eighty-eight years before his death, Hutchinson was born, 30 January
1903, in Cambridge, England. Hutchinson proceeded to study and be
studied in Cambridge, Naples, Johannesburg, Tibet, numerous frothy
ponds and illuminated manuscript archives, and Yale.

Contemplating Hutchinson today benefits from his, and our, will-
ingness to wander, to trace the macrame of his mentation. Read aloud
any of his work, and you will hear Hutchinson’s voice. His experience
and experiences imbue all of his writing with his personal touch and
breath, and this is emphatically so with respect to his autobiographies:
The Ecological Theater and the Evolutionary Play (1965) and The
Kindly Fruits of the Earth: Recollections of an Embryo Ecologist
(1979a).

Strolling and trolling with and
without G. Evelyn Hutchinson

Like so many others of his generation, Hutchinson was precocious in
early publication and prolific thereafter, and more and more eclectic
with time. His bibliography published in Limnology and Oceanogra-
phy 16(2) (March 1971) and 36(3) (May 1991) records Hutchinson’s
very first article, in 1918, titled ‘A swimming grasshopper’.
Hutchinson shared his research — on particular aquatic creatures
(1968), populations and communities (1978a), species relationships
(1954), bodies of water (1957), and chemical cycles (1948a) — with
limnologists; but he also reported on science itself (1983), on biology
generally (1948b), on taxonomy (1966), on larger ecological dynamics
(1948c), on human evolution (1959a), on human culture (1955), on
gender (1973a, 1973b), on art (1963, 1978b), on ethics (1948c), and
on issues concerning global survival (1948c). By 1943, when his
‘Marginalia’ contributions were regularly featured in American Scien-
tist, Hutchinson’s wide-angled vision enlightened many across the
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broadest range of academic disciplines. He was generous in his critical
reviews of cutting-edge books, and in his obituary essays commemo-
rating departed colleagues. At the same time, Hutchinson shared his
surviving circle of intellectual friends with others, making it possible
for his students to read a variety of manuscripts in process and even to
engage eminent scholar-scientists in correspondence. Hutchinson as-
sumed that real scientists were scholars and vice-versa. Just as he was
fascinated by phenomena at every scale and of every description, his
collegial generosity knew no bounds.

What rendered Hutchinson’s scholarly-scientific contributions
particularly semiotic was his insatiable curiosity leading him to disre-
gard or dispute traditional boundaries of research or of discourse, even
in his own formulations. In the winter of his life, just before the spring
of his death in 1991, he was asked about what singular problem we
inherit at the end of the twentieth century; he instantly replied, ‘insides
and outsides’ (Anderson 1998: 235). Among other things, this had
relevance for the spatial and energetic parameters once pertaining to
niche, even when referenced to n-dimensional hyperspace. Thereby,
niche could connote a sophisticated space bounded by edges, beyond
which there was no ‘outside’, enclosing an ‘inside’ distilled down to
n-dimensional components. The elucidation of the concept of niche
moved, in Hutchinson’s mind, from analytic to synthetic, from extrin-
sically closed and concrete to intrinsically open and relational, from
physical to semiotic, or, to borrow from Rosen (1991), from syntactic
to semantic. The relational entails roles, in biology as well as in soci-
ety, and roles construct emergent meanings rather than being the pre-
cipitates of extrinsic measurables.

While strolling and trolling himself, Hutchinson routinely turned
every incident and observation along his path into meaningful rela-
tions with other phenomena. This he acknowledged in his lecture oc-
casioned by the Kyoto Prize in 1986, which essay he titled ‘Keep
Walking” (Hutchinson 1986), quoting and crediting the advice he re-
ceived from an indulgent editor. The gist of this essay was that ordi-
nary evolutionary wandering folds into developmental trajectories,
surprise fertilizes suspense, means can become ends, medium may be
message, and chaos can sort itself into provisional order... and vice
versa, Mdbius-fashion. All of this Hutchinson subsumed as ‘fabrica-
tional noise’, a phrase he adopted from a narrower usage by Seilacher
(1974). Fabricational noise also describes the self-organizational be-
havior in far-from-equilibrium systems (Prigogine and Stengers
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1979/1984), whether developmental or evolutionary, and is consonant
with his student Slobodkin’s characerization of evolution as ‘existen-
tial poker’ (Slobodkin 1968).

Hutchinson’s adopted philosophy of ‘keep walking’, of strolling
and trolling, recalls the equally magnificent metaphor deployed by
Jakob von Uexkill in his, ‘A stroll through the world of animals and
men; a picture book of invisible worlds” (Uexkull 1957). Great minds,
no doubt, stumble onto great metaphors as they stride.

Relationships, perspectives, and invariance

Hutchinson’s approach to biosemiotics emphasized relationships
(e.g., the roles eventually constituting ‘niche’) and holism (e.g., his
compulsive inclusive integration of context with content). These incli-
nations cross-fertilized. Consequently, neither figure nor ground were
fixed. About niche, Hutchinson ventured that critics may conclude it is
‘compounded of equal parts of the obvious and the obscure’ (1957:
416). And no interrogation of biological process could exclude the
human interrogator together with his/her culture, language, and per-
sonality. Although bringing in gender in the marked hybrid possessive
pronoun  ‘his/her’ sounds inelegant, and consequently un-
Hutchinsonian, he was truly fascinated by gender and how it played
itself out in both society and science — witness his generous reviews
of the works of his friend, Rebecca West (e.g., 1987), whose four-
footed cane he inherited and relied on for his strolling and trolling
during the final five years of his life.

While known as an ecologist, in Hutchinson’s practice of ecology
there was no exclusion of ethology (1957, 1969). If we assume ecology
to focus on the largely extrinsic material/energetic grounds relating
some units of analysis, and ethology to consist in the overlapping and
complementary behavioral roles, largely informatic, of and between
some units of analysis (Anderson et al. 1984) — then it’s clear that
ecology and ethology are more than sibling disciplines; they are more
like Siamese twins, but not just connected to each other, either. Semiot-
ics entirely problematizes the traditional crutch of units of analysis.

Hutchinson’s ecology, moreover, approached its subject matter
from both the micro-experimental, descriptive level and the macro-
statistical level seeking general laws, such as that obtaining between
population density and body size. His strolls took him into realms of-
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ten considered incommensurable: the micro, the meta, the macro; the
chemical, the biological, the cultural; the inductive, the deductive, the
abductive; scale, rhythm, symmetry (1957).

Invariant among and between all of Hutchinson’s contributions is
the foregrounding of the provisionality of any and all units of analysis.
Any units (molecule, gene, cell, organism, population, species, ecosys-
tem-not to mention niche) are necessarily tentative or elusive, even as
they are constituted vis-a-vis other formal units and within overarching
temporal situations and spatial contexts. More persuasive units will not
be spatial or energetic entities, but processual integrations also relating
informatics and time, and/or any other dynamics which help consolidate
our always interim understanding. While the significance of any de-
scription, analysis, or synthesis is at best provisional, given the infinite
deferral inherrent in meaning-making, Hutchinson insisted that it was
nonetheless imperative to be bold in the exercise of semiotic inquiry.
Humans can and must build on and simultaneously challenge if not de-
construct accumulations of received wisdom packaged as knowledge.

In pursuit of competition, cooperation, and creativity

Biologists working with conventional models have taken process to be
increasingly knowable, predictable, mappable. For example, com-
plexity lends itself to be tamed by assumptions of closed-system com-
petition through natural (or even artificial) selection. Hutchinson was
among the earliest to find as suspect the overdetermined natural selec-
tion narratives of competition (1948b). He preferred to take into ac-
count obvious conditions of cooperation and allow for the opacity and
transparency of both chance and necessity — and of ignorance.

One can speculate that Hutchinson’s own personal habits of coop-
eration leaked into his analysis of various outcomes of biological pro-
cess. Projection, after all, may be rampant in human cognition, and as
such is certainly natural. In considering cooperation, leading to co-
evolution, biological process becomes more complex and nuanced-and
more realistic and interesting.

Hutchinson could productively ratchet between the most improb-
able of sources and resources. Theorizing for him was an autotelic
activity, resembling perhaps the self-rewarding compulsions of allo-
primates afforded paints and canvas or musical instruments, who ef-
fortlessly go on to create designs in space and sound appealing to our
sensibilities (1963: 107).
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For all his penchant for creativity, Hutchinson allowed some role
for selection. Consider this: ‘It is not necessary in any empirical sci-
ence to keep an elaborate logicomathematical system always apparent,
any more than it is necessary to keep a vacuum cleaner conspicuously
in the middle of a room at all times. When a lot of irrelevant litter has
accumulated the machine must be brought out, used, and then put
away’ (Hutchinson 1957: 416). This observation predates Kuhn
(1962), and is much more graphic and satisfying!

As can be appreciated, Hutchinson was simultaneously humble and
bold. Sometimes a well-meant scholar or student would venture to
utter that Hutchinson was the ‘father of ecology’, whence
Hutchinson — reflecting on his own fabricational noise — would
usher out the admirer, and mutter, ‘No, that would be Darwin’.
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Pasgensasa “gabpuKayMoHHbIA Wym”
I". MBNnMHa XaT4yMHCOHa

OAnH 13 NPOAYKTUBHBLIX KOHCTPYKTOB 6uoceMnotmkm 20 B. — “Huwa” T.
MBnnHa XaTtymHCOHa. 3TO MOHATUE PACKPLINO KapTe3naHCKOe NMpPOCTPaHCT-
BO W BpeMs, 4YTO NOBMEKNO 3a COGOA NpuU3HaHWe camoopraHu3auuu B
OTKPbITbIX AWHAMWYECKMX CUCTEMax, B N-MEPHOM T[UMeprpocTpaHCTBee.
B0O3MOXHO, He MeHee LieHeH Ans OMOCEMUOTMKM WHKMIO3MBHBIA NOAX0S
XaTtymHCOoHa K MccnegoBaHWO M ero roTOBHOCTb MOKOPATH HOBble Tep-
puTOpPUK, YTO BO3HArpaXKAaeTcs BO MHOIMX LUCUMMAWHAX 3a npegenamu
6uonornn, OT WMCKYCCTBOBEAEHUA [0 aHTPOMOMOruu. XaT4yMHCOH npef-
nonaras, 4To MNJOAOTBOPHOCTL UCCNEA0BAHNA MPOUCTEKAET U3 OTKPbITLIX,
HepaBHOBECHbLIX CUCTEM, XapakKTepusylowmxcs “dabpuKaumoHHbIM LUy-
MOM” no 3elinaxepy, Wi “nopagkoM u3 xaoca”, no MpuroxuHy. OTKpbl-
BaTENbCKUIA “LUYM” MOXET CaMOOpraHM30BbIBaTLCS B WMH(OPMaLMI0 Ha
OPYTUX YPOBHSX, TaK Xe Kak “LUyM” OTKPbITUIA CamMOro XaT4ymHCOHa.

Osasaamine G. Evelyn Hutchinson’i
“valmistusmuirast”

Uks 20. sajandi biosemiootika produktiivsetest konstruktsioonidest on
G. Evelyn Hutchinson’i “nis§”. See mdoiste avas kartesiaanliku ruumi ja
aja, mis tdi endaga kaasa enesereguleerimismehhanismi tunnistamise
avatud dinaamilistes slisteemides, n-mddtmelises huperruumis. Vdimalik,
et mitte vahem tahtis biosemiootika jaoks on Hutchinsoni inklusiivne
lahenemine uurimistddle ja tema valmidus hdivata uusi territooriume, mis
on andnud tanuvaarseid vorseid paljudel bioloogiast valjapoole jaavatel
aladel kunstiteadusest antropoloogiani. Hutchinson arvas, et uurimuse
tulemuslikkus tuleneb avatud, tasakaalustamata slsteemidest, mida ise-
loomustab “valmistusmira” (Seilacheri termin) vdi “kord kaosest” (Prigo-
gine). Avastuslik “mura” v6ib iseorganiseeruda informatsiooniks teistel
tasanditel, samuti nagu Hutchinsoni enese avastuste “mura”.
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Abstract. The essay informs on Gregory Bateson’s holistic approach to-
wards an epistemic view of nature. The ecology of mind relies upon a
biological holism serving as a methodic tool to explain living “phenom-
ena”, like, e.g., communication, learning, and cognition. Starting from the
idea, the smallest unit of information, Bateson developed a type hierarchy
of learning that is based on a cybernetic view of mind. The communica-
tion model focuses on paradoxa caused by false signification. It leads to a
pathogenesis of sckizophrenia that is subsumed under the conception of
double binds. This ecosystemic perspective of living processes represents
atruly (w)holistic theory of nature.

In spring, when woods are getting green,

111 try and tellyou what | mean. [...]

In autumn, when the leaves are brown,

take pen and ink, and write it down.
Humpty-Dumpty’s song (Carroll 1899: 129)

Some preliminary remarks on holism

It was in spring 1998 when | gave a series of lectures on holism in the
sciences covering physics, mathematics and biology at the Institute of
Semiotics in Tartu.l It culminated in a discussion of Gregory

My thanks belong to Peeter Torop and Kalevi Kull who invited me to this adven-
turous task. Without the patience and tolerance of the audience, the students of semi-
otics. 1could not have fulfilled it. Their awareness was more than encouraging.
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Bateson’s cybernetic approach towards a holistic epistemology that
focuses on us humans, and how we cope with our environment, or
know about it. Since then time has past, and | am still thinking about
holism and its impact on the natural sciences, particularly on the bio-
logical sciences. Now it is autumn 2000, and | will discuss this crucial
issue again, but this time with pen and paper instead of chalk and
blackboard.2

The objective of my lectures series was to show the virtue of
shifting from ontology to epistemology and backwards by the means
of a concept named holism. For historians and philosopher of science
there does not exist any doubt, that this concept was and, maybe still
is, at the centre of fundamental changes in various areas of philosophy
and the sciences in the 20th century. Some versions of holism that
deal with intentional phenomena are widespread among analytic phi-
losophers subsequent to the work of Ludwig Wittgenstein and Quine’s
“Two Dogmas of Empiricism”. For the sciences holism is considered
as an option as, for example, the Copenhagen interpretation of quan-
tum mechanics, Gestalt theory of psychology or the organismic view
of biology have shown. The biological holism that is particular of in-
terest for my own research on theoretical biology, intended to refute
or, at least, to correct the strong version of genetic determinism which
became a paradigm for biological sciences. Opting for holism in any
of these areas has far-reaching consequences for our view on nature
and ourselves as well. In general, the point of my inquiry into the dif-
ferent forms of holism is to assess their impact on the development of
the natural sciences.

The biological holism of the 20th century continued a controversy
that started in the 19th century. The point of departure was the crucial
issue, whether organisms are (physical) machines, or whether they
exhibit properties that cannot be described by physico-chemical meth-
ods and principles. This question was initiated by the Cartesian state-
ment that the laws of nature are identical with the ones of classical
mechanics. A fundamental feature of the mechanistic way of thinking
is a reductionism filtering out complex events of nature to singular
states or processes to investigate them with the techniques of physics
and mathematical methods.

As this is mere an essay, | consciously avoid to bother the reader with the exten-
sive German style of quotations. However, if the reader is interested, he and she might
find the bibliography useful.
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As opposed to mechanism, neovitalism stated that all living phe-
nomena as embryogenesis, the development and growth of organs can
be deduced from a trans-biological principle, namely the entelechy,
whereas the mechanistic counterpart argumented by the machine
metaphor. To overcome this time-wasting discussion, holistic ap-
proaches claimed that organisms are functioning like systems struc-
tured by their own inherent lawfulness. By it these living entities are
connected with their internal subsystems and, at the same time, with
their external environment. The trick here was that holism was con-
verted from an ontic entity to a methodic tool which could be accepted
by scientists working in laboratories.

As a purely metaphysical concept holism is as old as philosophy
itself; you can think of Plato, Pascal, Leibniz, Goethe, Hegel, White-
head among many others as thinkers who proposed holistic ap-
proaches to explain the world. Partly it is analogous to the idea or
Weltanschauung that ancient Greek philosophy subsumed under the
concept of apliovEia that synthesizes complex components to a
whole entity. For example, Plato wrote in the Sophistes “to develop is
always towards a whole” — this is an ontic approach. Opposed to
him, Aristotle mentioned in the Metaphysika that the whole is a sys-
tem of parts structured in a mutual arrangement that come into being
by a holistic and indivisible principle; this is a methodological ap-
proach. Kant investigated in the Kritik der Urteilskraft the epistemic
version stating that the cause of the mode of existence for every part
of a living body is included in the whole. Furthermore, he defined a
functioning organism as a living being that is demarcated due to its
own properties against its physico-chemical surroundings. But, si-
multaneously the organism constructs its own specific environment.
For Kant the whole-part relationship represents a bivalent relation the
members of which belong to the same level. This statement differs
significantly from holistic approaches of theoretical biology that de-
manded for a hierarchic organization of the system involved. The de-
cisive point of the Kantian view was that the whole emerges as the
result of its elements, and a part, on the other hand, is determined by
the not-yet developed whole. Kant called this a paradox (antinomy)
that still holds as you will see when discussing Bateson’s epistemic
ecology.

The shortest interpretation of holism is the whole is mc"n than the
sum of its parts; hence, you have to add the references between the
parts to constitute a whole, as Nagel has added. Obviously, it seems to
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be trivial that the part is not the whole, it already follows from the
definition of part and whole as Leibniz has done it: If the whole is A,
the part is B, | assume, that A is bigger than B, because a part of A,
namely B, is equivalent to B in its whole totality — qoud erat demon-
strandum.

The main characteristics of whole systems are that they exhibit
emergent macro-properties that cannot be predicted before they have
occurred. Not all their properties can be reduced from the properties of
the subsystems, and there exists a holistic feedback, or macro-
determination/ Particularly the latter implication has caused fired dis-
cussion for it seemed to be absurd stating that one component which
interacts with many, sometimes even with all other components, inter-
acts with the system as a whole simultaneously. For critics it means
that the logical principle of tertium non datur is faulted. However,
holism claimed that real systems are interacting with each other, and
no system can be isolated from another under absolute conditions. No
doubt, objects are approximately separated — the physicist calls this
feature quasiseparable —, since otherwise it would be not possible to
gain knowledge about them. In addition, holistic systems exhibit a
referential deduction top-down, i.e. the network concept. Finally, there
exists the postulate of moral value, or the ecological approach. It
means that we should comprehend nature and every living being as
the indivisible part of a holistic system which should be protected.
This hypothesis has its roots in an ecological definition of organisms
as subjects actively being related to their environment as UexKkiill has
argued.

My series of lectures concluded with the paradigm of Gregory
Bateson, a well-known son of a famous father, the British geneticist
William Bateson. As the development of modem holism started in
psychology, the social sciences and linguistic semantics, it makes
sense to concentrate in this holistic essay again on Gregory Bateson.
The main question addressed in the following will be how Bateson’s
cognitive ecology fits these holistic principles. Thus, with pen and ink,
I now write down my ideas about the anthropologist, philosopher, poet
and naturalist, film director, photographer, and profound holistic
thinker Gregory Bateson (1904-1980).4

The philosopher Donald Campbell has defined it as downward causation.
Here biographical dates will be neglected; for the interested reader | would like to
refer to Lipset (1980) and Harries-Jones (1995).
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Gregory Bateson’s ecological epistemology

It is said by some evolutionary theoreticians that the impact of
Bateson on cybernetic epistemology is comparable to the one of Dar-
win on evolution. As far as | can judge it, this is a true overestimation.
Nevertheless, he has compared data, principles, and experiences of
anthropology, sociology, linguistics, history, psychology, cybernetics
and art, and analyzed their structures and developmental processes as
maybe nobody else has done in this way. In the broadest sense of the
word, he was an anthropologist studying mankind in all its aspects.
That was the reason why Bateson’s theory fascinated me, and why it
was, on the other side, so difficult to grasp its messages. His strong
commitment to an elliptic rhetoric has caused more than once confu-
sion and headaches in my brain. As difficult as the terrain may be that
we will enter now, | nonetheless hope the reader will enjoy this holis-
tic approach towards a holistic ecology. Bateson wrote on epistemol-
ogy, and we will investigate his epistemic ecology from an ontic point
of view without bothering on the specialty of psychology, anthropol-
ogy, or evolution.5 To anticipate his systemic approach on epistemol-
ogy Mind here constitutes a component of reality and it is, therefore,
encompassed inside nature.

My short treatise aims at clarifying some basic notions like idea,
difference, pattern, context, and double-bind. Furthermore, it will dis-
cuss the interplay of learning, information and communication. The
main objectives are to elaborate Bateson’s concept of mind as a feed-
back system, his learning theory, his communication model that fi-
nally resulted in an ecology of mind. Besides the discussion of his
holistic epistemology the essay will play with some traits of logical
reasoning which have fascinated serious thinkers and clowns as Lewis
Carroll and Ludwig Wittgenstein.6 My paper relies upon on two
books, namely, the Steps toward an Ecology of Mind and Mind and
Nature. The collection of articles tried to formulate an ecology of
ideas relating questions like, what for an interaction exists between
ideas, which economy restricts the manifoldness of ideas inside a spe-
cific area of the brain, what are the necessary conditions for the stabil-

Bateson described epistemology as follows: “It is the name of a species of scien-
tific study and talk. We set out to study the nature of study itself, the process of acqui-
sition of information and its storage” (Bateson 1979: 6).

Bateson can be called a distant cousin of these two logicians.
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ity or survival of such a system and/or subsystem. The second book
calls for the platonic thesis that epistemology is a nondivisible inte-
grated metascience enclosing evolution, thinking, adaptation, embry-
ology and genetics — a science of mind in the broadest sense of the
word.

In 1951 he and his Swiss colleague Jurgen Ruesch published their
book on Communication (Ruesch, Bateson 1951). At that time he also
taught physicians and beatniks at the Californian School of Fine Arts
in San Francisco — probably a good source for his double-bind, when
you will heave read the anecdote confirming that double binds really
exist:

It happened during the first meeting of the class, and | had talked about
the cultural differences between England and the States — an issue, that
always should related to when an Englishman is teaching Americans on
cultural anthropology. At the end of the meeting one of the participants
came to me. He had a look behind his shoulder to be sure that all the oth-
ers were gone and said very slowly: <1 would like to ask one questions

<Sure, do it.>

<Do you want that we learn what you are telling us?>

| hesitated one moment with my answer, and he quickly continued:

<Or is this all a sort of example, an illustration of something?>

<Yes, that’s it!>

<But an example for what?>

And nearly one year later | heard some rumour, a sort of complaint. It
was said <Bateson knows something which he does not tell us> or b e -
hind the sentences of Bateson, there is something behind all of this, but he
never reveals it>. Of course, | did not answer the question <an example
for what?>.7

The Batesonian concepts

In his cognitive theory idea represents the smallest unit of a mental
process, comparable to the bit of our information age. It denotes a dif-
ference that distinguishes itself and is situated on the lowest level of
perception, and produces patterns. In his later years Bateson referred
to Gustav Theodor Fechner who investigated the “just noticeable dif-
ference” meaning that perception depends on difference, contrast and

This happens when taking Bateson seriously and literally — never forget that
Gregory is looking from behind the glasses.
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ratio, but not on a specific state of matter-mind.8 The logician will be
probably remineded of Spinoza’s dictum definitio est negatio. That
means, when you define something, you implicitly negate its contra-
position. What we call in ordinary language idea resembles more a
complex aggregate of the units in question. However, even in ordinary
language we hesitate to name, for example, the bilateral symmetry of a
frog or the message of a single neural impulse as idea as Bateson has
done it.

To clarify this concept of difference that Bateson preferred to our
common word facts, Kant’s transcendental idealism might help, as so
often when the issue converts to a philosophical sophistication.
A Kantian difference represents an object or phenomenon that consists
of a million of potential facts of which just a few will be realized. The
realization depends on the observer and his choice. Due to an idea, the
observer and the natural phenomenon are interwoven after the ob-
server had sorted out all the other possibilities that the phenomenon
offered to him. You could also call it a recursive operation, it is the
logical term Bateson might have preferred.

Closely related to difference, not to say, mere another word is the
pattern classifying a collection of events or objects that enables us to
formulate conjectures. Patterns — a kind of Kantian schemata — refer
to the relations between phenomena, things, or events occurring in our
environment, and their ability to change the environmental outlook.
They are non-material entities that do not emerge as given substances.
They are, however, the necessary outward and visible sign of the sys-
tems being organized, as Bateson darkly stated. Bateson further ex-
plained that the behaviour of animals arises from patterns and forms
that are shaped by relations between the animals. The psychologist
May described them as the metaphors by which individuals are per-
ceived, and recognized (May 1977: 85f). In an example of frog and fly
and how their behavioural pattern are connected, May illustrated the
problem of the difference or idea in a very convincing way. A hungry
frog sees a fly moving around its head. With the first fly movements
the frog takes aim, and the second time when the fly moves the frog
gulps it up. Thus, the frog could perceive the fly because the flying
animal differed from the frog’s environment.

For a further elaboration of Fechner, Fechner’s law on the efferent side of the cen-
tral nervous system, and for the philosophy of anomal monism, cf. Heidelberger (1993)
and Davidson (1980).
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The patterns, or Kantian schemata based on our imagination, per-
ception and thinking, are swirling around us and inside us, intertwin-
ing the phenomena of the environment with our mental states and
building up a referential network that we call “our universe”.9 For
Bateson as for Kant and, in his succession, for Uexkill1 we humans
create our world by applying our schemata, and categorize the world
in that way as we see it behind our eyes. Schemata are fixed as in-
variants, or primary categorization for they do not depend on culture
or language, education or upbringing, we are bom with them. For
Bateson they are floating images along interfaces whereby the redun-
dancy of all the possibilities that nature offers us, is limited. Interfaces
are stretched out between the nervous system transferring the message
of a difference, and the environment. They refer to systems’ bounda-
ries defined by an information exchange and by changes in coding,
rather than to enclosures like our skin.1l

You can compare the Batesonian patterns to Cassirer’s thought and
perception schemes that fix our floating Anschauung (Cassirer 1929:
471). In the third volume of the “Philosophy of Symbolic Forms” Cas-
sirer defined perception as an objectivation that constructs invariants.
Hence, the process of cognition, or knowledge fix the permanent flux
of the continuum that surrounds us by placing invariants.22 With those
invariants we perceive heterogeneous gestalten. If we have designated
these gestalten and have conceptualized them to ideas, we have built
up a reference cluster. Premise is, however, that the heterogeneous
forms can be transformed into each other; shortly, they are congruent

9 In my lectures series | tried to compare Cassirer’s cultural anthropology that relies
upon a Sprachwelt with Bateson’s ecology. For lack of space, | here just quote Cas-
sirer: “All theoretical cognition takes its departure from a world already preformed by
language; the scientist, the historian, even the philosopher, lives with his objects only
as language presents them to him” (Cassirer 1925: 28).

D “In der Gegenwelt sind die Gegenstdnde der Umwelt durch Schemata vertreten,
die je nach dem Organisationsplan des Tieres sehr allgemein gehalten sind und sehr
viele Gegenstandsarten zusammenfassen kénnen. ... Die Schemata sind kein Produkt
der Umwelt, sondern einzelne, durch den Organisationsplan gegebene Werkzeuge des
Gehirnes, die immer bereitliegen, um auf passende Reize der Aussenwelt in Téatigkeit
zu treten. ... Die Schemata wechseln mit den Bauplanen der Tiere” (Uexkull 1921:
168-169).

N “It seems that the interface between nerve and environment is characterized by a
deep difference in kind, i.e. in logical typing, between what is on one side of the inter-
face and what is on the other” (Bateson, Bateson 1987: 123).

“Invariants are never any objects, but just specific basic relations and functional

interdepencies that we humans fix by the symbolic language of mathematics and
physics in equations” (Cassirer 1921: 42; 1929: 471).
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to each other. In other words, we humans are capable to convert
groups or gestalten because we map perception groups into cluster
terms whereby we observe structures. That means, we are anchoring
the transient Anschauung with a grid that we envelope upon our intui-
tive categories. At that very moment the floating is come to an end,
and the real world is trapped into a system of differentiating symbols.

As soon as we have defined an object or event that we are per-
ceiving, we have cut out of nature’s collection a phenomenal entity.
Due to the cut, or as philosophy says, due to the ontic separation, we
can observe what happens on our side of the cut, and we might guess
what happens on the other side of the cut — so far Bateson’s hope.
Premise is that something that is on the other side, has meaning that
will diminish the probability of wrong guessing. Crucial is, however,
how to position the information per se inside the huge lake of redun-
dant messages or differences whilst it does not matter to which side
we are referring. Bateson who purposed to eliminate this confusion,
identified redundancy and meaning as if both belong to one and the
same discoursive world. Inside our small universe, being full of
meaningful messages, redundancy is part of a meaningful world which
encloses the intercourse and the extensional connections as well. But,
how should we think of the purpose and/or function of the communi-
cative cognition representing our consciousness?

For Bateson cognition couples ourselves as residents of the envi-
ronment definitely to the ecosystem at large. Thus, it corresponds to
the interrelationship of object to system, or to the whole of nature as
Uexkill has pointed out in more poetic words in his Umweltlehre.
Uexkill’s model shows that human monads13 whirl around between a
specific Merknetz and Wirknetz, and act in their own closed shells
called environment. This environment that is based on the Kantian
category of space, is a construct of every living organism configuring
their own inner world.}4

The allusion to Leibniz is conscious. A monad reflects the whole contents of the
world because it is a self-identical entity. Therefore, it does not divide itself to a sub-
ject-object relation. For a critique of the monadic perspective, cf. Willard van Orman
Quine, the mathematical holist.

For a further analysis of Uexkill’s notion of environment and how it depends on
our tactile and visual perception, cf. Brauckmann (2001) and Kull (1998).
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Mind and its learning levels

Based on his experimental data on the communication of dolphins and
the learning process of computers, rats, and humans in exact this se-
quence, Bateson developed a type hierarchy of learning. To anticipate
one of Bateson’s statements on learning, it reveals a kind of qualita-
tive progression, or, to use his terminology, it is a change of ideas. It
is closely modelled to Russell’s type hierarchy and Goethe’s ideal
morphology. The name of the latter might be too eccentric to be men-
tioned in this context. However, Goethe also formulated a typological
classification when describing the Urpflanze that makes a difference:
A stem is what has leaves, a leaf is what has buds, a bud is what has a
pistil, a pistil is what has carpels, and a carpel is what has an ovary,
style and stigma and so on until you finally imagine the idea repre-
senting the Urpflanze.

We will start our discussion on Batesonian learning with a few
sentences on mind and its meaning when explained from a typological
perspective. Without mind, you cannot learn as you have been taught.
It is for sure that Bateson would doubt the statement. As the reader
might already expect, the mind is somehow inspired by the concept of
differences embodying our categorical patterns. Hence, our mind op-
erates like an assembly of mental processes that are caused by differ-
ences which conversely are correlated to the transient alterations of
negentropy and entropy.15 This concretely means that mental proc-
esses demand for circular, or even more complex chain causation de-
termining the divergent states of our mind. By doing so, they create
effective differences that correspond to meaningful information, and
code versions of the preceding operations that are already stored in our
memory a long time ago. Then the primary differences are converted
to transmutations the operation rules of which are relatively constant.

The description and classification of such processes corroborate a
hierarchy of logical types being immanent of the phenomena and our
mind as well. Unfortunately, Bateson apparently did not consider the
difference between ontology and epistemology — or has he seen be-
yond it? In his ecology, cognitive notions and ontic phenomena that
we call thinking, evolution, ecology, life, or learning, are only occur-
ring in systems satisfying those criteria. As our mind is a classificator

B  To avoid misunderstandings, Bateson here points implicitly to probability and
statistics, and not to the thermodynamics of irreversible processes.
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of logical types, learning will codify differences to patterns since oth-
erwise it would violate the rationality of the Batesonian theory.

First, Bateson distinguished four different levels of learning that
starts on the level zero. Zero-learning can be carried out even by sim-
ple mechanical devices as a thermostat. When an individuum receives
a signal, for example, a sensory input that is repeated over a certain
time, the individuum will show a minimal change in his or her reac-
tions. The zero-level is not stochastic, or to say it from the other side,
this learning cannot correct itself by trial and error. After Bateson had
worked with dolphins for some years, he extended the concept of
zero-leaming slightly. Now the relationship between two or more or-
ganisms represents the sequence of a stimulus-response series which
forces zero-leaming to evolve to Learning I. On this learning level we
acquire further skills by actively changing a received signal; this is
called Learning I, induced, for example, by punishment and reward, or
by Pavlovian conditions. It still resembles a kind of mechanical
learning that even organisms without a nervous system can carry out.
However, even at this primitive state of learning, a frame of reference
or context is implicated. Furthermore, it is assumed that a context
which can be repeated, symbolizes a pattem-like something informing
the organism what for a set of alternatives, whether there are right or
wrong, it might opt for. As it might easily been seen, Learning | cor-
rects the results obtained on the zero-position.

When an organism is qualified to modify the knowledge that was
acquired on the level of zero-leaming and was trained by Learning I, it
has arrived at Learning Il, or deutero-leaming. Then the context as it
was perceived will have been changed. In Bateson’s cybernetic model,
Learning Il generates the linear learning of the preceding stages to
information sets that enable us to order patterns and to reflect our
knowledge. Again, after Bateson had gained more experimental data
on the behaviour and learning of dolphins, he revised it. Now deutero-
leaming prepares us humans to achieve knowledge about the patterns
that structure context contingencies which have occurred at Learning
I. The revision was necessary for realizing the analogy between a
computer as thinking machine and the human brain as operator of dif-
ferences. Consequently, he insisted that any receipt of information is,
in a broad sense, learning. It may sound as if Bateson mapped the cal-
culating machine to imaginative brains, but please beware of it — it is
just an analogy, and not an existential proposition as Artificial Intelli-
gence Research has stated it.
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This third step of learning will modify the character of the indivi-
duum because it creates a pattern belonging to one person in that two-
person system which constitutes a context of learning. Bateson ex-
trapolated his model further arguing that living organisms are con-
strained to accumulate deutero-leaming and, therefore, to create hier-
archies of knowledge. By it, we are mapping the pattern contexts of
the earlier steps of learning processes to our knowledge and try to ra-
tionalize the antinomies resulting from the process of deutero-
leaming. This leads finally to Learning Ill, the realm of cognition.

The central point of his epistemic anthropology is the concept of
deutero-leaming that refers to a knowledge “every schoolboy knows”,
namely, you learn for gaining knowledge and habits that distinguish
yourself from any other person. As it exists and functions, at least
sometimes, mental states as the free will and operational thinking,
exist, too. It corresponds to the assumption that there is a set of cogni-
tive habits based on awareness to which mental states will relate with-
out converting themselves at each time to memory. To fully compre-
hend this statement, one has to recall that for Bateson memory evi-
dences a stream of events, floating around without fixed boundaries
such that it is reshuffled again and again, always adjusted to the here
and now. To say it in other words, you can identify deutero-leaming
as the mental state before the knowing of patterns and after trivial
learning presupposing a kind of proto-leaming. The proto-learning is
characterized as the quantitative increase of a simple learning curve
which alterates to deutero-leaming by a slow progression. The pro-
gression starts from a Pavlovian framework and improves by trial-
and-error mechanisms to that stage on which the contexts we have
learned, help us to avoid wrong decisions, or to gain wrong informa-
tion. To be honest, there are some minor problems to believe in it. The
most important one is that we humans do not like always to behave
like rational animals.

One by-effect of his type hierarchy of learning is that the genetic
determinism is pushed aside because we can achieve levels of knowl-
edge that free us from the micro-deterministic constraints imposed
upon us by our genetic constitution. The result of a permanent learn-
ing process is a kind of evolution. Bateson himself stated that if there
exists a fixed scheme of how we think, the evolutionary system will
be able to select positive decisions. Such a scheme is either located
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inside genes or between them.16 Bateson’s sentences indicate that not
all possible choices are placed on the same level; quite the opposite,
you will find them distributed on a hierarchy of different stages. That
is the main reason why redundancy is emerging, or to say it in Bateso-
nian terms, the predictability of particular events inside a complex
system will increase.

Analogous to the levels of learning Bateson deduced three cogni-
tive types that are congruent to specific neurophysiological structures.
They are based on the mental curves that classify the learning hierar-
chies and map the neuronal synapses to the contexts of our mental
actions. In other words, in our brain contingent permutations directing
and controlling the nervous system are emerging. By a selective proc-
ess of energetic amplification and elimination, our mental states adjust
the constraints of the environment in such a way that they are finally
feasible to our logical categories. Conversely, the patterns are regu-
lated by the physical outerworld that surrounds us and every living
organisms, animals and plants as well, and that is independent from
our interventions or our perceptions.I7 Bizarre as it might sound, for
Bateson we humans or animals or plants consist of simple energy
transferring system belonging to an integrated eco-cybemetics called
Nature.

In his theory the progress of science corresponds to the trails of
fuzzy thinking structuring itself slowly upon a more or less un-
grounded base. Such a base is, part by part, underpinned by rational
operations that set interfaces and correct the shadowy fundament. The
structure of science that Bateson described as £i50<" is more likely the
same in all different disciplines. This assumption is mainly based on
the General System Theory as developed by Bertalanffy stating that
we can transfer scientific results from one discipline to another be-
cause we are dealing with analogies.18 For Bateson the analogies, pri-
mary relations and secondary relations as well, are produced by in-
formation processes of the type hierarchy of learning.

Maybe, you can locate it inside the immune system as Niels Jeme has proposed in
comparing his network theory of the immune system to the generative grammar of
Chomsky, cf. Brauckmann (1999) for a short discussion how Jeme’s network theory of
immunology relates to biosemiotics.

Ihe difference between environment and surroundings marks the cornerstone of
ITexkull’s Uimveltlehre, cf. Kull (1998).

Cassirer characterized this transfer as the fruitful result of categorical faults.
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Communication

Bateson’s simplification of Russell’s formal type hierarchy is based
on his hypothesis that there exist a difference between the context it-
self and the operation which demarcates the context in question from
other patterns. As an example for the relationship of context and mes-
sage the elephant may serve: Let us imagine the trunk of an elephant.
For the elephant it is its nose. The trunk is a nose because of a com-
munication process for its context identifies it as a something that is
placed right in the middle of two eyes and a mouth. And such a thing,
we call a nose. In other words, the context determines how an infor-
mation is coded. In fact, we are talking of a metacommunication in the
sense of Whorf. The metacommunication serves to classify messages
which are embodied in the context. Furthermore, it constitutes and
explains the linguistic standards to which message and context refer.
And therefore, beware of the message, it is not what it causes. If you
do not consider this warning, you might be caught in the trap of dou-
ble-binds that simulate from a psychiatric perspective the troubles
Russell and Whitehead encountered when cleaning up the antinomies
of traditional logics. As it is well known, they tried to purify logics
from all the disturbances caused because we humans liked to confus-
ing logical types, not to say, we all, sometimes more, sometimes less,
celebrate the homo ludens in ourselves. It pleases us to categorize ob-
jects, phenomena, or events falsely, particularly when doing it on a
very high level of abstraction. However, logics was finally [?] thought
to be saved for all these paradoxa enjoying philosophical clowns.
Communication, as Bateson understood it, is furnished by some
premises that will be shortly described now. The first one is the Freu-
dian postulate that only limited aspects of a part of what happens in
human communication are accessible to the consciousness of the par-
ticipants. Bateson used the image of Rilke’s unicorn to sketch the
phenomenon of the unspeakable context.19 When discussing the
enigma of communication at the Advanced Institute of Behavioral

XU “Rilke's Unicom is present in every conversation between persons and this ficti-
tious beast evolves and changes, dissolves and is recrystalized in new shapes with
every move and message. Denial of the Unicom will not prevent its existence — but
only cause it to become monstrous” (Bateson 1971: 20). Although Bateson quotes
Rilke s Sonette an Orpheus, Teil 2, Sonett 4, he hides the other Unicom that was of
utmost importance for his theory, namely Carroll’s Unicorn appearing behind the
looking-glass.
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Sciences of Stanford in the 1950s, he referred explicitly to Sapir’s
definition of the unconsciousness as a necessity of the economics of
hierarchic organization — a concept which was at the bottom of his
own theory of communication.2 The difference to the Freudian ap-
proach rest upon the emphasis upon communication and perception.
However, Bateson agreed to Freud that all messages — whether ver-
bal or non-verbal — are mediated in their creation by a primary proc-
ess, i.e., they contain multiple references characterizing our commit-
ment to dream and fantasies.

Another premise was the discontinuity of our experience, a basic
statement of Gestalt psychology. It emphasizes the hierarchy of subdi-
visions typical of the perception process that results in multiple cod-
ing. The mentioned multiplicity can effect a code distortion when the
persons involved differ in their explicit and implicit rules of coding
the phenomena or entities they perceive. Bateson concluded therefore
that the rules of self-perception controlling the formation of our self-
image, are very often modified by the way in which others apprehend
our messages — double-binds are lurking behind the mirror. If other
persons cannot transform our messages into information that makes a
difference, the communication has failed. When such a failure will be
repeated again and again, it will at least affect our behaviour, then our
habits and our individual constitution, maybe even until we become
cases for pathogenetic investigations.

An important notion of his communication model is the type — it
might not surprise anymore. How did Bateson now define types?
Types are communication levels that are enmeshed into each other,
and at the same time they are used to be built upon hierarchies struc-
turing the communication. As can be easily seen, this double structure
and twofold function will cause some additional troubles. Hence, we
all know because we were trained to know, there exists a difference
between nomina and the referential process, the system and the gene-
sis, the analogous and the digital. To solve it, Bateson tried to knot the
digital procedures — that is the traditional denomination — to the
analogous procedures. His point of departure was the logical principle
that the process of denomination itself can be nominated; to say it
simpler, Bateson replaced the ladder of logical types that resulted from

"It was Sapir’s genius to recognize that culture, language, and personality form an
interacting system and that this system in turn interacts with the biological givens of
perception to generate cognition” (Rieber 1989: 19). Whether it is a sign of geniality to
stating the obvious, | really doubt.
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the Principia, by attributing an inherent evolution to the context.2l
However, you cannot say that the epistemic ecology became simpler
when adding the time dimension; quite the opposite, it all became
more complicated.

According to Bateson communication systems are hierarchically
structured, and the verbal description of such an organization rests in
most cases upon visual perception converted into linguistic patterns.
What did he want to confirm with such a strange statement? His main
objective was to refute the reductionistic hypothesis, non-verbal (vis-
ual) communication that is based on mythical or religious thinking,
would be an evolutionary residuum without any meaning for us, mod-
em and civilized as we ourselves claim to be. Bateson’s problem was
that he rationalized all what in effect cannot be rationalized, and ap-
plied mythical thinking to all what is rational, or to all that appears to
be rational. Thus, he really talked myth. The crucial problem con-
cerning a philosopical theory of myth in general, is that myths operate
by actions. They very often cannot be abstracted to conceptual images
which we try to communicate by ordinary language. You inwardly
experience and feel a myth, and if you try to put it in proper words, it
becomes mere a not yet fully rationalized fiction which is categorized
by the belief that its designated sign exists really as an object. Mythi-
cal narrative requires a specific way of perceiving, that does not com-
prehend nature as an objective existence located a world apart. For
Bateson, the myth performs a scheme to orient life in general, it in-
terprets our world based on feelings and sensation. Thus, it represents
the mother soil for symbolic forms on which, if language and technics
are added, science and art can emerge.

In his ecological model, this specific modus of communication
fulfils purposes quite different from the verbal language. And it does
so since the world of communication contains messages, and it does
not consist of well-defined objects which belong to the kingdom of
pure mathematics. Concerning the issue, to which scientific discipline
Bateson’s ecology of communication, or message and difference be-
long, he himself set it apart of the canon of science and construed it
with referring to the anthropological concepts of context and meaning.
Therefore, Bateson’s ecological epistemology has some similarities to
Berkeley’s universe of phenomena although even Berkeley himself
has underestimated the point, as Bateson conceeded. Maybe, a better

Bateson stated for his own development that he was deeply influenced by his fa-
ther who did not appreciated Darwinian evolution.
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idea would have been “in this context” if Bateson had connected his
approach to Uexkill’s ethological aesthetics serving as the visual cue
that plays definitely a great part in our understanding of the environ-
ment.

Double-bind

A decisive step to his double-bind theory was done when Bateson dis-
covered the conception of the “map-territory” that Alfred Korzybski
formulated in a monograph of nearly thousand pages. According to
Korzybski reasoning, perception and the communication on percep-
tion transform and code the ideas, the perceived objects and phenomal
signs, whereby the report maps the objects in question. By doing so,
all methods of coding are subsumed under the iconic pars pro toto
relationship that couples concepts, objects, and phenomena to each
other on quite different ways. As a consequence, the operation to clas-
sify all of the communicative material has to be controlled at each
state of communication whether it is the map or the territory. Thus, it
is evident, or it should be obvious at least, that message and context
implicitly refer to the same level constituting and explaining both of
them. Should we call this level the difference? In one talk on game
theory Bateson asked the audience when a sign will be recognized as a
signal, and answered it that it will be known because the sign-objects
are communicated on a metalevel — and again, we are sitting in tau-
tology’s trap.

If the specific communication levels that are codified as logical
units and typify a message, are disturbed by misunderstandings or,
even worse, by contractions between speech and action, an additional
context will appear that ascribes the typifier in a wrong way to the
concerned message. And if further this confusion will become a per-
manent habit of our person since message and context are falsely re-
lated to each other again and again, strong psychoses can infect you
and maybe change your individuality. In 1961 Bateson edited and in-
troduced the notebook of a schizophrenic, Perceval ¥ Narrative which
shows how the world of a schizophren is structured completely by
double-binds. In the schizophrenic’s world the apparent coherence of
logics that our mind can process, is broken up. To explain this sharp
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argument, you have to think about Bateson’s attitude towards the
syntactical first person, the Ich n

Like Schopenhauer, Bateson denied an objective existence of the
Ich since it is present in the world of communication alone. By it, he
avoided the solipsism of philosophical phenomenology as formulated
by Husserl.21For Bateson’s ecological approach the Ich is an essential
member of the syntax that covers its own experience and the life of its
fellow Ichs on which its well-being depends. To put it into other
words, between context — whether it is a speech or an action — and
messages, or between meta-message and message there exists the
same gap that you can discover between an object and the word as-
signed to it. That means simply you need a bridge to cross the river of
difference that floats between both. And even worse, per definitionem
both belong to different hierarchical levels. Thus, you are forced to
climb, too. Seriously, as we all live our lives as a zoon politikon, we
desperately need conceptual and commonly accepted notions to de-
scribe the perception states of other persons if we want to experience
these states with our own body.24

Due to his double-bind concept Bateson focused even more than he
had done before on the human observer whom he set right into the
centre of the observation process. Such a focus presupposes that the
entity to be investigated represents an infinite regress of references
that will never transform to the object itself — a statement corre-
sponding to his attitude towards the Ich.5 The nucleus of the double-
bind theory stated that beyond every single message is hidden a con-
text which conditions the message and effects our actions. The dou-
ble-binds that support trans-contextual syndroms, function like the
bridge offering us a pathway over the tissue, woven of contexts and

2 Here the German idiom Ich for the English | is consciously chosen because the
plural of the English | reminds of German eggs — no doubts, they are objects, but not
the subject addressed here.

2 For the scientific attitude cf. Schrédinger’s attitude: “Pour etre bref, je designerai
I’hypothese qui s’oppose au solipsisme par lettre P (personality des creatures qui
m’entourent)” (Schrodinger 1935: 186).

24 “Eine recht radikale Folgerung daraus ist, dass das Innere (Psychische, Mentale),
also das eigentlich privat, intern Zugangliche nur mittels der dusseren Sprache und
ihrer sozial bestimmten Bedeutungszuordnungen dargestellt (représentiert), differen-
ziert, gemeint und begriffen werden kann. Das klingt geradezu paradox” (Lenk 1994:
38).

2 “In communication exchange, there could be no quantities or substances, however,
only transformations of patterns. [...] | acquire in my mind no double bind but only a
percept or transform of a double bind” (Bateson 1972: 272).
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messages. Obviously, his double-bind theory is based on the model of
deutero-leaming emerging from the crucial problem of Verdingli-
chung [objectivation].

Ecology of mind

Now context and message are even more interwoven than ever before.
As already said, the mind consists of transformations, phenomena,
events and the rules which transform the former. To recapitulate
shortly, Bateson defined the mind from a systemic standpoint and, at
the same time, from a genetic perspective. According to evolutionary
theory, all biological systems are capable of an adaptive modification
initiated by a feedback that results from the transient operations of
trial and error. To say it in more biological terms, they obey the Ti-
betian pray mill murmuring selection-adaptation-mutation. Those ac-
tions, conversely, create a superimposition that connect the numerous
feedback loops mutually. Thereby mental habits are shaped which
qualify us to problem solving. And here we are —standing again on
the level of deutero-leaming.

Ecology here — it seems to be meaningless to say anymore in this
context— is characterized as a classification modus, i.e., an operation
that is executed by the whole system consisting of an individual, a
computer and the environment. And exactly this encompasses ecology
of mind. For example, a specific information set is transferred by the
mind, this is what Bateson called the screening of the consciousness to
curves of mental moments. One idea after the other is systematically
selected by an unconscious process of perception that is performed by
our mind. A formal feature of this mental operating is the aiming to-
wards a steady state that couples body, mind and ecosystem in har-
mony. During this process the system is learning. That means, in mu-
tually crossed loops phase alterations are effected by the environment
and then distributed very slowly through the whole ecosystem.
Bateson has described it as the behaviour of vicious systems escalat-
ing over their circuits; maybe an overshot will be the best image to
describing it. To sum up shortly, the minimal demands for an ecologi-
cal system of mind that should be fulfilled are the following condi-
tions:
1m 1he system consisting of our mental states and the external envi-

ronment works on the basis of differences;
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2. the system consists of closed, but dynamic networks resulting from
differences and transformations of differences;

3. many events inside the system are fed more likely by a reacting
component than by the influence of the triggering component with
energy;

4. there exists self-regulation, or self-correctiveness, as Bateson em-
phasized, towards homeostasis.

Conclusion

Bateson’s wanted to discover the patterns that connect the physical
world of pleroma2s, and of creatura. In the universe of the former, the
forces and effects explain sufficiently events, but inside the creative
universe you cannot apprehend without considering the semantic dif-
ferences imposed upon us by the environment. To transfer these dif-
ferent worlds to Bateson’s ecological theory, he talked in the terms of
pleroma in addressing mythical creatura. Unfortunately, he was too
occupied with the formal origins of order which he understood as a
problem of recursive-like operations. The ecology of mind represents
an epistemology based on anthropological and ethological field stud-
ies and, at the same time, on cybernetic research. His contextual epis-
temology symbolizes an eco-systemic perspective of living processes
that envelopes the individual mind, the pathways and messages out-
side the body, the interconnected environment and the planetary sys-
tem. He held an epistemological holism that is exaggerated by a cy-
bernetic terminology — and that is the elegance of his theory as its
pitfalls, too.

Therefore, | should confess that | am more than dubious about im-
posing a formal logical style hierarchy of logical types on the human
style of thinking. For me, we are not nearly as rational as Bateson
suggests. His epistemic ecology is, however, sympathetic for me, be-
cause he burnt his fingers by putting them to many rusty conceptual
approaches, mental habits, ways of perceiving and relational patterns.
In the gestalt of a leaf, in the body of a cancer, in the grammar of our
language he discovered comparable messages that patterns our world.
If you translate Bateson’s pattern into existential terms, then you will
see the myth as the structure that patterns human events. A few centu-

Pleroma openly refers to Jung’s ideas, but Bateson understood this mystical notion
in a pre-Jungian sense.
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ries ago it would have been called pantheism. No doubt, helpful here
was his immense scientific imagination and his maxim of reasoning to
think strictly and loosely simultaneously.

How does it all fit together? To answer with Batesonian words, it
is the idea that the contrast between part and whole as soon as such a
contrast appears in communication is just one of the logical types, but
never one of reality. The whole is always related to its parts on a
metalevel — my addendum here is, on the metalevel of a communica-
tion model of cognition. Are there any questions left? | really hope so,
except the initial question asked at the beginning, namely, how
Bateson’s cognitive ecology fits the holistic principles of emergent
macro-properties, the holistic feedback, an approximate separation,
the non-predictiveness, and the moral value. This question was im-
plicitly answered again and again on the preceding pages.
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Lllarn K 3konoruu nosHaHuaA:
XO/TIMCTNYECKOE 3cce

3cce MHGMOPMUMpPYET 0 XONMMCTUYeCKOM mnogaxode [peropm BeliTcoHa K
3MUCTEMUYECKOMY PAaCCMOTPEHUIO NPUPOAbI. JKOJI0rMSA pasyma Oonwu-
paeTcs Ha 6MONOrMYEeCKUi XONN3M, CAyXalWnil MeTOAUYECKUM CPefcT-
BOM 00bACHEHMS “(hEeHOMEHOB” XW3HW, TaKMX Kak, Hanpumep, KOMMY-
HVMKaumusi, obyyeHue, nosHaHwe. HauyaB ¢ ugen, menbuaiweldr eguHuULbl
nHopMauumn, BeiTcoH paspaboTan KnaccugpukKauui 06Yy4YeHWUsi, OCHO-
BaHHY0 Ha KuWbGepHeTUYeCKOM MoAxofe K pasymy. KOMMYyHUKaLWOHHas
MOfeNb COCpefjoTOYeHA Ha napajokcax, 00yCNOBMAEHHbIX NOXHOW cur-
Huurkauueit. OHa BeAeT K naToreHesy LwWW3ogpeHnn, onpegensiemolni B
paMKax KOHLenuuu ABOWHbIX NMOCnaHWii. 3Ta IKOCMCTEMHas MepcrneKTMBa
Mo OTHOLUEHWIO K XWBbIM npoueccam MnpeacTaBnfaeT UCTUHHO XOJIUCTU-
YECKYI0 TEOPUI0 NPUPOLbI.
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Teadvustuse 6koloogia poole:
holistlik essee

Essee annab (levaate Gregory Bateson’i holistlikust lahenemisest epis-
teemilisele loodusvaatele. Mdistuse o©koloogia tugineb bioloogilisele
holismile, mis on elu “fenomenide”, — nagu nditeks kommunikatsioon,
Oppimine, tunnetus, — seletamise metoodiliseks vahendiks. Alustades
ideest, vahimast informatsioonilihikust, to6tas Bateson valja teadvusele
kiberneetilisel 1ahenemisel pdhineva dppimise klassifikatsiooni. Kommu-
nikatsioonimudel keskendub véaara tahistamise poolt pohjustatud para-
doksidele. See viib skisofreenia patogeneesini, mida maéaratletakse
topeltseoste kontseptsiooni raames. Taoline Gkoslisteemne elusprotsesside
késitlus esindab toeliselt holistlikku(terviklikku) loodusteooriat.
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Discovering ecosemiotics

Winfried N6th, Kalevi Kull1

Ecosemiotics (or ecological semiotics) is the study of sign processes in the
interaction of humans with their natural environment. This semiotic field at
the crossroads of nature and culture is closely related to its neighbouring
fields of biosemiotics and semiotics of culture, but semiosis in the relation
between humans and nature is also of concern to aesthetics, the visual arts,
literature, hermeneutics, and theology. Aspects related to ecosemiotics have
also been studied in human ecology, cultural geography, ecopsychology, and
ecolinguistics.

There are two different conceptions of the ecological aspects of semiotics:

(1) Ecological refers to all environmental information except for the one
communicated by humans or in the case of other organisms by conspecifics.
In this sense, there is ecological semiosis in all organisms, and ecosemiotics
comprises a large part of biosemiotics.
(2) In a narrower sense ecological refers to the environment of humans only.
Accordingly, human environmental problems, when treated semiotically,
belong to the field of ecosemiotics. In this sense, ecosemiotics is a part of
anthroposemiotics, and more strictly, of the semiotics of culture. Four major
models of the relationship between humans and their environment can be
discerned in the history of culture: the pansemiotic, the magical, the mytho-
logical, and the one of the natural sciences (see also N6th 1998; 2000: 251-
252).

Due to these two different meanings of ‘ecological’, there have been dif-
ferent definitions of ‘ecosemiotics’. For instance, Tembrock (1997) follows
the first, whereas Kull (1998) follows the second definition.

First outlines of ecosemiotics and semiotic ecology can be found in the
special issue of Zeitschrift flr Semiotik 18(1) entitled ‘Natur, Umwelt,
Zeichen’ (1996) or in the papers by Noth and Kull in Sign Systems Studies 26

Authors’ addresses: W. Noth — Anglistik/Romanistik, University of Kassel,
Georg-lorster-Str. 3, D-34109 Kassel, Germany; e-mail: noeth@uni-kassel.de;
K Kull— Department of Semiotics, University of Tartu, Tiigi St. 78, 50410 Tartu,
Estonia; e-mail: kalevi@ zbi.ee.
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(1998). Other special issues of journals dedicated to the topic are American
Journal of Semiotics 11(1/2), entitled ‘Refiguring Debris’ (1994), Zeitschrift
fir Semiotik 19(1/2), entitled ‘Zur kultursemiotisehen Funktion von Gérten
und Parks’ (1997), and Sign Systems Studies 28 (2000), with two articles on
the topic. As a university course, ecosemiotics has been included into the
curriculum of Tartu University (since 1998) and of the Estonian Agricultural
University (since 1999). As an applied field, ecosemiotics may have a grow-
ing importance for landscape planning and for environmental studies in gen-
eral (see, e.g.,, Bohme 1997, Cantrill and Oravec 1996, Larsen and Grgas
1994, Posner 1990, Schempp et al. 1997, Simmons 1993, Wrede and Adams
1994).

A workshop on Ecosemiotics: Studies in Environmental Semiosis has
been held in the framework of the Nordic-Baltic Summer Institute for Semi-
otic and Structural Studies at Imatra, Finland, on June 16-17, 2000. Consid-
ering the potential importance of this new field of semiotics and its potential
for bridging the cultural and scientific aspects of ecology, it seems worth-
while to point out few details of this event as one of the first meetings in the
field.

The contributions.to the workshop were subdivided in three parts:

Theoretical Foundations:

Winfried Noth (Germany) — Introduction to ecosemiotics: studies in envi-
ronmental semiosis;

Kalevi Kull (Estonia) — Inter-species relations in change: an ecosemiotic
analysis;

Soren Brier (Denmark) — Cybersemiotics, biosemiotics and ecosemiotics;

Solomon Marcus (Romania) — The semiotics of ecology in a mathematical
perspective;

Andreas Weber (Germany) — Turning the inside out: natural forms as ex-
pression of intentionality.

Cultural Ecosemiotics:

Osmo Kuusi (Finland) — Ecosemiotics of materials;

Christina Ljungberg (Switzerland) — (Mis)reading the signs: problems of
interaction in contemporary Canadian fiction;

Hannele Kerosuo (Finland) — Border zones as places of change;

Peter Schulz (Switzerland) — Subjectivity in an semiotic perspective;

Alexander E. Sedov (Russia) — New Russian myths concerning genetic re-
search in the mass-media and in the common mind;

Dario Martinelli (Italy) — To beast or not to beast? That is the question;

Tuomo Jamsa (Finland) — Ecology of the human nature.

Verbal and Nonverbal Ecosemiotics:

Zdzislaw W*sik and ElZzbieta W”sik (Poland) — On the ecological properties
of languages: searching for a descriptive model in the domain of external
linguistics (on the basis of Aroumunian and Frisian);
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Isabelle Guai'tella (France) — Role du geste et de la voix pour |’expression
des attitudes dans [Minteraction;

Serge Santi (France) — Fondations sensori-motrices des relations voix/gestes
dans la communication;

Albert Di Cristo (France) — Une grammaire ecologique comme cadre inter-
pretatif de la prosodie de la parole;

Riste Keskpaik (Estonia) — Semiotics of garbage in Estonian press;

Magnus S. Magnusson (Iceland) — Genes and the music of human interac-
tions.

The abstracts of the papers were published as a booklet {Abstracts — Nordic-
Baltic Summer Institutefor Semiotic and Structural Studies. Imatra, 2000) for
the participants. The session included a general discussion about the relation-
ships between ecosemiotics, biosemiotics, and semiotics of culture. Despite
some overlap between these fields, there remains much to be explored.

An important challenge for ecosemiotics will be a systematic analysis of
models of semiotic relationships between humans and their environment, both
in historical and in contemporary cultures (cf. Bohme 1996, Bouissac 1989,
Hornborg 1996, Krampen 1989, N&éth 1998, Oelschlaeger 1991, Rapp 1981,
Warnke 1998). This work has only begun.
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Finno-Ugric semiotics:
Cultures and metacultures

Anti Randviir, Eero Tarasti, Vilmos Voigtl

In the framework of the Finno-Ugric Congress held in Tartu in 2000 there
took place, under the Hungarian initiative, also foundation of the Finno-Ugric
Semiotic Association to unite different Finno-Ugric peoples and cultures,
from the semiotic viewpoint, in at least two major aspects. The first aspect is
concerned with unified semiotic analysis of these cultures, whereas the sec-
ond one should be concerned with organizational matters in terms of forming
stabile network between the Finno-Ugric semioticians and the relevant na-
tional institutions. Since this type of organization (cf. organizations founded
on the basis of so-to-speak universal objects, e.g. visual semiotics, spatial
semiotics, etc.) is not common yet in the international structure of semiotics
(probably with some exceptions like the Balkan region), it is probably worth
introducing both from the formal viewpoint and with respect to a closer look
at the semiotic activity in the three Finno-Ugric cultures having the state
structure to support it (Estonia, Finland and Hungary). Within the domain of
Finno-Ugric studies, semiotics appeared only during the last decades as a
special field of research. Important works were published in linguistics, liter-
ary studies, musicology, art history, cultural analysis, psychology, folklore
and sociology etc. from semiotic points of view. Detection of signs in differ-
ent Finno-Ugric cultures became a fashionable topic. International acceptance
of Finnish, Hungarian and Estonian semiotics has been overwhelming. Still,
we know relatively little about semiotics among other Finno-Ugric peoples.
Historic surveys are relatively frequent, but until recently there was no at-
tempt to summarize the scope and prospects of ‘Finno-Ugric semiotics’.
About thirty years ago Thomas A. Sebeok, in a lecture for the audience of the
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Helsinki University, spoke about the necessity of collecting data of non-
verbal behavior among the Finno-Ugric peoples, including their sign systems.
However, this lecture remained unpublished and thus without direct results.
Thus, in accord with the trivial dynamism between the development of sci-
ence and its formal structures (university departments, associations, etc.),
foundation of Finno-Ugric Semiotics Association presents a good ground to
ask the question why there would be any need for Fenno-Ugric semiotic
studies at all.

It is a well-known fact that semiotics is as old a discipline as having its roots
in Ancient Hellas, having been belonging, as a (sub)doctrine of diagnostics, to
the scientific field of medicine. It is also a widespread triviality that the word
‘semiotics’, as having its roots in ancient terminology, in fact did survive much
thanks to this quite specific area of usage. Yet again, from the contemporary
semiotic viewpoint it is not customary to acknowledge survey of semiotics as
such a dependent field. Instead it is more usual to rather divide the history of
semiotics into roughly two periods, one of which helps semioticians to refer
their history back until Antiquity, and the other one considering the end of the
19th century' as the ‘true semiotics in the meaning understood in contemporary
context’. This understanding, as we know, has also dissimilar points of depar-
ture: some claim contemporary semiotics to have begun with the works of F. de
Saussure, others associate it with creation by C. S. Peirce. A silent background
knowledge of both trends, however, acknowledges the fact that neither of the
individuals can be associated with conscious positive propaganda for the birth
of contemporary semiotics, for one of them was articulated practically only via
his students, and the other one, in connection with quite specific biographical-
historical circumstances, could not express his views unless pleasing the goal
keepers of the time.

Thus at the first glance we could differentiate between two births of semi-
otics: one at its historical literary beginning in ancient Hellas, and the other
one as having taken place in the end of the 19thor in the beginning of the 20h
century. Hereby it is maybe even not that relevant what was the respective
argument for the grounds of such a discipline — whether the similarity of
different sign systems (Saussure) or the overall logic of human behavior
(Peirce). Hurrying on ahead — the general development, or more correctly
introduction of the conceptions, o f ‘semiotics proper’ has comparative aspects
for semiotic discourse in the Finno-Ugric cultures, and on the other hand it is
possible to outline connections of the Finno-Ugric people(s) with the devel-
opment of semiotics as a discipline (e.g. merits of the Hungarian T.A. Sebeok
and others for the expansion of Peircian semiotics, and cultural semiotics as a
branch of Saussure’s semiology). However, if we want to give a short sketch
on Finno-Ugric semiotics, the topics should include at least the following:
Finno-Ugric background of native semiotic terms; semantic development and
recent status of terms denoting the ‘scientific study of signs’ in the Finno-
Ugric perspective; native-cultural semiotic discourse; recent ‘schools’,
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‘trends’ and ‘circles’ in Finno-Ugric semiotics and their research history; and
finally of course also future tasks and perspectives.

If we leave for a moment the metalevel of description, we immediately
recognize that at the same time the above mentioned two major contemporary
semiotic theories were molded, there were shaped also those semiotic con-
cepts that were quite directly connected with the general movement of forma-
tion of nation states in Europe; and the latter were most definitely semiotic. It
does not even seem important whether the national movements leading finally
to contemporary order of Europe (and that much of the world in general) were
national in the today’s recognized meaning, but they definitely took many
semiotic structures as those through which to differentiate between dissimilar
cultures. Suchlike semiotic structures often included language, way of life,
behavioral patterns, image-schemas, and the similar — and it is noteworthy
that this has been alike also on the metalevel (e.g. C. Kluckhohn’s outstand-
ing treatment [that was actually roughly simultaneous with trials of defining
culture by O. Loorits, an Estonian cultural philosopher, to be taken up be-
low]). During the radical development of the foundations of contemporary
semiotics as a discipline, the general cultural development of several nations
was essentially reflective and semiotic as well.

Traces of the semiotic vocabulary and
the Hungarian as the oldest

Let us first consider the Finno-Ugric background of the respective native se-
miotic terms. Hungarian jel/jegy, the basic term in semiotics, occurs in his-
torical manuscripts from 1416/1224 on. Its meaning is ‘sign’, and medieval
sources contain verbs or derivatives from it (together with scholarly refer-
ences). In a Dominican codex, Sermones Dominicales (1456-1470), a Latin
glossa explicitly says: “Et hoc vobis i.e. signatum vel pro signo Jel signum?”,
where the correct and erudite Latin terms deserve the most attention. It is well
known a fact that in Magyar Encyclopaedia... by Janos Apéaczai Csere (1653)
we could trace a highly developed classification and terminology of signs in
Hungarian. The most striking feature is that the words used in Hungarian for
semiosis are not from the common European (Graeco-Latin) vocabulary, but
refer to an older strata in the language. Hungarian (TESZ IlI: 270) and Finno-Ugric
etymological dictionaries (UEW I: 2, 91) agree that the Hungarian jel/jegy can be
derived from the Finno-Ugricjalke (footprint), belonging thus to the vocabu-
lary of the ancient culture of hunters (see Voigt 1990).

In the major Finno-Ugric languages we do not find such old words, used
today as semiotic terms: the Finnish merkki or the Estonian mark (and mar-
gisuisteem further on) are recently coined forms with non-Finno-Ugric back-
ground. In other Finno-Ugric languages the similar terms are quite new too. A
similar situation can be observed also at the semantic development and recent
status of terms denoting the ‘scientific study of signs’ in the Finno-Ugric per-
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spective. Following the development and terminology of international semi-
otics, the Estonian semiootika has been invented recently, as a term from the
1960s, originated from the Russian terminology of the same time. Somewhat
later the Finnish semiotiikka appeared, following the main international semi-
otic trends and terms. This term is from the Anglo-German-Russian tradition
(not from the French one), and, despite the very close contacts of Finnish
semioticians with the French schools, does not represent (with some excep-
tions) semiologie. Slightly earlier the Hungarian szemiotika was used as a
scholarly term. It came directly from Russian (better to say from the early
works of the Moscow-Tartu School), but within an international frame of
reference, and with some regard to older usage. The Hungarian equivalent
(eltudomany) is understandable, but it does not exist in everyday use. The
Hungarian term finally belongs to the American (Peircian) tradition, but with
Russian intermediary reasoning.

In other Finno-Ugric languages we could not find such a special term for
semiotics or for the study of signs in general usage that would not be a direct
translation from Russian.

One could repeat the fact that in the Finno-Ugric languages thus terms to
designate ‘the science of signs’ are related to semiotic(s), rather than semiolo-
gie (which is of course curious, if taking into account the specific scientific
developments both on the paradigmatic scale and the connections on personal
level between the scholars). It is an important task to describe the semantic
development of the terms for ‘semiotics’ in all Finno-Ugric languages with a
special emphasis on their origin and differences. Unfortunately, there have
not been such summarizing attempts; so this is definitely an important task for
the future.

As for contemporary humanitarian studies, then in Hungary only some
years later than the Tartu-Moscow School was established in Estonia, by
about 1968, structural studies in linguistics and literature, search for models
in folklore, mass communication or cultural phenomena were grouped to-
gether into a special circle which was then marked by terminology of semiot-
ics. Informal (but not persecuted) groups, projects, conferences and publica-
tions grouped on similarly. Since then semiotics in Hungary has been alive,
and has gained a positive international response (see Voigt 1977). On the
other hand there is no ‘Hungarian School’ of semiotics; however there have
been established stabile connections with Hungarian semioticians who have
been working in Yugoslavia, Romania, Czechoslovakia, United States,
France, Italy, etc.

While the present article can treat the development of semiotics in Esto-
nia, Finland and Hungary, it can not be as successful when trying to describe
other Finno-Ugric cultures in which we do not know of any particular semi-
otic school or trend — at least by now and according to our information.
However, in Debrecen (1990) and Jyvaskyla (1995) international Finno-Ugric
congresses Komi ethnographers and mythologists declined to semiotics. As
N. Konakov has written at the 1992 Imatra International Summer Institute
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meeting, Komi (Zyrian) semiotics considers the works by A. Sidorov (from
1924 on), L. Gribova (from 1968 on), V. Semenov, N. Chesnokova and D.
Nesanelis as its predecessors. In September 1991, the third all-republican
meeting (“Death as a Phenomenon of Culture — Komi Seminar of Culture”)
was held in Syktyvkar. At the 11th Annual Meeting of the Semiotic Society of
Finland (Imatra, July 13-19, 1992) a session “Semiotics of Nature and Cul-
ture of the Komi (Zyrians)” was organized by J. Seppanen and N. Konakov.
In the frame of that event Konakov declared their connection with the Tartu
School. However, in the papers presented, the terminology of semiotics oc-
curs very rarely, not giving thus the possibility for the reviewers to make the
relevant Finno-Ugric comments (among the few articles by the Finno-Ugric
authors representing semiotic viewpoint and simultaneously nations incorpo-
rated to the Russian, formerly the Soviet, cultural space, see Konakov 1993;
Limerov 1993; Uljashov 1993; Shaparov 1993).

At least today it remains a secret, whether in the lost manuscript by G.
Kuzebaj (1898-1937) from 1922-1925 on the Udmurt ornaments we could
have found another (Udmurt) forerunner of Finno-Ugric ethnosemiotics.

Finno-Ugric semiotics and
its influence on the semiotic paradigm

What about the Finno-Ugrians as a group of little nations to have their influ-
ence on the development of global semiotics? A simple and common sense
answer would be: peripheral. However, this is also the key to analyzing any
development of scientific paradigms in Kuhn’s sense. In the development of
semiotics, several Finno-Ugrians (as we first are to talk restrictedly about
individuals in the philosophical terms of scholarly development) have been in
the role of influencing the alternation of the paradigm as defined by the es-
sence of the nucleus of the paradigm. The Hungarian T. A. Sebeok has un-
doubtedly served semiotics in its expansion to the object areas considered as
nonexistent or peripheral in the mainstream of semiotics (see Sebeok’s output
1942-1995; Deely 1995). The open contemporary (having of course the fun-
damental works by J. v. UexKkiill from the beg. of the turn of the century in
mind) inclusion of biological (and, in fact, biospheric in Vemadski’s sense)
phenomena into the scope of semiotics has demanded also review of the gen-
eral metalanguage and terminological foundations of the nuclear elements of
the paradigm as a whole. This development seems to be a classic example of
the evolution of a scholarly discipline.

In connection with the biological aspects to be dealt by semiotics, but
besides such an overall influential cooperation to semiotics, there can be
brought forward also other kinds of examples concerning the dynamism be-
tween the center and the periphery of objects in a scientific paradigm. For
example, it is a general truth that several peripheral phenomena including the
savage from the cultural point of view (e.g. madmen, heathens) were not
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switched into scientific analysis of human culture (see e.g. C. Kluckhohn’s
view on ‘culture as a theory’; Kluckhohn 1961: 25). So, while it is true that
the development of psychology and psychiatry in a way helped also to widen
the perspective of other disciplines studying man and his environment, there
can probably be observed an even more coherent progress allied with the field
of psychosemiotics. In this area it is expedient to mention Estonian scholars J.
Valsiner and J. Allik whose well-known contribution is situated at the foun-
dation stones of the field, especially when laying stress on the semiotic ingre-
dient of it (Valsiner and Allik 1982). There are certainly other areas that do
not belong directly to the mainstream of the semiotic discussion, but probably
the Finno-Ugric presence can be noticed in several areas due to the specific
contemporary history of these peoples. Of course, when talking about the
general development of semiotics in terms of speaking of a discipline’s de-
velopment as an interaction between the central and peripheral elements, one
can not escape both earlier contributions of the Finn E. Tarasti to musical
semiotics from the 1970s onwards (in English see e.g. Tarasti 1979 and 1994)
and his initiative excursions into philosophical, i.e. ‘existential’ semiotics
(Tarasti, forthcoming).

Semiotics and a Finno-Ugric culture: Finland

Contemporary Finnish semiotics was in its nation-wide scale apparently born
through the foundation of the Finnish Semiotic Society (1979). The first
group of Finnish semioticians came from late French structuralism, but it was
also in contact with the Tartu school. Its membership and the scope of inter-
ests grew fast, and by now Finnish semiotics is probably the best-organized
nation-wide trend in Europe. The unusually dynamic growth of semiotics
during recent twenty years in Finland (that can be followed through the jour-
nal of the Finnish Semiotic Society, Synteesi, from 1982 on) lead to the foun-
dation of the International Semiotics Institute at Imatra, Eastern Finland, in
1988 — now one of the world's leading center in the field. During the recent
years ISl has organized international summer schools of semiotics, and its
contacts with Estonian, Hungarian Soviet/Russian, Nordic, American, French
and other schools and individual semioticians are extensive. Semiotics in
Finland is many faceted: semiotics of music, literature and theatre, film and
art, semiotics of culture and personality. Symposia very often deal with the
characteristics of Finnish people and culture. It is interesting to observe that,
although they follow very contemporary themes and models (marketing, in-
formation theory, politics, gastronomy), for some traditional domains (as
e.g. linguistics), there is a gap between them: traditional scholars in Finland
do not use the vocabulary and ideas of semiotics (see also Voigt 1995).

1lhe quick evolution of semiotics in Finland can be explained only on the
basis of its Finno-Ugric roots — the semiotic approach in general has its firm
basis in the Finno-Ugric mentality, first revealed by the fact that the main
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hero of Kalevala, Vaindmdinen, was a sorcerer who by his wisdom and
magic, and not by force, ruled over the world. The Finns have an inclination
towards meditation and philosophical questioning (not to mention such later
caricaturesque figures in the Finnish literature like Veikko Huovinen's “Ha-
vukka-ahon ajattelija”; see Huovinen 1952). On the other hand, semiotics in
Finland was launched by the brothers Kaarle and Julius Krohn in the late
nineteenth century, and completed in musical research by llmari Krohn, first
professor of musicology at the Helsinki University. Their ideas for classifying
the folklore, folktales, folk tunes were later adopted by the Russian formalists
like V. Propp, and in music by B. Bartok and Z. Kodaly. When Propp was
found among the French and American structuralists in the 1960s, the new
discipline within semiotics, narratology, began. So there is a direct line lead-
ing from the Krohns to the entire rich area of narrative studies at the moment.

Moreover, the ties with Baltic semiotic traditions were important in the
history of Finnish semiotics. If the first ‘semiotician’ in Finland was Henry
Parland (1908-1929), a Finnish-Swedish poet, who wrote cultural essays as a
kind of ‘Barthes before Barthes’, then his uncle Wilhelm Seseman (1884—
1963), who was a half-Finn, has been considered the greatest philosopher in
Lithuania whom even A. J. Greimas knew before his emigration.

These traditions were found when the Finnish semiotics, during its rapid
rise in the 1980s, searched for a 'noble origin' and history of its own. But still
a great part of semiotic research in Finland focuses on the Finnish or ‘Finno-
Ugric’ specificity albeit most semiotics exercised by the Finns attempts to be
as universal as the science always should be.

Semiotics and a Finno-Ugric culture: Estonia

While it is clear that the role of the Hungarian and Finnish semioticians in
determining the development of contemporary semiotics is hardly question-
able, this can not be said of Estonian scholars. Beginning from J. von Uexkdll
up to the influential figures of cultural semiotics until very recently, one can
only admit the role of Estonian cultural space as having favored the develop-
ment of semiotic argumentation. Of course there can be listed several names
whose output can be regarded as semiotic, but at a closer look we find their
terminology loose and, probably in connection with the influence of German
philosophical influence, ignorant of their contemporary semiotic treatments
characterizable as already semiotics proper. A vague borderline between the
use of culturological and culturo-philosophical general bias of expressing
views on cultural developments, and modern attitude marked by more coher-
ent and already at least presemiotic argumentation style can be associated
with the (largely unknown both for Estonian and international audience)
works of Uku Masing (1909-1985) that are extensively being printed only
nowadays (e.g. Masing 1993, 1995). Thus it seems that, when trying to out-
line the merits of Estonia in the new complex of studies in Finno-Ugric semi-
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otics and if wanting to delineate the semiotic features, structures and devel-
opments of this particular cultural area, there are exactly the wider linguistic,
cultural and national aspects to be analyzed.

When speaking of the field of Finno-Ugric semiotics, it seems necessary
to differentiate between two paradigmatic aspects: on the one hand we can
speak of the metalevel and ‘semiotics proper’ in the disciplinary sense of the
expression. On the other hand we should probably consider also semiotic
development and the development of semiotic conceptions and viewpoint at
the sociocultural scale of Finno-Ugrians in the sense semiotic interpretations
are used in everyday cultural discourse. Such cultural discourse includes dif-
ferent topics beginning from issues pertaining to cultural and national identity
to e.g. public criticism of cultural life (discussions on exhibitions, presenta-
tion of a given culture and socium internationally, etc.). It has often been ar-
gued that such topics belonging to the core of cultural identity are not dis-
cussed among the relevant society and that the cultural practices in which
these core items manifest themselves, are largely automatic. However, it
would probably be useful to differentiate between dissimilar techniques of
building and using the so-to-speak habitual doxic universe (see Bourdieu’s
treatment of the theme; Bourdieu 1992), and also between different items
belonging to it. In more isolated and in the so-called primitive cultures the
non-questioned status of the cultural nucleus concerns both the cultural units
it comprises, and also norms regulating the usage of these units. In other cul-
tures that are subjected to more intense international and intercultural com-
munication, it seems to be inevitable that the communicative habits and cul-
tural life style is systematically brought to conscious reflective practice in
order to maintain a stable position in intercultural interaction. Therefore it
seems that a considerable amount of cultural units belonging to the nuclear
elements of the sociocultural reality are to be switched into active semiotic
use to keep the national and cultural identity discourse integral.

Due to the specific geopolitical location of Estonia there has always been
a strong need for the above described intracultural dialogue to facilitate pres-
ervation of cultural self-awareness. Estonian military and political history
have urged cultural self-determination as related to the others also in terms of
what has been considered as forming the core of cultural identity. Therefore
there have been brought to discussion the elements and semiotic systems re-
garded as culturally the basic ones on the one hand, and semiotic techniques
applied to the usage of them on the other hand. The overall Estonian public
semiotic activity reached its first contemporary peak in the middle of the 19h
century during the first period called National Awakening. Probably greatly
due to the suppression of the Estonian language by different foreign powers
that had been ruling the Estonian area, a major attention has been paid to lan-
guage from that stage of cultural identity discourse onward. The role of lan-
guage as a means of mediating this discourse and further publication of the
latter was recognized immediately, and so the status of language and written
documents started to gain special attention and authority. It was Carl Robert
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Jakobson (1841-1882), one of the few decisive figures in the process of
forming the shared consciousness of individuals living in the territory of the
present Estonia, who articulated the central position taken by language in the
national and cultural identity. In his Three Speeches on/for Fatherland (1868-
1870) Jakobson expressed quite a characteristic view on language as “the
foremost thing, however, from which a nation’s degree of mental education
can be recognized” (Jakobson 1991: 21). Thus language is attributed a kind of
metacultural role — “Language is the vehicle of a nation’s education, and
thus it is what gives birth to its [the nation’s] fine order and freedom, it is the
most precious heritage of a nation” (ibid.). In a way then we can see that lan-
guage and a culture, and a culture as semiotically definable as a signifying
order (the term used by M. Danesi and P. Perron; Danesi 1998, Danesi and
Perron 1999) are indeed related to the study of cultural spaces as related to the
original concept of culture area as developed by P. Vidal de La Blache and
H. Mackinder (see e.g. Vidal de La Blache 1926). Cultural traits by which
cultural areas can be determined anthropologically are a type of manifestation
of the signifying order, which is largely configured by natural language (fol-
lowing this logic, see Randviir, forthcoming). Thus one could see evidence of
organizing semiotics on the metalevel also as a study of different signifying
orders that can be classified on the basis of language groups, and it will
probably imply more coherent studies than those arranged according to the
specific individual categories of objects of research.

Having mentioned Jakobson as one of the most important public figures
for the formation of the Estonian nation, we simultaneously witness the be-
ginning of a tendency to determine the essence of the Estonian as distinguish-
able from the others through opposition. There have been diverse bases for
building the relevant system of opposition(s), e.g. according to the national
principle (the Estonian vs. the Russian or the German), religious aspects (Es-
tonians as religious people vs. Estonians a pragmatic profane people; Estoni-
ans as having their own pagan belief vs. Estonians as Christians, etc.). It is
perhaps typical that national and cultural self-definition as based on opposi-
tional character gains actuality during such decisive periods or in such cul-
tural situations that involve more factors directly influencing cultural behav-
ior. Stagnation in cultural identity discourse can be noticed during especially
calm political environment, be such tranquility due to independent well being
of a nation (in case of Estonia during the approximate period between 1920s-
1930s), or due to forced political situations (e.g. the Soviet period of Estonia).
Similarly it seems to be characteristic that reflections on cultural identity have
been active in the Diaspora of Estonian culture. Hereby it is convenient to
refer to Oskar Loorits, a cultural philosopher in matters pertaining to outlining
what constitutes the Estonian culturally and psychologically. He is a suitable
representative of the Diaspora in Sweden where there actualized several cul-
tural oppositions needed to be solved (Estonia vs. Estonian SSR, Estonia vs.
USSR, Estonia vs. Russia, Estonia vs. Sweden, etc.). It seems quite charac-
teristic that due such oppositional plentitude that lead to a demagogical
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deadlock, Loorits finally reduced the binaries to the contrast between the
great nations and the small ones, comparing the history of the former to a
“motion picture with exciting scenes, shocking conflicts and surprising trick-
solutions” (Loorits 1951: 14). Estonian history, on the other hand, is “a
monumental mosaic picture compiled of bits and pieces collectively by all
generations that is enlivened and spiritualized by the harmonious synthesis of
man and nature up to cognition of the divine not only in oneself, but every-
where” (ibid.). Loorits thus makes a distinction between the great and the
smaller nations on the basis of different degrees of cultural reflective (rather
than actual) activity, stating that peoples small in number are to stabilize their
culturo-historical development by continuous conceptual return to the past,
because the “essence of a nation lies in its past” (Loorits 1951: 10). Such re-
flective practice helps to minimize and soothe potential oppositional situa-
tions inside the given culture; homogenization of history through its transfer
into a coherent cultural tradition involves swap of stress from individuals and
their merits to the nation as an integral agent in the historical process. A
similar look has been taken by U. Masing who, discussing about the mentality
of the Estonians, conjoins the linguistic and grammatical (e.g. absence of the
future tense and gender), geographical (as concerning the landscape) and gen-
eral spiritual features of Estonians under a vague common denominator of the
“unicellular amoeba” that is growing in all directions in its integral develop-
ment (from the article On Estonian Spirit included in Masing 1993: 163).
While distinctive oppositions have been characteristically set on the basis
of ‘big vs. small’, there have also been made trials to switch the Estonian
culture into a wider multicultural oicoumene, probably in order to inscribe a
more confident position of the nation in intercultural communication. These
attempts have usually been made on either linguistic or geographical basis,
connecting the latter with the cultural dimension. Attempts to define cultures
in spatial, linguistic and other terms have been made in both intracultural
dialogue on identity, and also on the metalevel. It is possible to differentiate
between two major trends in suchlike association of the Estonian cultural
space with a wider context: on the one hand there is the linguistic approach,
and on the other hand we can find the geographic one. Needless to repeat that
neither of them appeals to linguistic or geographic features only, but rather
treat the subject in the terms of cultural areas. The linguistic division has the
expression ‘Finno-Ugric’ as the common denominator, while the geographic
bias has used the term ‘Balto-Skandia’. The Finno-Ugric trend can well be
illustrated by the works of the already mentioned cultural philosopher O.
Loorits who’s approach can, in turn, be viewed as following the ideas of clas-
sical cultural anthropology in its manner of explaining the substantial nature
of cultures and cultural individuality (see e.g. C. Kluckhohn’s classical treat-
ment; Kluckhohn 1961: 20-40). Loorits describes the common past of the
Finno-Ugric peoples as having its origins in the ‘Uralian culturehood’ that, as
an integral whole of life-style and behavioral patterns, together with environ-
mental features, was imprinted into the collective mind of all the Finno-Ugric
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peoples. The gradually more and more local settlement induced the kinship
consciousness that was essentially molded by natural conditions dominated
by the forest (Loorits 1951: 35). Such mentality shaped by the woodland
seems to be another macrosignified manifesting itself in other Finno-Ugric
cultures as well (see e.g. Tarasti 1999). Hereby we will not go into deeper
analysis of the semiotic features based on the Uralian common cultures that,
according to Loorits, must be considered as essential also nowadays during
the process of both primary and secondary socialization (see Loorits 1953);
this is— as at leat a reflective task — for the future.

The other general view on the relationships between the Finno-Ugric cul-
tures and their kinship with other Scandinavian and Baltic cultures is perhaps
best represented by the works of the Estonian geographer E. Kant. His views
on the Finno-Ugric unity (from the Estonian viewpoint) represent schemes of
geographic proximity between (only few) Finno-Ugric peoples. In Kant’s
view Estonia belongs environmentally and thus also culturally to the geo-
graphic and cultural area of Balto-Skandia (cf. W. Ramsay’s Fenno-Skandia).
Itis in a way interesting that Kant’s understanding of territorial structures was
functional (which, in fact, was common to his era) — one of the main factors
in the case of his description of the unity of the Balto-Skandic space being
religious homogeneity in the face of Christianity (cf. Loorits and many other
thinkers who have religiously conjoined the Finno-Ugric peoples with having
their own unique religion connected with their specific life-style). Since the
anthropo-ecological view on such territorial and cultural unified semiotic
space like Balto-Skandia, as widely treated by E. Kant (see e.g. Kant 1934,
1935), has recently been given a historical and theoretical overview (Buttimer
1994), the matter needs no further discussion in detail in the current context.

Whereas the above hopefully endorsed of contributions of certain Finno-
Ugrians to the general advance of semiotics, this is obviously just a minor
aspect the Finno-Ugrian semiotics should concentrate on. Especially the posi-
tion of Estonian cultural space seems to point at that it is not only the indi-
viduals are to be included into suchlike semiotic research, but rather the re-
spective culturo-national factors favoring (or not) semiotic development.

Filling up Finno-Ugric semiotic studies in the future

International cooperation among Finno-Ugric semioticians is not a new phe-
nomenon. They have known of each other, and since very many years Finnish
and Hungarian semioticians, Finnish and Estonian semioticians regularly
meet by combining these meetings. In May 1997 there was the 19th Finnish-
Hungarian semiotic symposium in Budapest, and between November 26-28
in 1998 the 20lhsymposium in Berlin. There exist a few reports also about the
previous meetings (see Broms 1995, 1997). Following this line in a more
extensive scale, a primary task for the Finno-Ugric Semiotics Association is
first of all facilitation of information exchange that perhaps can be coordi-
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nated by the ISI, together with the new association, in Imatra. Through sym-
posia and publications the Finno-Ugric semiotics is to reach to a “handbook”
of itself (whether in a concrete written form or not) in order to bring the
theme clearly also to wider international semiotic dialogue, since general
international semiotics has been relatively unaware of it. Until now Finnish,
Hungarian and Estonian (the latter as having been included to ‘semiotics in
the USSR’) semiotics have been represented in one of the best handbooks of
the recent history of semiotics (Sebeok and Umiker-Sebeok 1986), but as
these chapters were written more than a decade ago, a new (or at least up-
dated) version, with regards to as many Finno-Ugric peoples as possible,
should be composed.

From the 1960s to the 1990s there was the “new golden age” of semiotics
in Europe, America and elsewhere. Today semiotic institutions have gained
certain stability, even though most of the pioneer semioticians have passed
away. Now we witness the “silver age” of international semiotics, as new
centers or schools appear (other ones, e.g. from France, disappeared). The
Tartu-Moscow school in its original form does not exist any more. Hungarian
semiotics remained as loose a formation as it was ever. Finnish semiotics has
become one of the leading groups in the whole world. The growing trend of
the Finnish tradition (it is hereby noteworthy that the rapid evolution of it
came along with the formation of an institutional structure, as mentioned
above), and also the re-organized practice in Estonia, point, in fact, at another
possible development. While the mentioned “golden age of semiotics” was,
all in all, still determined by individual works and scholars, the contemporary
stage of semiotic studies clearly has integration as a common denominator.
This integration concerns several semiotic (sub)paradigms, viewpoints, ob-
jects of study, scientific communities and individuals. Cooperative projects
(e.g. those initiated in Finland) imply studying native or local cultural objects
and themes internationally, just as well as inspection of cultural phenomena
involves application of diverse semiotic tool-kits that were not considered as
unitable even recently. Therefore, hoping that Finno-Ugric semiotics will add
qualitatively new perspectives to the study of national cultures in their inter-
twined nature, one could also look forward to its contribution to bringing

clarity to the overall integrated net of semiotic objects and metalanguages in
general.
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