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Foreword

The Sieve of Contemporary Semiotics
Marcel Danesi

Various metaphors have been used in the past 50 or so years to describe
the nature of contemporary semiotic theory and practice—a web, a lat-
tice, an so on—all of which highlight the interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinarity of the field. Let me add one of my own—sieve. It is
the one that comes to my mind in reading the marvelous essays writ-
ten by a brilliant young Russian semiotician, Sergei Proskurin.

The most famous sieve of history is the one devised in the 200s
BCE by the Greek mathematician Eratosthenes (276?-195? BCE) who
invented it for identifying prime numbers—the numbers other than 1
that can be divided evenly by only 1 and themselves. Today, mathe-
maticians use computers to identify prime numbers. But
Eratosthenes’s technique, though much more rudimentary, works. To
find prime numbers with it, the series of whole numbers starting with
2 is written out. Then, every second number after 2 is crossed out, thus
eliminating all numbers that can be divided evenly by 2, except for 2
itself. Similarly, every third number after 3 is crossed out, including
those numbers that have already been crossed out, thus eliminating all
the numbers that can be divided evenly by 3, except for 3 itself. This
process is continued ad infinitum. Eratosthenes’ method is called a
“sieve” because the numbers that are not crossed out can be thought of
as having passed through a sieve (strainer) that has caught all the rest.
Any number that has not been crossed out is prime.

With his ingenious idea, Eratosthenes indirectly provided a practi-
cal framework for investigating the nature of numbers in a concrete
way, becoming a “thought stimulus” for important subsequent theoret-
ical ideas in mathematics. Semiotics can analogously be thought of as a
sieve—i.e. as a method designed to sift out sign-based phenomena
from biological, psychological, social, and cultural phenomena in
human life. This brilliant book brings together important essays that
will, in fact, emphasize the sieve-like nature of semiotics. As such, the
essays highlight the fact that semiotics is basically an “applied sci-
ence,” in the Peircean sense that it has practical uses that can be utilized
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is volume show how semiotics achieves
this perfectly. They dea] respectively with such sieve-like topics ag

what signs are @m%nroHomg.nm:%-m@mmE:m (essay number 1), how specif-
ic types of signs interface with cognition (essay number 2)
are basic non-genetic informational structures and how they interrelate
with other human processes of information-utilization (essay number
3), the nature and scope of semiotic laws (essay number 4), and the
social uses of signs (essay number 5).

There really is no need for me to comment here on each essay. They

are self-contained works on various facets of semiotic theory and prac-

sieve to refer to thege essays.

Semiotics is the discipline studying and Qoo:_Bm:asm signs, sign
behavior, sign creation, sign uses, and sign functions. It also comes

csmmaﬁrmacvz.na semiology, significs, and even structuralist science,
although semiotics ig the designati

Smmw.GQ\ defined it as the sci
as part of social life” and “
Saussure’s writing that the m
guistics trace their origins. S

ence concerned with “the role of signs
the laws governing them.” It is from
odern-day sciences of semiotics and lin-
aussure himself interconnected the then
psychology with semiotics (semi-
uting in a complementary fashion to the
mplicitly saw that semiotic method was
r ideas on human representational and

fledgling sciences of linguistics and
ology), seeing the three contrib
study of the human mind. He j
like a sieve, a kind of filter fo
knowledge systems, distilling

encapsulating
f semiosis, the
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Peirce provide into the general lexicon of semiotics an il nebi
which have mm%om HSN.%:@ indexes, and symbols. %r.mmmwwmwwmmgzmﬁn@
&m%ﬁzsmﬂﬂﬂummﬁ%nww\ tendencies in human semiosis:
eral psy

is, one
om%s padcto
ﬂTm mwms Am~%§§

: nvention. ification of signs goes right
relation, and co : inition and classification
first definition
Actually, the

ho
i ician Hippocrates (c. »mo-w.uo BCE), w.
. mbo_mﬁm OaMMM%WWM MT%ES%WQB that a wwv\m.pn% m%mﬂwmw
e _nr.mﬁ ; :m Www:v|nozmﬁ:§mm a vital clue m.oH fin rEm s bl
. mﬁam@w A .n_Bm_ source. Shortly thereafter, ﬁTLOmoﬂrmaﬂ e
8 andl cticlogl s being either natural @3&.:8& by H _M body or
e @mbw.mx& Among the first to examine mza. e W OUQQS.§
nature) or conventio m.ﬁ Augustine (354-430 CE) in his N i
- .J%o_om% e 9.5 describes natural signs a.N%:m natu s
Christiana. . St. .>cmMM5m:J~ and conventional ones (signa m&awmmm £
i Mzmb n intentions. The former include not on %m N::m_
e h natural phenomena plant noHoH,mc_o:\ e
@B@ but &Moewcm the latter include not only words, _uc:.m so mnroHom-
Em%wr_m\ mwwwcmm W%WGOE that humans invent to serve their psy
and the v that |
womwwoﬁm_\ mbnw anHM ﬂsﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂm% MMMW notions of mmﬂ:omn.w MMmA mMHMMmM
into a set ¢ says, we can easily extrac
.&mg fundot OM wma\mumﬁmmumw MV_M Mwmmm,mﬁmb&:m how mmBSm_ws WMMMM,@
.mHm<mv.m:5Qm3mh ; mﬁsmﬁbm phenomena, from Ebm&mmm ﬂv sy ipolism.
3 " Semis rcg,wbm WESQWBQ#& form of inquiry into how umans
N information into W:oiﬂmam.m-vmmwm .nmﬁ mm: °
mrm@m HB.\,\ mm:moq _:o matter what @mamnEma oE.mEmSo: .Hmbm:;me
mw:.o.:mT m_m:-wamwzom selections from the flow o.m Smou..gﬂcosm o
o g i Mam what we perceive as meaningful :W W mms\maa e
mzos.:.Sm us ﬁo,mbniocm intellectual and social purposes. e worle o
S M..ﬁ m0a.<m entially a semiosphere, as the late mm@E  semiof
T.SBWS U.@bmm . mmmﬁmww-Sowv called it. Like the EOm% 407\505.
Qm:. ?ﬂ hohmwﬂm*mm human behavior and shapes cultural e
semiosphere

11




i

But sign Systems are never Permanent. Unlike most animal signaling
Systems, they are open to intentjona -designed change. The ability to |
create new signs jg what distinguisheg human semiogis from anima] |
E.m:m::m. Our musica] textual Productions, for instance, stimulate yg
to seek new meanings and new wa i
though they may be completely artifjcja] These o i

stimulate freedom of thought. As Charles Pej

€ world and carry it around ﬂ
why this is SO, as he takes yg

Preface

" r the HuHOMH.m,B
ts itself a series of five mmmmw\w eMHMMMMVm& by Prof. M.
This book ?mmm%moﬁacanmmo: Theory, Swa ctittenbsemiohics wis
in Semiotics an iversity of Toronto. The boo -y semiotics. The work
Danesi at the Gb.H troduction to the field of ﬁoamw\ s damental concepts,
conceived as.arl . ays covering, first, .%m. v.mmﬁ e s for the modern
consists of b<m.mwm W\Cﬁno mes of the wmﬁd.oﬁo %mo%ﬂw lan of the nat-
and some .vOmm_w & croft revised the English text. mm Mgams of the
studies. Clifton mmsﬁma with the mmmwmgﬁnm. of Aca ov
rative SMMmMMNWHMm Sciences, Professor Yuriy S. Stepanov.
Russian

. M. Danesi, who
he essays were written at the Hmm%mmm%m Mmo%wgmomnm with stu-
The es : in the fi :
experience 2 . of Canadian
invited mmm :m mg%mmww of %95:8\ the outstanding circle
Vi
dents of the Uni

sem
a or 18 S—m~—WmC~ _”nv:_m m_”x;\m ersons m_Z_ 10Ppe O CONn e

: mﬁm_\a@.
kYL : Canadian read
tion with the
communica

Sergei G. Proskurin

13




The Basis of Semiotic Knowledge.
The Sign: |
Concepts of C. S. Peirce and F. De Saussure

Experience is a web woven out of mwmb.m and used to perceive various
objects in our surroundings. The American scholar Thomas A. Sebeok
invented the metaphor “semiotic web” which he used to describe an
observer’s experience in space and time. Earlier, the German biologist
Jakob von Uexkiill suggested the term Umuwelt, that is, the way the
environment is perceived and felt by various biological species.
According to him, they live in a world of their own Umwelten (includ-
ing human acculturated ones), which are drastically different from
species to species. Uexkiill states that the species do not adjust to an
environment but cut out a fragment from it which corresponds to their
Bauplan (the principle of organization). This is possible because of
signs, which arise out of non-existence and allow organisms to make a
choice “for the sake of survival and flourishing” (Colapietro 1993: 179).

The word sign (Old Greek onpetov) was used long before the incep-
tion of scientific research of the phenomenon that this word denotes.
The earliest written usage of the term dates back to Sextus Empiricus:
“A sign is a proposition constituted by a valid and revealing connec-
tion to its consequent” (Adv. Matt. 7.245). It was also used in the
treatise of Porphyrius Tyrius (202-301/304) “About refraining from
consumption of living beings” [Porphyrius 1767]: 6 8vieg ®@1Aéc0pog
onpelwtikég (De Abst. 2.49). This quote may be translated word for
word: “the authentic semiotic philosopher”, i. e. the observer of the
signs. A strong belief forms the basis of the last statement—that the
ability to experience the semiotic web in full belongs only to the
world’s professional observers—philosophers. Referring to a broader
context we read: “They speak with certainty that the philosopher is he
who above all is a servant of God and refrains from any consumption
of living beings and who, face to face with Him, strives to reach God
without interference of intermediaries; he is a cautious observer of
doomed happenings of Nature (tég g ®boewg dvéykac) and is the
authentic semiotic philosopher, among many others, who grasps phe-
Nomena of Nature, who is reasonable and shy, and reserved and
Maintaining his health from all the sides...” Yu. S. Stepanov analyses

15
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.ot two stages of semiotic experience: natural and conscious. .
Tk he natural stage is characterized by nonverbal communication,

M,T M&Amm place within an organism or between two or more organ-
w&: clls, tissue, cellular organisms). The higher biological species,
o AMOH m\xmaﬁ_m\ signify by sounds given and received, but more
i rehensibly, by so called displays—stereotyped motor patterns
.noﬂﬂuﬂ\ma in communication—which also include visual movements
H_M posturing Amm_om.ow .Nooﬁ 18). At mmm. stage the mmms.wm ﬁm_.,nm.?ma.mb.a
interpreted as the sign itself. The conscious stage Hm.&mmama in princi-
ple: the sign activity is an independent process, which allows not only
processing of :&oz.ﬁmsos but also research of the phenomenon of a
sign and its evaluation. . .

The term “natural stage” is used to encompass both the biological
world we share with all organisms, and the species—specific world of
the human imagination—literally the ability to reflect the reality in the
mind. The term “conscious stage” presupposes a totally human-made
world of symbols, institutions, thought systems, etc., which character-
ize human cultures and civilizations.

Historically the roots of this dichotomy can be traced to the ideo-
logical terrain cultivated by Neapolitan rhetorician and philosopher
Giambattista Vico (1668-1744), who was the first to suggest a similar
division in his monumental “New Science” (the edition of 1726). New
terms and concepts are abundant in Vichian work, which was in its
substance an unusual conception of historical semiotics. Its main sub-
ject is the origin of things substantial in the culture of peoples. He
analyzed their history in two layers: material and mental. Translating
this approach into the modern terms of cognitive science M. Danesi
synthesizes the following: “The key to any Vichian theory [...] is a sep-
aration of human cognition in two levels or layers—a deep and a
surface level”. According to Danesi’s assessment (based on Vico’s the-

ory), “the deep form of cognition inheres in our sense impressions and

in their organization into [...] categories by the imagination. These cat-

egories register our physiological and affective responses to the signals

and stimuli present in the environment. Sebeok (1987) characterizes the

basic Operation of this level of cognition as an “affective modeling of

knowledge”. “Surface-level” signs generate “highly abstract systems of
thought that subsequently guide the mind’s efforts to organize the
éola of reality. These efforts produce our institutions, scientific theo-
ties, and ultimately our cultures” (Danesi 1992: 103).

The common feature that unites both stages (in terms of Danesi:
factual and artifactual worlds) is modeling. “All organisms communi-
cate by use of models (Umwelts or self worlds, each according to its
SPecies—specific sense organs) from the simplest representation of
Maneuvers of approach and withdrawal to the most sophisticated cos-
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e Greeks used a different principle of the ABC built-up,
E osed separate symbols for vowels and consonants
S?nr& Mmmnmwmwﬁwa m%%m_&n s&wzm of a Semitic language and its des-
i 1 peculiarities. Noticing this difference and describing the way
wm:mﬂommﬂmﬁmm Phoenician letters, John E. Healy wrote: “This can be
QammH &MBObm:mﬁma by a comparison of the Phoenician and early
n_mmwwﬁmﬁmam. Some of the letters—'A’ is a good example—even retain
Mwwmama of the pictograph, in this case the drawing of a bull’s head
(V) now upside down [...]. The Greek name for this letter is alpha
g\®0), a word, which is meaningless in Greek (apart from referring to
this ﬁmaﬁn:_mu letter) but which means “bull” in West Semitic lan-
guages (e. 8- Ugaritic ‘alpu, Hebrew ‘elef). This is true of almost all the
Greek letters” (Healy 1991: 35). The Greeks were the first, however,

who, as A. Meillet admitted, noticed sounds as a linear array. The

Phoenician alphabet served as a matrix for them and was not what we
are used to calling an alphabet, that is, a writing that analyzes each
word in its consecutive phonetic elements, consonants and vowels, and
allocates a special sign to each of these elements, to the vowels as well
to the consonants. Thus the Phoenician matrix was used by the Greeks
to install a new type of writing that became a characteristic feature of
all Indo-European languages. “We as subjects”, ]. Kristeva writes,
“belonging to a cultural zone in which writing is phonetic and literally
reproduces phonetic language, find it is difficult to imagine that a type
of language—writing—could have existed and still exists today for
many people that functions independently of the spoken chain, a type
of language that is consequently not linear (as is emission of voices),
but spatial, and so registers a mechanism of differences where each
mark’s value depends upon its place in the traced whole” (Kristeva
1989: 26).

Summarizing the above, we notice the parallel processes in biolog-
ical substances and cultural societies and raise the question whether
the sign activity is gaining momentum due to the same cause?

The questions of what the sign is and what semiotic studies are,
have multiple answers. One of them runs: “something is a sign only
because it is interpreted as a sign of something by some interpreter.
Semiotics, then, is not concerned with the study of a particular kind of
o.E.mQ but with ordinary objects insofar (and only insofar) as they par-
ticipate in semiosis” (Morris 1938: 20).

The term semiosis was originally used by the American scientist Ch.
S. Peirce to designate any sign action or sign process in general, or the
activity of a sign (Colapietro 1993: 179). Peirce not only coined the term
.moH the sign activity but initiated studies in the field of semiotics creat-
Mg a unique theory of the sign that remains current today. His theory
1S One of two approaches to the problem of the sign. The other belongs
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. ons, founded on abstract observation.
R “semiosis is an irreducibly triadic process in which an

quH. Humwﬁnm\ .
piect generates a sign of itself and, in turn, the sign generates an inter-
= _SE of itself. This interpretant in its turn generates a further
WMW%ESE\ ad infinitum. Thus semiosis is a process in which a poten-
tially endless series of :;m.%a.mgam is generated” .ﬁo_m?m.ﬂ.o 1997: Hu\mv.
In his work “Logic as semiotic: the theory of the signs” Peirce wrote: “A
sign, or representamen, is 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. That sign which it creates I call the interpretant of the
first sign. The sign stands for something, its object. It stands for that
object, not in all respects, but in reference to a sort of idea, which I have
sometimes called the ground of representamen” (Peirce 1992: 11-12).

Summarizing the above we conclude that Peirce’s concept of the
sign is oriented upon a changeable model of communication and
observation. The sign is comprehended, experienced and interpreted.

The semiosis is constantly renewed and presupposes continuity. The
Peircean doctrine is a dynamic model. There is always something first
—representamen which stands in such a genuine triadic relation to a
second, called its object, as to be capable of determining a third, called
its interpretant (Ibid: 12). Nevertheless, reasonable semioticians add to
the triad a fourth component—zero. Zero is a cradle of the sign. The
Classic triad by Peirce (one, two, three) is preceded by Zero, “that
emptiness from whence the sign emerged” (Merrell 2001: 31). Zero is -
also a premise of “the final interpretant” that in the Peircean theory
should be defined in the end of processing as the authentic interpreta-
tion where the final opinion is reached.

Discovering continuity of semiosis, Peirce described the constant
fegeneration of interpretation in general, and interpretants in particu-
%mﬁ In accordance with his definition of firstness, Peirce defined the
Immediate interpretant as a semantic potentiality: “I understand it to
Wm. totally unanalyzed effect that the Sign is calculated to produce, or
might be expected to produce [...], the effect the sign first produces or
Bm& Produce upon a mind, without any reflection upon it”. It refers to
the “peculiar Interpretability” of the sign “before it gets any interpreter.
The second category is the dynamical interpretant. It is the direct effect
actually produced by a Sign upon an Interpreter of it, [...] that which is
Xperienced in each act of Interpretation and is different in each form
that of any other” (Ibid). The third category, the final interpretant, is

associated with the third category of habit and law. “It is that which
Would finally be decided to be the true interpretation if consideration
Of the matter were carried so far that an ultimate opinion were
feached” (8.184) or “the one Interpretative result to which every




medieval times, in particular, works of Joannes Saresberiennsis, known
also as John of Salisbury, the first ever scholar, who formulated the idea

——  owigel . rroskurin

Interpreter is destined to come if the sign is sufficiently considered”

(quote from (No6th 1990: 110-111)).

Peirce’s semiotic program found its visualization in the 50&&5%
of a sign. The recent attempt to reproduce Peirce’s theory of firstness,’
secondness and thirdness in a diagram was made in the research of
Floyd Merrell (2001). Peirce’s sign is presented in such a way that it is|
possible to imagine its continuity in space and time as well as rotation

of its components.

Drawing 1

Each of the three sign components can become any of the other two
components, depending upon circumstances. The rotation shows that

anything that interdependently interrelates with the interpretant of the
sign in such a manner that it interrelates with its semiotic object in the
same way that the semiotic object interdependently interrelates with it,

—- such correlations serving to engender another sign from the inter-

pretant, and subsequently the process is reiterated (Merrell 2001).
However, Peirce’s theory basically follows the classical patterns of
predecessors when the static state of semiosis is described (that is,
interrelations within the single act of signification instead of the con-
sidered above multiple interpretations). Thus Peirce’s approach can be
illustrated with a classical diagram of general semiotics. The so-called
semantic triangle (or semiotic triangle) which was aimed originally at

displaying of signification was drawn by the German mathematician
Gottlob Frege (1892):

Sinn or Concept

Zeichen Bedeutung Word Denotatum

Drawing 2

The discovery of the triadic principle of a sign dates back to

1Y
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According to Peirce, semiotics therefore has to embrace in a logica

calculus the whole of signifying systems. The science of semiotics ha

three branches (in accordance with three sides of triangle). Yu. S
Stepanov designates them as three constituent dimensions of human
language: semantics, syntactics, and pragmatics, which outline bound-

aries of human thought. Humanity discovers itself in frameworks o

them.

For example, the relationship between representamen and object is
being studied by semantics; formal linear interrelations of signs are
being scrutinized in syntactics, and the impact of signs on the

addressee is a subject of pragmatics.

Charles Sanders Peirce was the first to realize the importance of -

these three branches of semiotics for the future of the science as a whole
because of their interdisciplinary character. The first one he called, after
Duns Scotus, grammatica speculativa. He wrote: “We may term it pure
grammar. It has for its task to ascertain what must be true for represen-
tamen used by every scientific intelligence in order that they may
embody any meaning” (Peirce 1992: 12). The modern term employed in
semiotics for this branch is semantics. Then Peirce characterizes the
second which is logic proper. “It is the science of what is quasi-neces-
sarily true of representamina of any scientific intelligence in order that
they may hold good of any object, that is, may be true. Or say, logic
proper is the formal science of conditions of the truth representations”
(Ibid: 12). The latter is the correspondence (though with the emphasis
on linguistic research) of syntactics studies today. The third branch
Peirce named “pure rhetoric”. “Its task is to ascertain the laws by
which in every scientific intelligence one sign gives birth to another,
and especially one thought brings forth another” (Ibid: 12). In modern
semiotics this branch acquires the term “pragmatics”.
In general, the way paved by Peirce has been preserved in modern
studies; however in detail his vision of branches remains broader and
more significant in outlook than we have reached today.

As we consider the above, branches are reduced to models of the
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can afford is of actual fact. Such a Sign must involve an Iconic Sinsigy
to embody the information and a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign to indj.
cate the Object to which the information refers. But the mode of

combination, or Syntax, of these two must also be significant.

Fifth: An Iconic Legisign [e. g., a diagram, apart from its factual indj«

viduality] is any general law or type, in so far as it requires ea

instance of it to embody a definite quality which renders it fit to call
up in the mind the idea of a like object. Being an Icon, it must be

Rheme. Being a Legisign, its mode of being is that of governing sin-
gle Replicas, each of which will be an Iconic Sinsign of a peculiar

kind.

Sixth: A Rhematic Indexical Legisign [e .g., a demonstrative pronoun]
is any general type or law, however established, which requires each'
instance of it to be really affected by its Object in such a manner as H
merely to draw attention to that Object. Each Replica of it will be a
Rhematic Indexical Sinsign of a peculiar kind. The Interpretant of a
Rhematic Indexical Legisign represents it as an Iconic Legisign; and |

so it is, in a measure - but in a very small measure.

.ﬂ
Seventh: A Dicent Indexical Legisign [e. g., a street cry] is any general

type or law, however established, which requires each instance of it

to be really affected by its Object in such a manner as to furnish defi-
nite information concerning that Object. It must involve an Iconic
Legisign to signify the information and a Rhematic Indexical Legisign

to denote the subject of that information. Each Replica of it will be a

Dicent Sinsign of a peculiar kind.

Eighth: A Rhematic Symbol or Symbolic Rheme [e. g., a common noun]
is a sign connected with its Object by an association of general ideas
in such a way that its Replica calls up an image in the mind, which
image, owing to certain habits or dispositions of that mind, tend to
produce a general concept, and the Replica is interpreted as a Sign of
an Object that is an instance of that concept. Thus, the Rhematic
Symbol either is, or is very like, what the logicians call a General
Term. The Rhematic Symbol, like any Symbol, is necessarily itself of

the nature of a general type, and is thus a Legisign. Its Replica, how-

ever, is a Rhematic Indexical Sinsign of a peculiar kind, in that the
image it suggests to the mind acts upon a Symbol already in that
mind to give rise to a General Concept. In this it differs from other

Rhematic Indexical Sinsigns, including those which are Replicas of

Rhematic Indexical Legisigns. Thus the demonstrative pronoun

“that” is a Legisign, being a general type; but it is not a Symbol since
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Jica of a Dicent Indexical Legisign. Thus, any given street cry, since
%mmobm and theme identifies the individual, is not a symbol, but an
:mamxmnmu Legisign; and any individual instance of it is a Replica of it
HBEnT is a Dicent Sinsign. A third variety is a Replica of a Proposition.
& urth variety is a Replica of an Argument. Beside ﬁrw normal vari-
ety of the Dicent Indexical Legisign of which a street cry is an example,
there is a second variety, which is that sort of proposition STEW has the
name of a well-known individual as its predicate; as if one is asked,
mNhose statue is this?” the answer may be, “It is mmﬁmmcﬁ:. The mean-
ing of this answer is a Dicent FQ.@QS_ Legisign. A 9.:& variety may be
a premise of an argument. A Dicent Symbol or ordinary proposition,
insofar as it is a premise of an Argument, takes on a new force, and
pecomes a second variety of the Dicent Symbol. It would not be worth-
while to go through all the varieties; but it may be well to consider the
varieties of one class more. We may take the Rhematic Indexical
Legisign. The shout of “Hullo!” is an example of the ordinary variety-
meaning, not an individual shout, but this shout “Hullo!” in
general—this type of shout. A second variety is a constituent of a
Dicent Indexical Legisign; as the word “that” in the reply “that is
Farragut”. A third variety is a particular application of a Rhematic
Symbol; as the exclamation “Hark!” A fourth and fifth variety are in the
peculiar force a general word may have in a proposition or argument.
It is not impossible that some varieties are here overlooked. It is a nice
problem to say to what class a given sign belongs; since all the circum-
stances of the case have to be considered. But it is seldom requisite to
be very accurate; for the one does not locate the sign precisely, one will
easily come near enough to its character for any ordinary purpose of
logic” (Peirce 1992: 22-26). :

Thus the Peircean approach presupposes several layers in the type
of a sign involved in semiosis. The sign acquires dimensions with its
“depth”, “width” and “length” as if it were a spatial phenomenon or a
Sort of hierarchy. The stretch of a Rhematic Symbol (Legisign), for
€xample, covers a class of common nouns in languages; Dicent
Indexical Legisign finds its expression in traffic signs and commands
etc. All the signs are described, as if they were self-regulated entities,
Which could be interpreted through an inner dialogue of the inter-
Preter. Peirce clearly claims that the phenomenon of a semiotic object
and its interrelation with the interpreter is crucial for the definition of
the type of the sign and there exist fundamental varieties of possible
Semiosis. However this spatial dimension of a sign is not the only one
available. Not less important is a time dimension. In his posthumous
Works “Existential graphs” (1933) Peirce summarizes the classification
of signs, accepting that all the signs exist whether in the past (icon) or
the Present (index) or future (symbol): “A man makes a new symbol, it

A fo




a eye beam” (Peirce 1992: 25).

If Peirce’s theory of a sign gives us a Ppossibili
reiterations in continuous semiosis, F. de Saussure’s model of 5 sign ig
based on 4 clearly patterneq comprehension, While Peirce’s theory js 5
description of the process, Saussyre considers the resultant facet with.
in his “semiology”—the facet installed by law and by habit. The above

ty to analyze signs jn

ably having origin because of the Speech).

He wrote: “Byt what is language [langue]? It is not to be confused
with human Speech, of which it is only a definite part, ﬁrosmw certain- @
ly an essential one. It is both a socig] product of the faculty of speech
and a collection of Necessary conventions,.

“La langue is the social side of language, outside the individya]
who can create or modify it by himself; jt exists only by virtue of 5 sort
of a contract sj gned by the members of the community.” Iy thjg way Ig
langue is isolated from the heterogeneous whole of language: it retaing

=
=
QaQ
g
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£
(@]

always individua] and the individuya] js alwa
citations derived from (Kristeva 1989: 9)).

, the theory of Saussure’s sign is applicable ¢

ys its master” (Saussure’s

s wMMM hological entity that can be rep-
. €es . y -sided psycho
A)xuww.— I mw\m mums is a two-si
Saussur

sented by the drawing:
re
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iosi ign is treated
f final implementation of semiosis when a sign
MMO the other sign as the linear substance.

Sound image Driaing8

tion between two
. refers us to the rela

In scholastic terms mw:m%ﬁww call the combination of a concept m.ﬁ&
relata: signifier and m_mwﬁm. . rrent usage the term generally desig-

b 3 a sign, but in cu etc.). One
g HHBM mmmzsa_m:smm@ a word, for example Ahmﬁ.ﬁnMwMMmm m,wm con-
nates only is called a sign only because i :

t arbor is calle & . es the
ih mwwmmw%” wrm result that the idea of the sensory part impli
cept “tree”, w . o i
e SWMHEW this thesis, Roland Barthes, French mmMMMmmMMMW:
>nnoM~Mw=o<<mH wrote on this point in his * m_mgmﬂwm M:zwﬁmn& =
mmcmmc.ama ed the signification (semiosis) does not unite Shataisnitior
>baﬁ M:omM not conjoin two terms, for the b o jo ﬂm%gmmmﬂommn 48).
. ified are both at once term and H,&m.so.b Awﬁm e X
" s SigLls-Amentl SxtEgory thatls maar.o_w is only stored
part of some larger system, the HmmemMm m%m*mw“\ MM%wz d the mind (as
: ted as un ‘ :
i i has a capacity to be trea . sis of his
in Bwsamwmwﬁ mxmg%umy That must be man:xm@ on ﬂrmﬂmwwﬂ gty
Mcnwomwm It was firstly noted by wmaﬂrm.m a.\,}o\ ETQHMWH of sermiiolo.
mEummEm\.m statement about the interdisciplinary nm mr eneral science
m:A semiotics), claimed “linguistics is boﬁ.m part orﬁ. M W a part of lin-
mw s m<m:\w privileged part, it is wmmzo_om% w TE cat signifying
m mHWh 8 to be precise, it is that part covering the gr
uistics: /
iti iscourse” (Ibid: 57). ; further
c::%\m,m MMMMMMH the above statement to be vty _B%OZMSMMMMS@T%E
interpretation of Saussure’s sign because it gives mﬂwmmar Semiosis,
. iews of structura
g to wom.ﬁmm:mmﬁmmﬂmm,wwﬁm the origin of which can be neglect-
EEB&Q« is based on Bmzﬂ T stem and as a stable entity,
s Eh language, conceived as  ystem of human though, o the
: s
has expected to provide the Wmv\ ﬁo.ﬁ €5y 1961: 4) Nowadays we are
Nature of the human psyche” (Hj mwsm%,\ to m.mcm.mﬁm (or what is pre-
d what the sign according llowing:
mE.m o ::Qmm.mﬁmdb the “Course...”) is if we evaluate meH fo o Mm
»Ctibed to him asp language, not as a conglom
“Linguistics must attempt to grasp




generis.” (Ibid: 5-6). Further attempt to exclude signifieds from the lan-
guage analysis resulted in numerous attempts to substitute the latter _u% ”
signifiers. As a consequence of the dichotomy la langue—Ia parole there

mind”, Barthes argues, “for there is a tendency to interpret a sign as a
signifier, whereas this is a two sided Janus entity” (Barthes 1988: 39).
It means that there is such a facet of sign activity which allows per-
ception of any sign as one in totality, as something already available -
and as a part of something broader. The sign according to Saussure can |
not exist unless it has rapport. “Everything points to the fact that
Saussure, who sought rapport everywhere and asserted that a lan-
guage is a form, not a substance, recognized the priority of
dependencies within language” (Hjelmslev 1961: 23).
In the theory of a meaning Saussure’s idea of values is a conse-
quence of his thesis that signs can be stored in mind in forms of sound
images and concepts and that the words being signs derive their mean-
ings partly from their opposition to one another and acquire their
values. Saussure noted that the sign interpretation is not existent unless
it is interdependent. Using Peircean terms and his conception of the
final interpretants—we state that lexemes or other language entities or
forms (i. e. signs) are a matter of law and habit and produced upon the
basis of preliminary semiosis. Thus they are already dependent enti-
ties. “The signification partakes of the substance of the content and
value, of that of its form (mutton and sheep are in paradigmatic relation
as signifieds and not of course, as signifiers)” (Barthes 1988: 56).

The paradox of Saussure’s theory is that the linguistic sign can be
comprehended only in its totality, i. e. in opposition to at least another
linguistic sign. The result of this statement is a modified model or a
diagram of linguistic sign that presupposes linear relations between at
least two entities. Only as a result of interdependency is a person is
able to differentiate the environment within his language system. The

following diagram is an indispensable part of our Umwelt, what the
language system is concerned:

Bapnilies Fpnitag

Kignilied

Siguithed Signilied

Drawing 6
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i ive, syn-
ly in constellations (phonemic, connotatl y

. : .« signifiers’). It seems
jght for mxpm.ﬁmw.nm HMM% signifieds’, paradigmatic signifiers )
ic, paradig

} . k
lified this n the wor

ecise when he exemp - ") as

R. umw%moﬁwmwhwmﬂm Janguage”: “In et m::m.gﬂwmmwmmww\mwwg

tep S Mﬂm is not motivated by anything,” yet pﬂmas\ overlook

stated bY Bt d and enemy”) @ Brenchman 57 d brother
t enneimnt ( mamw e thyme words. Father, :Szwm: Mﬂr o Kin

jux . d syllable of the i
) . ,but the second sy . :

iy Wsmv Hmow mMMMCMWWToﬁmB.E allusion to their semantic

s felt a

; : : 1d govern the ety-
ship terms _ are no synchronic rules which would g

N - tween three,
mity. There teen and ty, as well as be

o 1 connection between ten, té

mological €O

. -, but nevertheless an
i ve, twenty, twi or :SF. .

i S w&.o\ T&&. hi Woﬁaﬁcm to bind these forms into

‘sus paradigmatic relationship o i e light comnec-

owﬁom mﬁBEmm However opaque 15 the voca mﬁ ¢ 3“ g edinte

g : e of twelve supporte

g kg MT% erals [...]. Thus Russian attests a mawnwsm;

i hbourhood of both num e e e -

swwn&oﬁ within every pare %m mwa M ] Colnages e
¢ igt’ (“nine”) — aesd

/ ("eight”), deviat’ (“nine . ") g

i A Qmwﬁ.:v and lithe, and multiform varieties Mm d%ﬂ e .EMMTQH
m::& ?MM: display a mutual adhesion of simple ﬁoH:mHMom. o
o i i 0 : .
M”wwm&oz of their signantia and mpmﬁmﬂmw MMMM amm Do et
" a
dual entities serve as a basi> : e
TM .mqm\ Mwm.&os (Shannon) and are similar in all intellectual Sy
ory of infor ann
n or artificial.  epect 0
SrmMmH Tﬂwﬂw&mm of Peircean and Saussurean noﬁnmmwmm MMHM oznmmu o
lit memim showed some limitations imposed by
itera |
i s ts is a bit different in significa-
i reference of the concepts 15 & == B
Sos>m.ﬂommwﬁm”ﬁwmo§nm are apt to deny the m<8w.mg.wﬁw ww MWWMnM m e
. jonificati hould be limute :

i t the signification s 1l e inte
Mﬂwwmws%m .MM,M text. Hrmw use Saussure’s noﬂom.%ﬁ mw the HHmﬂonm Evm@wmm\,\mmb
one. Nevertheless we state the common ﬁoMMM M i Mwnm wmwwbm i

: . i aa: Peirce’s concept 0 . iy
ered theories: Peirce’s € hing o d in
WMMMMWM final interpretant has been .ﬁ.ao&cnm& nmm”swmgmb M& e
terms of two relata: signifier and signifieds: repre e, B o
retant. The object is still existent GE. Umn.oBmw Ao e sort
wo ﬁ 1 content that accounts for the final Sﬁmwﬁ ;
nceptua . . .
of ?m@wzwzgmﬂmm entity (a ooﬂm Hmmmwﬁhwm MM MMM i) g o
ries pretend to have S les ¢ 8 Do hat i
OSmwomﬁwerMm»:HMmm of linguistics 18 that the mvmwﬁm %M%E ; moﬁmm °
the rind m roclaimed by F. de Saussure mz.a re mnmnmmmm&N T
Omzﬁm”%nﬁswwwmﬁnm:. That is to say, there 15 1o n




between the signifier and the signified. That is questionable even with-
in the system suggested by Saussure... Basically, as E. Benveniste noted, -
it is not the relationship between the signifier {oks} and the signified -
“ox” that is arbitrary. The link {oks}—"“0x” is necessary: the concept i
and the sound image are inseparable and are in “established symme-

II
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try”. What is arbitrary is the relation between this sign (signifier /
signifieds: {oks} / “ox”) and the reality it names, in other words, the -
relation between the language symbol in its totality and the real out-
side it that it symbolizes (after (Kristeva 1989: 16)). The arbitrariness is
also under question due to the rapport between final interpretants

which is obligatory for the existence of a sign or both signs within the

approach of Saussure. It entails the so-called double articulation prin- -
ciple formulated by Martinet. “For among linguistic signs, we must

distinguish between the significant units, each of which is endowed

with one meaning (the words, or to be exact, the ‘monemes’) and which |
form the first articulation, and the distinctive units, which are part of

the form but do not have a direct meaning (the sounds, or rather the

phonemes) and which constitute the second articulation” (after
(Barthes 1988: 39)). This principle is not lacking but has some peculiar-

ities if it is taken into consideration on the basis of the described
theories. ]
Peircean and Saussurean theories have been developing as sepa-

rate facets of the same phenomenon: basically as different stages of
mmBmoﬂm.

Peircean correlation of the reality and the sign is adjacent to .

Saussurean arbitrariness of a sign. Peirce’s sign theory is based on the
direction of semiosis from object to signification while Saussure’s sig-
nification excludes connection with reality.

Peircean approach is communicative and takes into account the
process of sign activity, i. e. semiosis, while Saussure’s sign is a static
part of a system based on interdependencies. Peirce’s sign—a compos-
ite multilayer entity having its level of penetration into the reality,
Saussure’s signs are placed at the same language level of consciousness.

Peirce’s theory of a sign depicts the sign as a vehicle of communi-
cation and interrelation between the interpreter and environment and

interlocutors, while Saussure’s sign is a sign existent only between
socialized interlocutors.

(Icons, Indices, mvﬁ&o_mv
from Types of Signs to Branches of
gemiotics—Types of mwmﬁm as Embryos
of Complete Semiotic Systems

ption of a sign by the interpreter presupposes MMW?M WMMMM
.« able to discern objects, which cause the mmsmwcoﬁ.m.ﬁr ..m g
g #Thus it becomes evident that the real table, _m. ere i T\
i as what we immediately experience by sight or touch or
ﬂoww”wmmm,ﬂm real table, if there is one, is not wﬁgmm_wmﬁmﬂ% wﬂﬁww,mm hMmMm
i : infer m what is immediately know
mwww.\ ﬂwﬁ MMCMM% Wﬂﬁmﬂ%%” mwrzmv\m in search of some noHﬁmwwobwﬂwM%
Mm wmnmsmm he is aware of a sort of .mﬁmﬁmmam:ﬁ%b NMMMM Mu an. Ly
results from the interrelation of physical space ws mﬁo: o R
theories of a sign: Peircean and Saussurean are ﬁ%mm I garic
oo Emmﬂ.2@0MMMMMWMM%HWBM Mmﬁwaomnr concludes
the physical objects. . . e
me Hm% are %Anvm\mmZm for the proper .E.Ba?m.mmsoh of M mwmﬂowmw%mﬁw
ing that the “concept” and the “sound image” are eno ﬁm St
sign. What Peirce is concerned mwos.r Zmﬁ.m.z m.uo_w.ﬁw Mc «<Eor et
Bt Dortien ﬁrmrmmﬂnnoan NM_MM.M%NMM Mw%wwanoogmg can never
¥, ther, the scholar asser . . -
MMMMMEMMHH to the “real” object since, according to memMmmsoMM MMMMMMW
edge is never absolute” (Merrell 2000: N.mv. ﬂim the %8 mamms Rccoiiing
to the last view, should be settled within the field o mo.Bﬁ\wHoEmBm :
sort of Russell’s scrutiny “Appearance and reality” In
Phi 7 (1914). o
EHWMM\MMQM mnnovﬁ&dm to the genuine Peirce’s mﬁ?ownr\ MMM WHMW%”
of relation between an object and :.m interpreter nﬂs mm,\m%aocm e
his second trichotomy, describing signs as a M/Mm%nmm e with
semiosis. Thus, according to our opinion, e et Peirce
Peirce’s endeavours to acknowledge .%m. reality of e
admitted three various recognitions and Eﬁmﬂ.ﬁamﬁmsoww mp ﬁma. T
an index, or a symbol. Apparently the same object can P

The perce
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terms of iconicity, i. e, similarity to th
ment, i. e. factual existentia] contiguit
learned contiguity.

The process of semiosis is regarded b
otician C. Morris as “3 five term relation
up in w the disposition to react in a certain kin
kind of object y (not then acting as a stimulus) unde
z. The v’s, the cases where thig relation obtains, are signs, the w
interpreters, the x’s are interpretants, the y's are signifi

€ object, or as an indexical ele.
Y, Or as a symbol, i. e. :50:39

and signification. An icon is considere,
object: a photograph, a painting,
Sometimes it is 4 sign, “which woul

d such a sign that resemp]es an

a diagram, a musical note etc,
d possess the character which ren-
object had no existence, such as g

geometrical line” (Pejrce 1992 15).
An index is a sign which would, at once, lose the

which signifies what jt does only by virtue of its bei
have that signification” (Ibid).
As it has been said rea] s

ves conceptual forms,
- As a linguistic form the
which we recognize

i -iconic sign. Each specific
utterance of the word, however, is an iconic sign signifying the linguis-
tic form, which it materializes,
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luation of
i iconicity can be a resultant wwm:o.gmbow om.MHm séznr s
mmmummm. their totality. It can be any paradigmatic se ??ﬂ cordlian
utterances 5_ age. According to data of C. J. m.m:nﬁo mﬁ *his trip
g e f English, which he shared with us afte
@Hnwmmn.n and teacher o ) 7@% m_m%mmwms pidgin (Tok pisin) there are three
m i H: . .
e ws her as an iconic message.
to Papua Id be treated together >
pases fhat cou ilem” i scends from the
<ma_um_rm_‘w\~m_m5mw55 pidgin “kilem mqaowomﬂnm_w QMEZ him”. The
Ly English—"kill him” that means Tmierely body seriously”
mﬁmbmwﬁ ma in “kilem i dai” means :::C.Hm m.oBm 0 w A
Melanesian mﬂmmmﬁmam: means “kill” that is “kill him, [he] Hmw\m e
g Hﬂ_mﬂsm vmms taken isolated any of the above Mﬁ“ﬂb Atogethor
e wmm as symbolic, however, if they are consi momm o n
F\hﬁmﬂ.mQOmm some sort of iconicity because the Bmm:%ﬂm ! mm i
Fm% __nm depends on the length of the utterance. T elo nmo e 2ol
Eﬁmsm._ Nmrm more serious is the consequence. So Mrm m._mHMT e —y
pe i ity that takes place in
degree of intensity PRI .
ﬂ%mﬂ@ﬂowmmmmawrmﬁm is a clear evidence of iconicity aided by
s r ture
ional rules of a group structure. o N
nOB<mWSoMMmmﬁosambnm in order between a EmE.@mQ and m%ﬂm@“ﬁ?
i H.ﬁm M ht place among the fundamental varieties of ﬂnmE e semi
m:.&mw_mmmanmm singled out three subclasses of icons: images, diagr
osis.
> 5 iti i ; those
EQ%WMM icons which partake of simple @:m:ﬂom mHmTMBMMmMﬂ e
hich Bwﬁmmma the relations by m:m_omo.cm H.m_mﬁowa. MM mumm e
4 between signans and signatum exists oH.;v\ with re w.ﬁrm pre.
meﬂoa of their parts are diagrams; those which wm?mmmwﬂm:m:ma -
sentative character of representamen by representing a p
ing else, are metaphors. ) .
moBM,MMMm hotographs, especially instant ﬁrwﬁomﬂmvrm\. are Mﬂmg“m "
W “J tain respects exactly like the objects they rep
because they are “in certai p
are the images. o ”
mmbﬁ.»ymwnm,%%bcgwma of diagrams “resemble their oEman HMNW MMHWW?
: 3 ions of their parts tha
looks; it is only in respect to the relatio . " mm Siatioiis fippes oF
ness consists” (Peirce 1992: 17). So the diagra

semiosis could be the following brace.

feons
mdices

Signs
g svinbol

Diagram 1

e ; onl

Peirce comments upon the &mmamﬁ:n i:w _mwm: Mmﬂmwﬁmﬂwwmﬁwm W

fespect in which it resembles its object is that the Hmnw - Radidrn -

€s of icons, indices, and symbols to be Hm_mﬁma ﬁ.oHWMmmv O
general classes of signs, as they really are (Ibid: 17-18).
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a sort of relations in the group structure of utterances with a different 1
degree of intensity of their meanings. |

A Metaphor is a somewhat different case when one surmises that
“zebras are likely to be obstinate or otherwise disagreeable animalsg,
because they seem to have a general resemblance to donkeys and don-
keys are self-willed” (Ibid: 17). i

A Language structure is abundant iny the iconicity of diagrammatjc
and metaphorical character. Where images are concerned, there are a Jot
of examples in human writing. The relation between the object and the
graphic element is often considered one of designation in Chinese theo-
ries. Thus Confucius felt that the sign for “dog”  was a perfect design
of the animal. One can see that it is not a question of a realistic resem-
blance between the ideogram and the object. The sign is a stripped-down |
figuration that indicates the object it refers to but does not reproduce it.

Yo

FERFY

These designs, borrowed from the grammarian Chanf Yee, attest to
the analogy between Chinese ideograms and figurative representa-
tions. From Jacques Gernet, L'Ecriture et la psychologie des peoples
(Centre International de Synthese. Paris: Armand Colin, 1963).

Imagery designs are typical of Dogon writing, which presents par-
ticularities that are interesting in a different way: Dogon writing
includes “four stages of which each is successively more complex and
more perfect than the one before. The first stage is called “trace” or
bumo (from bumo, “to crawl”) and evokes the track left on the ground
by the movement of an object. It is a vague design, sometimes of -
unconnected line segments that nonetheless outline the final form. The
second stage is called “mark” or Yala; it is more detailed than the trace,
and sometimes stippled, to remind one, Calame-Griaule writes, that

Amma [the creator of speech] first made the “seeds” of things. The
third one, the “diagram” or togu, is a general rep-
\\.l./ resentation of the object. And finally there is the
m . — e m completed “design”, the t'oy.
e G
p— m -

Drawing 8
Example of Dogon writing: naming children (first stage

of the design) From G. Calame-Griaule Words and the
Dogon World (Philadelphia: Institute for the Study of
Human Issues, 1968), p. 225-227

[}

Varieties of Semiosis and Types of Signs 41

Diagrammatic design of icons is a ﬁmmm.q spread vwwﬂoﬂmwmﬂsmm
e formulas. Morphology is also rich in examples of suc _n m

e it represents some sort of equivalency between the denote
o w ﬁTM word (representamen). Thus in various H:Qo-mE.OHuwm:
e the positive, comparative and superlative degrees of adjec-
Esm:mrmm@ a gradual increase in the number of phonemes, for example
awmm | .on< 7, M hest; altus - altior - altissimus [in rmas_ (Jakobson G.om”
[ :Wm Mm:OMma m:mma\ gradually intensifies and increases along with
E H.m Mmmob of the word. There are languages where the plural forms
i M: uished from the singular by an additional morpheme, where-
o ?m no language in which the relation would be the reverse and
. mwﬁmgoa of such an extra morpheme (Ibid). A numerical increment
- Noav\ modelled with the increased length of the form but &m\w
MSMM to echo its meaning. Compare Bushmen _mxwgmm” E\I:os\m Bwﬁ m
tu-tu—"=a few men”; tu-tu-tu— “a crowd” or .Wzm\mmms n?w -chut’ (whic
means “a little”) or yele-yele (with the meaning _mm:..&.% ). . :

A formulaic chain of words in Latin SWE\ N.E.? vici—I n§.§. M&S\
conquered, exemplifies a certain degree Om. iconicity, _umnw:mw it in oﬂﬂm
us about the order of Caesar’s actions. “First and foremost because the
sequence of coordinated preterits is used to reproduce the mzmomw.mHNM
of reported occurrences. The temporal order o.m m@mmnw m<m.5..ﬁm ends
mirror the order of narrated events in time or in rank’ A:u.a. ﬁmv.nr H

Ancient poetic formulas that now are m.:*mﬁm.:\ma\ mgn:.m& by s OHW
ars present good examples of preserved iconicity of mmwrmammﬁm_nmmmwa-
happens when only a certain pattern of lexemes is a carrier m&m ro ¢
er meaning. For example, an idea of property m:nw wea MBM M
Indo-Europeans is traced in binominal English wgmmm“ goods and cha :
tels”, that is an icon of wealth. “This moﬁ.dc_m is m. BmEmH.:\rm two vmﬂ
figure which makes reference to the totality of a single higher noﬁnwmv
[..]” (Watkins 1995: 10). Goods and chattels, :o.s-Bomem and Bol\_wr.m
wealth, together designate all wealth. So there is a diagram of wealth:

Movable (chattles
Indo-European wealth
Non-movable (goods)
Diagram 2

“In its present form this formula is nearly a thousand years old HM
English. Yet its history may be projected even further back, with the ai
of i ethod.

QM\MW%MMMM M%ﬂmsmnm:% identical moazb.m 5. Iogmﬂn Q..mmw nearly
two thousand years earlier: the phrase _AmEsv.:Q TE ﬁbomﬁ,xqz ._.m AOM
2.75), where Telemachus complains of the suitors Q.m<o:E:m his “ric -
€ which lie and riches which move” the totality of his wealth
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(Watkins 1995: 10). Lexical renewal of one or more components of a for-

mula does not affect its semantic integrity.

The iconicity of the Indo-European layer was preserved in the Old
Germanic alphabet that is a semantically structured cyclical sequence, -
n.
n odal “non-movable property”, that is a sample of alphabetic mod-

It begins with the run ¥ fehu “movable richies” and ends with the 1y

eling of the world (Stepanov, Proskurin [CrenaHos, lpockypmm

1993]). It entails the possibility of Indo-European origin of Qld ,

Germanic writing.

The metaphor is a widely used device in language. Iconicity of
. metaphors is beyond doubt because they penetrate into the language

¥
b

structure becoming a part of language lexicon. Language metaphors

A

such “as old as the hills” are easily restored to their original meaning

and similarity to the initially designated objects is apparently availabl
Summarizing the above we ascertain iconic signs as vehicles of
similarity in semiosis. ,
The next class of a sign in line is an index, which acts chiefly as a
factual contiguity between components of a sign. “Smoke is an index

of a fire”, Jakobson writes, “and the proverbial knowledge that where
there is smoke there is fire permits any interpreter of smoke to infer the
existence of fire irrespective of whether the fire was lighted intention-
ally in order to attract someone’s attention. Robinson Crusoe found an
index: its signans was a footprint in the sand, and the inferred signa-
tum the presence of some human creature on his island. The
acceleration of pulse as a probable symptom of fever is, in Peirce’s
view, an index, and in such cases his semiotic actually mergers with the
medical inquiry into the symptoms of diseases labelled semiotics, i

semiology, or symptomatology” (Jakobson 1995: 403).

Indices are such signs which occur only hic et nunc. It may be per-
tinent to note that, with respect to their rhythmic movements, the hic et
nunc that we humans perceive has a duration of three seconds (Sebeok

2001: 91).

Indices may be differentiated from other signs by their characteris-

tic features: they do not resemble objects; they refer to single entities,
they direct attention to their object by compulsion. Sebeok noticed that
“this Peircean category, like every other, cannot well understood piece-
meal, without taking into account, at much the same time, the veritable
cascade of other irreducible triadic relational structures which make up
the armature of Peirce’s semiotic - indeed, without coming to terms
with his philosophy in entirety”(Ibid: 84). For example, illustrating the
notion indexicality Peirce tied it to the notions of deductions (2.96):
“An Obsistent Argument, or Deduction, is an arrangement repre-
senting facts in the Premiss, such that when we come to represent them
in a Diagram we find ourselves compelled to represent the fact stated
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may be used to ascertain facts.

ost € . ; -
Wamxmn& usages in languages as designations are lexemes of deixis as

. ft. According to our analysis there is no @Ommwczw.&\ to give
Mm%%wmmhm of these <<moam except by modeling the meanings wrm%
express (Proskurin [[TpoCKypuH 1999)).. It is because they bear an :me
of indexical entity. Such a definition mw the émwmﬁ.ma :m_:QO e
Contemporary Dictionary provides (Left—"0Of designating, oH..\%oH on
that side of the body which is toward the north when one mmnm.um Qm M;_m-
ing sun”) is common. These indexical words nmﬂ.@m nr.mﬂ.mnﬁmsz only
by a broad extra linguistic context and the orientation features can
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n; so that the Conclusion is drawn to recognize mHmM
:Qmﬁmbﬁmsmv\ of whether it be recognized or not, m.ﬂm facts sta W !
h as could not be if the fact stated in the conc u
ere not there; that is to say, the Oob&ﬁwwo: is drawn in
b ledgement that the fact in the premises constitutes an Index of
hich it is thus compelled to mnWboE.Hma.mm:. . .
Peirce differentiated two wswamm.mmm of indices: .QmEmSmMVHm. m:m-
ats. “No assertion has any meaning .:Emmm there is some mmm_mmﬂ
how whether the universe of reality or what CE<m~.mm of fic %5
" (Peirce 1992: 289). Peirce’s idea of reagents 1s that they

Deictics of various sorts, including tenses, no:ma..E.ﬁm perhaps the
lear-cut examples of designations. The most vivid examples of

define their reference. The similar situation with mﬁ. definitions is typ-

ical of all indexical words. They are hardly to be defined by traditional
me%ﬁﬂOﬂMmman& symbols, and in “particular the personal pronouns,
which the Humboldtian tradition conceives of as the most elementary
and primitive stratum of language, are on the contrary, a complex cat-
egory where code and message overlap. Therefore pronouns w&ojm ﬁm
the late acquisitions in child language and to mm_.,.q 5.wwm.w in mmr.wwm?

we observe that even linguistic scientists had &mﬁo&ﬁ:mm in &mmES.m e
general meaning of the term I (or you), which mpmbﬁmw the same ::h.ma-
mittent function of different subjects, it is quite obvious that .ﬁTm child
who has learned to identify himself with his proper name will not vm.
easily be accustomed to such alienable terms as the personal pronouns:
he may be afraid of speaking of himself in the first person Sg._m @m:#m
called you by his interlocutors. Sometimes he attempts to Hw&mgvim
these appellations. For instance, he tries to monopolize the first person
Pronoun: “Don’t dare call yourself I. Only I am I, and you are only
you”, Or he uses indiscriminately either I or you both for .&m addresser
and the addressee so that this pronoun means any participant .om the
8iven dialogue. Or finally I is so rigorously mc_umﬁ::ﬁma.ww the &:E. for
his proper name that he readily names any person of his mcqoc:.&awmm
but stubbornly refuses to utter his own name: the name has for its lit-
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tle bearer only a vocative meaning, opposed to the nominative function
of I” (Jakobson 1995: 389). In their nature indexical signs are shifterg, i
according to Jespersen’s term, which have deictic function. Thus the
index is a sign that is meaningful by itself irrespective of the substance
it indicates. However, an index, as Peirce showed is a sign, which referg -
to the Object it denotes by virtue of being really affected by that Object
(2.248). Thus the shifter is always chosen. The shifter “glides” over the 9

surface of the text creating a unique environment. For example, a clasg
of personal pronouns consists of a few words, which are at the dispos-

al of the speaker: YOU, HE, SHE, IT, THEY, and I. However their usage

is universal.

Idea of indexicality in demonstrative pronouns is fraught with a 1
cryptotype sense in modern English. “A Cryptotype is a submerged,
subtle, and elusive meaning, corresponding to no actual word, yet
shown by linguistic analysis to be functionally important in grammar”

(Whorf 1961: 132). In English the phoneme D (the voiced sound of th)

occurs only in the cryptotype of demonstrative particles (the, this, there, i
than, and probably they as standing aside from the speaker). The index-
icality prevents the speaker from using this sound in the beginning of

nonindexical words. Thus we come across the phenomenon that the
vocal sign (phoneme) is a highly specialized gesture in English.

According to Peirce, “a Symbol is a Representamen whose
Representative character consists precisely in its being a rule that will
determine its interpretant” (Peirce 1992: 21). The described connection
does not depend on any similarity or contiguity between the object and
representamen. “The knowledge of this conventional rule is obligatory
for the interpreter of any given symbol, and solely and simply because
of this rule will the sign actually be interpreted” (Jakobson 1995: 409).

All words, sentences, books, and other conventional signs are sym-
bols. The Symbol in its interpretation is potentiality directed ahead.
The symbol instead of the contiguity of the index presenting the pres-
ent state and the index originated from the past is directed at the
future. Its usage depends on the future. This is the value of a symbol
because it serves to make thought and conduct rational and enables us
to predict the future.

Finalizing this chapter with Peirce’s words we quote his remark-
able comparison “The regular progression of one, two, three may be
remarked in the three orders of signs: Icon, Index, Symbol. The Icon has
no dynamical connection with the object it represents; it simply hap-
pens that its qualities resemble those of that object, and excite
analogous sensations in the mind for which it is a likeness. But it real-
ly stands unconnected with them. The index 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 estab-

]
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i ith i iect by virtue of the idea of
:mrmm. %ngm%ﬁﬁwoﬂ H%M:ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂhmuﬁmmroﬂo mCMT connection would
e m\w\Bwo:mcmaV%o_m mwowz. They come into being by development out
g T._.. Bmﬁ ]. We think only in signs [..]” (Peirce 1992: 23). .
of oﬁwmﬁwwﬂwﬂnmwmmﬁ Semiotics split into different mmam../\mno:m semi-

- k&ma lines were conceived and elaborated within ;.m framework.
- ?ﬂm world, the universe, the cosmos) discloses :mw:.ﬁraocmr
7.338 cesses, Or mmu:omvmm. Iconicity, indexical and symbolic interpre-
m_mwMMoima ?Omm embryos of semioses, which brought about a
? HmeH of semiotic approaches to the world. N .

k. Biosemiosis, the sign process found among living beings, was Em
first branch the scientists followed. .dam ﬁmHB.mJnoB@mwmmmm UMM%MM
otics with its offspring: phytosemiotics, Noommimo:mm\ a:w.xﬂﬁommﬂ v v
The brilliant neo-Kantian theoretical and ox@mzﬂ.:mzﬁ& bio ogis Ja of
von Uexkiill (1864-1944), labouring in Germany in a very &mﬁmﬁ m_um-
entific tradition and employing a discrepant A.Ucﬁ Hmmm.&\ reconcila M
technical jargon, was laying down the mos.bamﬂobm of EOmmz:o..Dnm an ﬁ
setting forth the principles of zoosemiotics and m.:ﬁ?oHuOmmM:ocnm mH
roughly the same time Peirce was working on his theory of genera
mmBMMﬂnnMw&:m to Uexkiill, reality reveals itself in C‘:Smwm: or self
worlds, or those parts of the environment that each organism mmHm.QmH
with its species-specific sense organs, each according to ._upoﬂmmmnmw
needs. Everything in this phenomenal world, o self 835\. is labelle
with the subject’s perceptual cues and effector s cues, which operate
via a feedback loop that Uexkiill called the functional cycle. Hbﬁmﬂ,ﬁﬁmjbm
Uexkiill, Sebeok wrote: “The observer reconstructs ﬁrm. exterior sign
process of the observed from the perceived stream of indices, but never
their interior structures, which necessarily remain private. The trans-
mutations of such sign processes into <mww&. signs are meta-
interpretations which constitute objective connecting structures that
remain outside the subjective world of the observed H._S:m entity; .%m.mm
are ‘involved in its sign processes only as an Emcn_zm agency @a _w\m\
perceptual sign and as a connecting link to its Oﬁmwmcw:&. mwmb
(Uexkiill’s quote from (Sebeok 2001: 101)). Thus Umwelt 5..836 ates
with a private space where the most important data of ﬁr%m.:u& space
are kept. The storage of information emanating from the inanimate
environment is a pivotal point of creating Umwelts. At the same time
there are live sources of information, which often presuppose commu-
Nication. -
Writing about the negative consequences of Darwinism in Eo_omw
and philosophy, Uexkiill stressed that a line @m Spesies Wik considere !
only in stages of historical perfecting of m.:Ssm organism: mH.oHﬂr a mwﬂ_
Ple one to a complex one. At the same time scientists forget that the
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complexity is not equal to the perfection: the best horse does not fulfi]

functions of a worm. The issue of a degree of perfection of living organ-

isms must be solved, according to Uexkiill, by comparing a “structura]
plan of organism” (Bauplan) with its implementation. Further,
Darwinism raised a question on the needs of an organism no:mﬁmasm

that the most perfect organism is that one which best adjusts to its

needs. At the same time a criterion of perfection is a human wﬁ:m\
whereas the degree of perfection of an animal is considered with
respect to man. Uexkiill formulated a completely different idea on this
point: it is not an organism that satisfies the needs, but the needs arise
. From unimaginable variety of -
the world the species cuts and “tailors” a fragment that suits its organ- -
ization. The connections of the cut fragments of environment account
for Umuwelt, a self world of species. The Umwelt of every species is spe-

”

due to the “structural plan of organism

cific and different from the self world of the other species and even

from the Umwelt of another organism of the same species. The impacts
of the outer world on an organism, which have been sorted and co-
interior world” of species (Innenwelt) (see |

“

ordinated make up an
Stepanov [CTenaHos 1998: 37]).

The advantage of the use of the concept Umuwelt is its equality in
terms of its usage in respect to cellular forms, plants, animals and

human beings. It is interesting how the species picture the world, how

they interact with the environment. Since species are able to respond to -
a small amount of the available general sensor information, they create

unique Umwelts, subjective spaces, where they specify the most impot-
tant aspects of the outer world. Thus the concept Umuwelt is a drastically
different notion from the well-known concept environment.

Umuwelts are dependent on species and are existent in relation to the
organism. Thus all the species live in unique worlds, which are special-
ly suited to their Bauplan.

At the same time, the species come across the environment speci-
fying their Umuwelts at the individual level (Cunningham 1987:
209-211).

At the conscious stage of semiosis the environment and an individ-
ual are differentiated with the help of linguistic means specific to
humans. As a result a man creates a completely different Umuwelt with
civil structures, religions, schools and professional associations that
constitute social and cultural patterns and institutions (Cunningham
1987: 209-211). Thus we can derive a basic principle of biosemiotics
from Uexkiill’s approach: the biosemiotic principle presupposes inter-
relations of an individual species and the world as a complex
connection of Innenwelt and Umwelt, whereas both structures are sub-
jective instances of organisms and should be differentiated from the
environment. Sebeok calls this interrelation after Wheeler’s (1988) “a

]
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p of the world viewed as a self-synthesizing system of exis-

i Ammwwmﬂwmwwﬁwm Hﬁwu memorize structures of environment in the
o e structures that are physiologically real 8&. possess
ity. In psychology the interrelations of man and mﬁSWoBBMM
dered within the operational theory of intellect. So the qu .ﬁ
hether it is possible to rely on the means om\BmmmEmB.m:
1d in the forms of Gestalts or the human’s Umwelt is a

wor son. intell
of the outer osed on the basis of comprehension, intelligence

secondary form comp

d consciousness. o o . -
e This question follows the division of semiosis stages into two lay

. natural and conscious or factual and artifactual. As we showed in
- :m ur works on semiotics: human cultures are strangely nosnm.nb.mm
os.mao Nmmm?mﬁwos of earlier experienced Umwelts. Cultural moﬂmswm
“ Muc_m;m information about fragments of environment Qmﬁmmﬁﬂb.m it
wnoﬁﬂmmmmosm. Archeological excavation of one of Altay kurgans 9.&3
H%\_Nzamg area in the present day Russia) shed light upon ﬂBWmSQmM.wﬂ
burial site with horses bearing artificial masks of deer (Pazyryk kurgan).

Drawing 9

According to one view, the earlier mxvmamsnwa environment, S%mamm
deer species were available, was preserved in a new .ﬁwomnmwseom
Umuwelt where such a species is not a resident. A sort of religious Qm MM
Wwas so strong that the burial after migration of ethnos preserved the
basic divi imal. .

mﬁmwwsmmnwmgamﬁmm Umwelts are those, which encompass artificial
choices that are drastically different from the simple reaction upon mcﬂ
roundings. Man perceives the world in mnocBEmﬁma ﬁwﬁmaﬂm )
comprehension, which sometime bear traces of previous generations.
There is a certain curve of comprehension due to mnnc.:ﬁ.mﬁm.a H.umxmm.bw
However, this is a step beyond the boundaries of biosemiosis whic
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recognizes only distinctions applying to plants—phytosemiotics, ani- ,_,,,,
mals—zoosemiotics, and partly humans—anthroposemiotics, that is,
the sign process in which human beings participate but which often -
animals may also use. , 1

Martin Krampen and Uexkiill’s elder son, Thure, gave a thought to
the second Peircean trichotomy as a fundamental terrain of semiosis;

“If one wants to extend this trichotomy to plants on the one hand, -
versus animals and humans on the other, the absence of function cycle
[which, in animals, connects receptor organs via a nervous system to
effector organs] would suggest that, in plants, indexicality nmﬁm:&»m
predominates over iconicity... Indexicality, on the vegetative level, cor-
responds to the sensing and regulating, in a feedback cycle, of
meaningful stimulation directly contiguous to the form of the plant”
(Krampen 1988) (quote from (Sebeok 2001: 92)). ]
As Peirce wrote “even plants make their living... by uttering signs” -
(3.205). i

According to a tree of Porphyrius (see the next page), plants are
substances which are live and experiencing. Being a taxonomy of the
natural world Porphyrious’s tree indicates the increase of the individ-
uality degree of an object due to the increase of rubric number
(1-2.1.-2.2.1). Thus, if the space reveals a weak degree of individuality -
(1 - bodiless structure), then the man heads the hierarchy. Individual
properties increase from weakly expressed ones to individuality. Hegel
and Goethe shrewdly noticed a weak degree of individual properties
among plants, connecting it with a little opposition of one plant to the
other plant within the same species, and even a little counter posing of
parts of plants within the same body. In fact, if humans are described
as individuals in terms of their height, shape of the nose, or eyes, their
color, constituent parts of a plant are not opposing within its body and
it is always difficult to describe it as an individual substance. We sim-
ply experience lack of words.

As Hegel admitted: “A plant as a first existent subject, arising from
the availability is only a weak baby life, not reaching discrepancies”.
Goethe supported the idea “the more perfect the organism is, the less
similar its counter parts are” (quotes taken from Stepanov [CTenaHoB
1981]). English language registers an idiom “as like as two peas”, that
is a clear example of seeds’ or plants” descriptions among humans.

As we have referred to above, indexicality prevails in phytosemiosis
as well as in bacteria sign activity. It occurs at the single-cell level, as
physical or chemical entities, external or internal with respect to the
embedding organisms as a reference frame, which they may “point” to,
read, or microsemiotically parse—in brief, can issue functional instruc-
tions in the manner of an index. “Such an index, which may be as simple
as a change in magnitude, a mere shape, a geometric change in surface

]
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Diagram 3. A tree of Porphyrius from Trier

The following striking example, from the life of the %Eﬁnoﬂﬁm
prokaryotic bacterium Ecoli, was Qo&&m@ by Berg ASN@. Mm mwsm.
celled creature has multiple flagellae that it can rotate m&b.mw cloc s:mm.m

* or counter-clockwise. When its flagellae rotate clockwise, they W%
apart, causing the organism to tumble. When ﬁrmv.\ rotate noc:ﬂma-ﬁmmnwm
wise, they are drawn together into a bundle, S.NTE_: acts as Mg @Hom .
to produce smooth, directed swimming. Roaming about in the gut, )
bacterium explores a chemical field for E.:zm:a w.% &ﬁ.mgmﬁﬁm - its
context serving as operator between tumbling ms.a directed m.éwgﬂm:ﬂm.
until it finds an optimally appropriate no:.nmzqmﬂo: .om nrmasn.m a Bmﬁ
tant, such as sugar or an amino acid, for its replication. In Qo:wm m.om m
relies on a memory lasting approximately m.oﬁ seconds, m:.os::m it %
compare deictically, over short times and distances, where it was wi

where it is. On that basis, it decides, with seeming intentionality,

) . ndex-
whether to tumble, stay in place, or swim and search for another in |

ical match somewhere else” (Sebeok 2001: S.v. .

Indexicality in plants sign activities is m:E_B.ﬁ and n.ogﬁmnmw._m. It |
finds its place in the metamorphosis of plants and in species mutations. N
According to N. L. Vavilov’s law of homological rows, having known a

o
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number of forms within one species, we can predict availability of pag.
allel forms of the other species. The closer genetically plants are, the
more conspicuous their mmgmmla\ is. 1

At the same time, iconicity is not a less important element of the
sign activity of plants. The theory of mimicry deals with the phenome.
non of adaptation. However mimicry can be considered ag al

“phenomenon of repeated forms typical of all organic specieg”
(Vavilov BaBnios 1966: 96]).

The next branch of semiotics serving higher rank in Porphyrius’g
tree that is animals is called zoosemiotics, This term was coined by
Thomas Sebeok in 1963 and defined then as the “discipline within
which the signs of signs intersects with ethology, devoted to the scien-
tific study of signaling behavior in and across animal species” (Sebeok
1992). However the essence of semiotic behavior of species had been a
subject of studies and research for a long time before the term was
coined (the first text Misurgia Universalis by Kircher dates back to.
1771). For example, biologists and zoologists collected a lot of material
confirming that animals handle a specific code of signaling. The main
emphasis in signaling cannot be made only on indexicality or iconicity
excluding symbolic behavior.

Karl von Frisch observed the dance of bees in 1923. A nectar gath-
ering bee, once back at its hive, performs before the other bees a dance
of two visual movements: horizontal circles and imitations of 8.
Between 1948-1950 von Frisch dlarified the results of these observa-
tions. The dance indicated the distance between the hive and the
nectar; the round dance announced a maximum distance of one hun-
dred meters, whereas the axis of the 8 revealed the distance of up to six
kilometres as well as the direction with respect to the sun. A number of
linguists, primarily E. Benveniste, conclude that bee communication is
not a language but a code of signals.

Observing dolphins’ communication revealed that they give out
vocal signals designed to indicate the location of food, or to connect the
members of the group. The signals start at a frequency of seven KHz
and are comprised of several pulsations, such as leaps of several hun-
dred Hz, followed by a rapid decrease to below the pre-leap frequency.

Zoosemiotics enables us to discover codes in all living organisms
including common areas of the sign activity of animals with human
beings. Thomas Sebeok even wrote a piece devoted to zoosemiotic
components of human communication, where he continued the trend
of differentiating of two levels of human semiotic systems: anthro-
posemiotic, species specific system of man, and zoosemiotic, those
sub-systems of human communication that are found among animals
as well. :

The research showed that species specificity of humans is a human

]
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janguage. It contains the embryo of conversing - symbols. HTOGWTMWM
mﬂwmﬁ% to symbolize is ascribed to Bwﬂg\n&m in general and can no
i ively human'’s feature.
nobmmmMMMM NwHwWMmeMMMoWOmmBSmQ systems are always marked, in
qmm_&mmsaob to the zoosemiotic systems ﬁrmﬁ. ooQ.:B.mrmh& them.
. eans that a specific anthroposemiotic sign implies the presence
g Bﬁ&: property X, whereas a genetic zoosemiotic sign implies
i Mﬂ.nm about the presence of X (it may, but need not to indicate the
b, EM of X). The marked sign is always the negative of the unmarked
mvmm.ﬂmmﬁmﬁmgma of X” vs. “no statement of X”. And further, “there is no
mwﬁww_ﬁm boundary where zoosemiotics abruptly turns into anthro-
mowmgmomnm. Least of all is this a correlate of “the appearance ofa new
ﬁﬂ o@m,ﬁJn the ability to do without objects and Eﬁmﬁwnmm a kind of Eﬁm\m
Wﬁimmz the organism and its environment: the mg_:%. to symbolize
(Sebeok 2001: 159). Though some intracorporeal sign @Ho%m.mmm\
notably the phenomenon of inner speech, may be at least partially
iotic (Ibid). .
wsﬁrm/w% WWMW:Nm OHMH. m:vuém% of branches of semiotics by stating that
three biologically grounded semiotics are :o.ﬁ m:m._ﬁma to expose .._%m
peculiarity of the conscious stage of semiosis. This becomes ﬁOmM M
only on the basis of specialized semiotic H.mmm.manr\ whether we conduc
it on social, ethnical or other anthropomorphic layers. .: may be Sm.<<ma
as a semiotics of some other type: logical, ideological, aesthetic or
moQNM.m Giinter Kress summarizes: “Hence the social is in the mwmm\ m.ﬁ is
not the question of a correlation between an mﬁoﬁobﬁ:m_% mxﬁmﬂsm
sign, and external social reality of a context around the sign or aroun

the text as complex sign”.




II1

Semiotics of Matrices,
that Preserve non Genetic Data

The subject of current essay is storage of non genetic data in languages
and cultures and data transference from generation to generation. The
typology of matrices preserving non genetic data is dependent on fun-
damental features of a sign, its potential power to fill in the content
slot. Hereby we stress qualitative plausibility of the sign, that is its exis-
tence as some potentiality (this is the first element of the first
trichotomy of Ch. S. Peirce—qualisign).

From the classical standpoint namely the Peircean theory it seems
useful to use the relation of representamen to its object. In the context
of reality there exist three types of data models: signs-icons, signs-
indices and signs-symbols) (this is the second trichotomy elaborated by
Peirce).

When the sign acquires the ability to function in languages and cul-
- tures with its capacity to make a statement (argument) (a part of the
third trichotomy in the Peircean approach) its semiotics becomes a cul-
‘tural heritage or put it another way is culturally embodied. It seems
just that the enumerated features of semiosis correspond to analogue
matrices, some ethnocutural constituent units, which possess qualities
of semiotic prototypes but which are different from the former by their
capacity to survive in time.

We use the term matrices for such analogues and consider them as
slots to be filled with senses (See Danesi 2007).

Thus a capacity of representamen to present the information about
the object, its iconicity, is embedded in imitation matrices, once
described by J. Piaget (the treatise “Phsycogenesis of knowledge and
its epistemological significance”). The imitation matrices encourage us
to restore in memory the objects, and this restoration in memory
fequires formation of specific means that is a semiotic function
(“relayed imitation, a symbolic game, an image, which is interiorized
imitation, jestures and so on which are added to the sound language”)
(Piaget [Piaxe 2001: 104]). The imitation matrices are the senses
feversed to the past and history; they possess features, reminding of
the object or its availability. They can be nonverbal and verbal that is in
.Fm form of the language sign. The structure of such signs pretends to
Imitate the functions, components or other features of the object. J.
Piaget wrote: “I observed how the semiotic function developed in my
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children. First of all, I did it with my daughter. I offered her a half.
opened box of matches having put inside some thing when she saw it
(for example, I put inside a thimble. I stress that the thing that is inside
is not edible, later it would be clear why). My daughter tried to open -
the matchbox to pick up the thing, she turned it in her hands, but she
failed to reach the target; at last she stopped to manipulate with the
matchbox and was looking at it and started to open and close her
mouth. It symbolized what would be done (there was anything edible -
in the box). One more fact proved such a conclusion. I repeated that
experiment four years after and offered a matchbox to my son at the
same age. Instead of opening and closing his mouth he cast a look on
the half-opened matchbox and on his hand and clinched and relieved
his hands. Consequently it was symbolization, only that time it was in
hand terms. However it was evident that there was a thought about the -

target to reach...” (Piaget [Piaxe 2001: 146]).

The imitation matrices are responsible through the semiotic func-
tion to transfer the cultural data in time, since they are capable to store
the structural set up of the object. Thus the linguistic form of richness
among Indo-Europeans is reflected in the formula goods and chattels, -
where it acquires the meaning of the “richness in total” (see the dia-
gram on page 41). The considered formula is a merism, that is a |
bipartite structure, which denotes richness through its components—
non-movable and movable riches. However, this binomial reveals the

sense all the wealth in comprehension and translations into the other
languages. It is evident, that this formula copies the structures of reali-
ty and that its replicas-ideas are embedded into its form.

The imitation matrices are transferred through generations as ritu-
alized gestures, for example making the sign of the cross during the
prayer.

Indexical signs which are existent hic et nunc, presuppose a partic-
ular set up of cultural matrices, which we call referential matrices. The
core feature of this matrix is its zoning of the senses with respect to the
speaker. This matrix consists of the meaningful cells, which are rigidly
embedded in the arrangements of references and could not be altered.
Therefore the Indo-European root *sue “own” is reflected in the deno-
tations of the zone of the third person singular as in Latin suus. The
Russian cognate cBo# is movable in any zone of the speaker, listener
and the distant person which is the first person, the second person and
the third person. However, historically the Indo-European languages
contained primarily referential lexis which were specialized and
ascribed to a particular zone of the reference to the first, the second and
the third persons as in Latin, modern Spanish, Serbian and Croatian.
The three member referential system was specialized as in Serbian
utterance eBO MeHM, eTO Tebu, eHo HbeMy: “Itis for me, this is for you

)
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e that s i The e g e tpaite
f) and its resource is mMsu icient to sho P i -
i tial zone which was the protolanguage form of he currer
. Hmnmm The replicas of the past however can be reinvigorated in
Hmmmamaws Russian (where tripartite system in the demonstrative pro-
noaaw does not exist now) adverbs 3aecb—mym—mam which provide
ﬁosnmamm of the first, the second and the third person references. When
MHM Wzmmwmb speaker denotes the zone of himself he refers to it as whmmv
and when the presence of the listener is felt the mﬁ.mmwﬁ nmw Hmmmwﬁo the
c as mym, and the adverb of the distant area is mam A. there”). The
Nomamﬁ.&& matrix is the basis of the modern syntax which preserves
MMBm relics of the past references even in the Standard European lan-
- there is, es gibt, il y a. .
mCmm_,mMm wgamanm%q is N semiotic phenomenon which is revealed
through particular carriers of its meaning in some .Hsao-mﬁo%mmﬂs wm.:w
mﬁmmmm\QmBo:QOa,\mm\ adverbs etc. The referential Ewﬂanmm 0 mxm
in our consciousness as some schemes of Hﬂmamﬁnmm. Itis ﬁwo<ma byt M
cryptotypic phonemes which relate the H.amm of am.mmambsa <mEM..
cryptotype is a submerged, subtle and m_c.m:\m meaning, corresponding
to no actual word, yet shown by linguistic m:.m_%m_m to be ?bnﬁozmzv\.
important in grammar (as defined primarily by B. Whorf) (See:
Proskurin 2007). As mentioned earlier in English the phoneme b (the
voiced sound of th) occurs only in the cryptotype of demonstrative par-
ticles (the, this, there, these, those, thither, than and .ﬁao,cmz% thou and they
as standing aside of the speaker). The Samanmrq prevents the speak-
er from using this sound in the beginning of zoE:a.manm_ words. chm
we come across the phenomenon that the vocal sign (phoneme) is a
highly specialized gesture in English (see p. 53). N

The idea of referential matrices which originated from Indo-
European demonstrative £, is present in Russian indexical So.am 303,
mam, makou(, mym, mereps, mozda etc... as well as in shifters

ronouns) msl, mebs, mebe, maou(, etc.

e If ozmvnobmwamwm analogue Germanic du, das, der, die, da, dort, the
idea of existent referential matrices becomes evident. Of no Qoﬁg ﬁrma.m
exist the specific cognitive signifier behind that segment of lexicon. It is
not only a matter of common Indo-European prototypes £, te which is
reflected in the modern deictic vocabulary. There exist other cryptic
particles to be filled in slots as a referential cryptotype for example in
Croatian which is /o/, in Italian which is /qu/ etc. and they are dated
back to other demonstratives. :

The referential matrices have a specific origin and they are estab-
lished independently in every particular language. They amwmm_
autopoetic (self built) nature of their history but Em% are not create mM
random. The speaker (the agent of the Janguage) is apt to think of ref-




erences as commonalities and unite them in a cryptotype unit,
Autopoesis of deixis gives evidence of the process of involvement a¢
the moment the speaker feels at one with the space and time. The
matrices emerge in the realm of consciousness as if the bread Were
baked in the oven. The bread is never done and produced in real sense

of the words “do” and “produce”. The bread emerges due to the creat-

ed conditions that exist in the oven (temperature, availability of the
constituents of the recipe). As an analogy process in language the cyp. i
rent research stipulates the availability of slots to be filled on the basis
of the chosen cryptic strategy of deixis. There exists a trend to form up

expressions of references through homogeneous particles.

At last symbol signs are traditionally characterized as ones which
are referred to the future. According to our hypothesis they establish
hierarchical matrices, which are stored in memory for a potential use ag
a list or enumerations of values. Thus a hierarchical matrix of a word

symbol belief can have a variety of arrangements: belief as trust, conpiee

tion and belief as religion, beliefs, cult etc. Such a hierarchy of values
possesses a dominant feature—the matrix dominant, which guides the

totality of senses behind the symbol sign.

The hierarchical matrices by themselves reflect the specific semi-
otic reality, because they accommodate to the definition of a sign which

dates back to medieval times “Aliquid quid stat pro aliquo”—some-
thing that stands for something.

Indo-European cultures preserve non genetic data in a variety of
ways if it is considered from the semiotic standpoint. I stipulate matri- .,

ces as carriers of all non genetic data as a whole and sign symbols in
particular.
The hierarchical matrix of a cultural concept is a formalized (it

means that it is not chaotic or arbitrary) sequence, which possesses a
cultural value. Matrices reflect various angles of conceptualized data, -
their total sense and usage. To fill in the matrix of a cultural conceptis
to bring into the light cultural beliefs and concepts of a people. The col-
lective consciousness chooses those features which it recognizes
meaningful to the given concept. A sequence of enumeration of fea- .

tures in a matrix is not arbitrary but precise and hierarchical. A
hierarchy is a consequence of availability of the matrix dominant. This
principle of organization of a matrix shed light on the principle of exis-
tence of cultural concepts as symbol signs. The symbol signs have
something which stands behind the symbol—that is a matrix dominant
—which is a decisive sense for the sign. It is really so that when we
speak that “we believe in God”, “we believe somebody” we bring
about different matrix dominants, The former has a matrix dominant
religion, the latter—trust.

I specify the components which establish the matrix structure: 1)
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ord symbol, the form of the concept; 2) n_:mﬁmwm.|rmmﬁmanrv~ of mmdmmmm.
- matrix dominant—differentiating feature, which makes the nosmmm
o ecific in its sense; 4) associative features of the concept—the matrix
sp

mponents (restructuring of the associative features brings about cre-
co

i f new structures—other matrices). . . .
mzom)MCm the symbol of the concept Belief (as the religious feeling) is

Word symbol Belief
Marix dominant ‘faith’

IAssociative features ‘religion’

Table 3 \SOame@\
‘cult’

The above matrix reflects only one aspect of the concept belief, Emﬁ
is, belief as a religious feeling, and one o.m E.m senses, Or values: mmowmmm:
of God. If the matrix dominant is tenet, it will Qm.ﬁazbm the sense o 9m
concept—belief as the doctrine or a mﬂ o.\ religious noww.:awm\ i m.m .ﬁm
English were drawn to Christianity with its strong convictions and its
hopes for future life as opposed to the mmﬁmrmrn m_.ooc: and rmN%_c:mmT
tainty of earlier tribal beliefs. Then the matrix will have the following

built up.
Word symbol Belief
Marix dominant ‘tenet’
|Associative features | ‘religion’
‘creed’
Table 4 ‘doctrine’

It is significant that the more complicated :jm:mmmn and .oE.EHm_
realms of meaning are also organized on the basis of that Huﬁ.znw@_o -
matrix dominant. For example the formula “Faith, hope, charity” has
been present in Indo-European texts since the Fao-mcaﬁ%mms peoples
turned to Christianity. The formula is a typical no:o.nmco: of mmwmaw_
concepts, that is the “Dictionary’s” data (paradigmatic data), which is
implemented in typical contexts (syntagmatic data). The @.AmBEm.m of
the formulae are indicative of the order: gospel text of the First Epistle
of Paul to the Corinthians (as existing correlates are German Glaube,
Io?::%\ Liebe; Dutch geloof, hoop, liefde; Russian Bepa, HadeQda,
N110608Bs etc). .

The cultural theme of the formula presents a hierarchy of senses,
which relate the Christian idea of reverence, and in the layman’s
Understanding—the idea of the highest values of a person. %r.m formu-
la can be described in the terms of a matrix. However, it will be the




matrix of a higher order, than the matrix of a particular concept. To thig

end, my follower, L. A. Kharlamova, and I coined the term the matrix of

the second order (Proskurin, Kharlamova [ lpockypiH, Xapnamoga
2007]). The role of meaningful components belongs to the constituent
concepts which are faith, hope and charity.

The idea of meaningful enlargement of the described system, that
is, structural enlargement has received the name Autopoetica in modern
research—that is, creative self-building.

The formula’s syntagm is the hierarchy of values which is gov-
erned by the matrix dominant: “And now abideth faith, hope, charity,
these three; but the greatest of these is charity.”(1 Corinth.13.13); thege
three therefore were included by the apostle into the exceptiona]

group, and were raised beyond other virtues and are at the top of

Christian values.

The creative self-built structure, which is reflected in the formula of
the epistle, possesses deep etymological premises. The modern English
belief cognate of Old Saxonic gilotho, Gothic galaubeins, that is, faith, is
etymologically connected with the modern English word love that jg
traced back to the Indo-European stem *leubh. There is a Gothic correla-
tion of lubains “hope” and Iubo—"love” that originated from the same
root.

The etymological circle of the formula is built up on the Germanic
languages data basis according to the same cultural algorithm of indi-
cation of Christian values and is correlative with the biblical apostle’s
epistle:

Love

Y\

Belief Hope
Diagram 4

The symbol of conceptual built-up is the formula in itself. It
includes the governing value—the matrix dominant—the concept love.
The significance of such non-semantic sets of entities was defined with
the help of the role which is devoted to the concept that is the last in
the series (compare the piece by E. Benveniste about sintagmas; the very
last, the most beautiful, the very first etc. (Benveniste [beHBeHicT 1995]).
The stressing mark on the last sign of the formula can be seen in Indo-
European fairy tales as in Russian fairy tales in verse: mpu chiHa
//cmapuwuu( ymHsiu( 6sin1 6eTuna, // cpedHuit dbin u Tak u cak,
// mnadwnii Bosce 6bin dypak. The stressing mark on the last per-
sonage who was considered as a fool finds its development in the plot
of the story in which the very last becomes the most successful and the
happiest among three brothers.
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The other example is a slogan of the French U.OCHmmowm Hm<o_cmo.5\
jiberté, egalité, fraternité. According to our hypothesis, the last concept in
that series is the matrix dominant of the second order. When 5m m.ozﬁc-
la is examined, it becomes clear that the term \3@5% is the

mantically leading one in the correlative etymologies of Indo-
4 ropean kinship with respect to the term liberty. To be free or to mem
MMmmo:a (liberty) among Indo-Europeans Bmmzvm to be among wrm. kin
which are marked by the Indo-European So.a sue Qmaﬁm of relatives
xsyesor, “suecor etc.). The Old Indian svadhina or Russian cBoboga,
#freedom”, are determined by the “sue and it says that Indo-European
kinship ensured the freedom and equality of the member of the group.
The synonymous terms of the French formula preserve .m;m given
dependencies in the order of enumeration—the last concept is the gov-
erning value of the formula.

£

M\u:ﬁo Hatayama. A New Path for Japan (the article from “The International
Herald Tribune”):

[..] In these times we must return to the idea of fraternity—as in the
French slogan liberté, egalité, fraternité—as a force for moderating the danger
inhered within freedom.

Fraternity as I mean it can be described as a principle that aims to adjust
to excesses of the current globalized brand of capitalism and accommodate the
local economic practices that have been fostered through our traditions [...].

Yukio Hatayama, Prime Minister of Japan
(the longer version of this article appeared in the September issue of the
monthly Japanese journal “Voice” (September 2009)).

The similar trends are evident in Behagel’s law of increasing mem-
bers which “rests on a plethora of examples from Germanic, Greek and
the other Indo-European languages which show the stylistic figure of
enumerations of entities whereby only the last receives an epithet: “X
and Y and snaggle-toothed Z” (Watkins 1995: 24). Our discovery om. the
matrix built up of the formula with the dominant last concept gives
evidence of the enlarged version of the Behagel's poetic law with
respect to the Indo-European tradition (for example including the
prose and formulae). I show that the last member is not only stylistical-
ly marked but semiotically identified as the leading one. It not only
increases with the help of the epithet it is a focus of the utterance which
determines etymologically, semantically, and semiotically the other
members of the formula.

SIALA
Acpopéta T épaTé Te FuavOepic

Philulla
and Damareta and lovely Wiantemis (Watkins 1995: 31).
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From the standpoint of Historic poetics such enumerations have
definite peculiarities in their build up. Once Benveniste noted the char.
acteristic marking of the last member in the series, when the special
emphasis is made on the last from the enumerated elements. In its mes-
sage this observation correlates with the Behagel’s law, according to
which formulae tends to increase the last member (Watkins 1995: 167).
An illustration of this law is the example from Archaic Latin in Cato’s
suotaurilia prayer, De agri cult 141.3:

Fundi terrae agrique mei
Lustriandi lustrique faciendi ergo

To purify and perform the purification
Of my farm, land, and field.

Here the force is not climatic but iterative: a doubling to yield the

- figure Argument + Synonymous Argument. The verb phrase (N+V)
follows (V) as always; the grammatically heavier phrase comes last, in

accord with Behagel’s law of increasing members (Watkins 1995: 167).
In the excerpt from “The Canterbury Tales” by Chaucer I spotted
the increasing member of the enumeration in the formula which is con-

~ sidered in this article, faith hope, love.

And foughten for our faith at Tramissine (...)
And born him wel, as of so litel space,

In hope to stonden in his lady grace (...)

So hote he lovede, that by nightertale

He slepte namore than dooth a nightingale

The formula is transformed by Chaucer with the increasing of the
last member in the series the verb which is given in the past, lovede. At
the same time the formula is increased with the grammatical supple-
ment so hote, which characterizes the verb lovede.

The increase of the last member in enumerations is something
more than the inherited trait of the poetic word order, the principle that
is the inbuilt one in the Indo-European poetry. The principle is valid for
the prose and to my mind belongs to the mode of thinking of Indo-
Europeans. The Epistle of the Apostle Paul is not a piece of poetry, yet
nevertheless the principle is embedded in the utterance: And now
abides faith, hope, charity; but the greatest of these is charity.

The third and last (compare the maxim: last but not least) is love.
The significance of this virtue in comparison with faith and hope is
exceptionally high; it is the utmost Christian virtue. Therefore charity,
love occupies the last position in the syntagma. The considered episode
includes the emphasis on the last member because it is increased with

o
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the accent the greatest of these is love. The means of mnn.mdﬁcﬁwo: of the

Jast member and the focus of the utterance can be considered as a par-

ticular case of an increasing member in the prose.
Wordsworth, who interpreted the First Epistle lines in 18th centu-

1y,

dominant of the same formula:

1. Gracious Spirit, Holy Ghost,
Taught by thee we covet most,
Of thy gifts at Pentecost,

Holy heavenly love.

2. Love is kind, and suffers long,
Love is meek, and thinks no wrong,
Love than death itself more strong;
Therefore, give us love.

3. Prophecy will fade away,
Melting in the light of day;
Love will ever with us stay;
Therefore, give us love.

used a rich stock of poetic means, simultaneously stressing matrix

4. Faith will vanish into sight;

Hope be emptied in delight;

Love in heaven will shine more bright;
Therefore, give us love.

5. Faith and hope and love we see,
Joining hand in hand, agree,

But the greatest of the three

And the best, is love.

6. From the overshadowing
Of thy gold and silver wing,
Shed on us, who to thee sing,
Holy heavenly love.

Behagel’s law is evident in the motif of that verse which copies the
idea of the heaviest and the most significant dominant sense of the for-
mula. The principle of the heaviest member first was implemented in
prosaic messages.

The idea that the formulae in Indo-European are associated with
counting can be explained by the list-like type of preserving non genet-
ic data, for example matrices are embedded into alphabetical texts as in
Old Russian A3b - Byksl - Beau or Gothic Aza - Berkna - Geba which
are matrices with the meaningful messages of that time the former “I
know the letters” and the latter “Odin birch (material for writing of
that time) gave” as well, they contained counting up to three (one, two,
three). The constituent parts of the formula conceal the counting up to
three, and the word components of the formula are the counting words
of the Indo-European culture. Thus the Russian tradition reveals the
evidence that Bepa, “belief”, is the first, Hadexda, “hope”, the second,
Mobosb, “love”, the third. The Russians name not only living persons
(as once in Rome the names of female saints who were killed for their
faith in Christ) but spatial objects: mountains, factory smokestacks etc.)
in their sequence.

I'shed light on the message of non-semantic incursions into the for-
mula cf. (Benveniste [FeHBeHNCT 1995]). The idea of iconicity of course
is the main cause of numeric significance of the syntagma as a whole,
and its members in particular. Compare veni, vedi, vici. One came, then
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one saw, then one conquered as a sequence that does not admit the
other set up.

The words of the formula can describe the same fragment of envj-

ronment and can refer to the same situation of communication, which

presupposes the availability of two interlocutors: if one believes, jt
means that the other gives him confidence to believe, if one hopes the
other gives him hope, if one loves the other is the subject of love. The
one interlocutor presupposes the existence of the other, and their rela-
tions remind one of an agreement or the completed arrangements. Just

as Yu. Stepanov put it, the words faith, hope, love establish the closed cip-

cle of communication: the believers endow hope upon the one they -
love (i. e. God). The faith gives birth to hope on a person we believe in,
and faithful and reliable partners arouse affection and love,

Faithfulness (ii) presupposes and even means reliability as justification

of one’s hopes. When one is characterized as faithful and reliable then -
one is characterized by the words which are close synonyms. The vec-
tor of the actions can be reversed when one who is in love, one believes
and hopes, and the situation can reflect the reciprocal actions when

both interlocutors mutually believe, hope and love. Thus the vector of

the utterance is directed from the first interlocutor to the second, from
the second to the first and sometimes in both directions at once. In the
sequential communication the vector of the utterance is changeable
and interlocutors change their roles. |

Summarizing the above I argue that the formula remains the
matrix. Because its matrix dominant can be changed (compare the for-
mula with the restructured elements as in the title of the book written
by A. Griin “Glaube. Liebe. Hoffnung” (“Faith. Love. Hope”), the gov-
erning sense in this matrix of the second order is hope. Thus the higher
order is based on the lower order—the hierarchy of values.

In the semiotics of Ch. S. Peirce the forms of reference of represen-

tamen to the object were investigated. Such relations are a part of
cultural memory. This cultural memory, I submit, has in its basis some
fossils which possess stability over generations. Their preservation is

guaranteed by the panchronous semiotic function which emerges with

the birth of man. Of course, the defined matrices, which are analogues
of sign-icons, sign-indices, or sign-symbols, are to some degree ideal-
ized models. In the actual use the messages can be represented as a
combinations of the indicated resources.

Finalizing the essay we are focusing on the transference of non
genetic data through generations. The most conspicuous way is the
analysis of utterances in the break through periods of human history
that is for example the early written culture. The research which has
been conducted by me and my follower A. S. Tsentner showed that the
early written texts possess characterological feature—autoreference.
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The oral culture when it evolves into the written one preserves the
matrix of pre-written texts, the speaker’s formula. H.rm earliest written
«ts on the artifacts contained the inscriptions which were Bm.am on
Wmmww: of the thing itself as if it had been able to speak. .Eoim.,\ma. it was
not the personification. Partially it was the oral ngﬁ.ﬁo signify the
caking personality in the total number of communications. The mmi%
Mﬂ:ﬁmz culture preserves this replica of OSH. .nc:E,mm in multiple
inscriptions of a number of Indo-European traditions. . .
Egyptian bronze base for the statue from Memphis with the
inscription in Greek. VI B. C.
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Drawing 10 i G Vel
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Melanfiy dedicated me, the statue, to Zeus from Fives.

Incomplete carved stone shaft in two pieces (Alnmouth, probably
tenth century).!

MYREDaH MEHPC-

Muyredah made me.

Drawing 11

'Osaka 1971, p. 47-48 and Appendix.




& ZLFGIVV MEA[H] |

1 kﬁwmmew%MAm\mmﬁmmﬁfimwﬁbxﬁ I

Circular decorated silverbrooch Dec . . i
: , orated .
with legible text set right round e e o ¥ g o,

sFimer o fite (G, oy with MmMNNEM text of gold Nmﬁma set in panel
Sl rouna thickness, letters facing back

(Athelney, probably late ninth to mE,E
tenth century)

Aelfred ordedred me to be made.

Drawing 12 Drawing 13

The noggsanm..ﬁ?m aspect of the oral tradition embodies in a nums-
ber of formulae which are embedded in the early written texts.
In my essay I provided an outline of semiotic scrutiny of non

mm:mmn?mo\Srwnwnmbwazm?::m::mxmnﬁmm :
N nowadays b
can be elucidative in the future. . ys but which -

1A

Semiotic Laws

1. The law of evolutionary semiotic row

The basic unit of semiotics is the evolutionary semiotic row. This row
presupposes the continuity of evolutionary processes and cumulative
features of semiotic information for humanity. This row consists of cul-
tural objects which are grouped according to the semiotic perspective
and which are connected through metamorphism. The latter object sub-
stitutes the earlier because it fulfills its function or mimics its form. An
example of such evolution is the evolution of types of cars from coach-
es or the evolution of railway carriage, also beginning with the coach.

Take the simple example of the car. The first automobiles at the
turn of the century were divided, like coaches, into city cars (limou-
sines) and road cabs, and preserved their outer look respectively. The
former possessed an interior room separated from the driver, who
shared the same roof as his passengers; the cabs were brightly var-
nished with black paint; the fittings, lamps, door handles, etc were
covered with glazed copper; the windows were made of crystal glass,
that is they were rectangular; the seats were made of leather etc. The
latter, the road cabs, were made rougher and simpler, but more practi-
cal; they were placed on light springs with wheels like a cart; the driver
and the passenger were seated without a dividing glass under the same
roof; and sometimes there was no roof over the driver.

Why did such a difference exist? It was not dictated by the
demands of technology. In fact, it was otherwise; new technological
development of the automobile called for getting rid of the older
shapes and forms as soon as possible. Evidently there was no technical
reason but something different; the automobile had replaced the coach.
And replacing the coach in the social environment, the automobile had
to reinvent, for the first time, its outer form. The coaches in the 19th
century were divided into two classes: road coaches and city cabs with
the typical differences in their appearance. We come across the substi-
tution—coach — automobile (see drawing on page 70).

“It happened”, so the historian of automobiles wrote, “the creators
of the first automobiles seemed as if they had forgotten about the resist-
ance of the air. They made the fast self-propelling car, and it acquired
Em.? cornered, step-like forms which were not ready for the moving
through the outer environment. The first were designers of racing cars
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who in the beginning of the 20th centur 1
They started to make cars low and Swﬁwdhrm“smwm%w WH MMMVWMO_%MS. :
.ﬁrm% mimicked the shapes of fishes and birds and they started B.o& g
ing the sides, made round surfaces of hull, sharpened the E&mwo@-
lengthened the tails, replaced the outer lamps with wings, and no<mHMM
the wheels with disks.”(see Stepanov [[CTenaHoB 2004]). However
common cars continue to preserve the shape of a coach if they are SON ,.
intended to have a speed of 100 km/h. At this speed the vehjcle
expends three fourths of its power to resist the air and, correspondin .
ly, three fourths of its fuel. At first glance it seemed that the process mm 1
mEummEzo:.no:nmn:m the form. Actually, it is easy to imagine that the
self-propelling coach seemed new and frightening because it was able 1

PHAETON

Types of cars as continuation of types of coaches (According to Dolmatovskiy)
(see Stepanov [ CTenaHos 2004])

Drawing 14
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to run at the high speed of 20 km/h, and was even more frightening if
it had an unusual streamlined shape. Similarly, as if there was a require-
ment not to frighten the consumers, the first electric lamps were made
in the shape of kerosene lamps, the first elevators were made as open
floors with decorative grilles and ladders without a roof, and the first
entries into the subways had the form of parade passages in houses.

In the technically more complicated case the previous object could
transform in the process of technical evolution into something new and
the same coach can be included into the more complex unit, e. g. the
railway carriage, where it forms a separate wagon in the first trains and
later the coupe wagon, which consists of a number of coupes / coach-
es on a flat car (see drawing 15).

The first airports, which did not correspond to their tasks, were built
as railway terminals because it was rail terminals they substituted. So it
was described by the novelist Arthur Hailey at the end of the 1960s. He
wrote that all our old airports remind us of railway stations, because
their builders had to rely on the experience of their predecessors. Then
he stated that it became the model. So it happens that nowadays there
are many long airport buildings, lined up to infinity, and passengers
have to walk more than a mile. Somewhere circus-like airports started to
be built. It speaks for airports that they began to occupy their own place
as independent units, and not as a part of something else.

This process of substitution takes
place even then when nothing could
frighten or stagger. For example,
Napoleon III ordered aluminum toys
for his son, but previously such things
were made of gold. Why aluminum?

The evolution of a railway wagon. (From J.
Hoops. Reallexikon der germanischen
Altertumskunde.2 Aufl. Berlin; N.Y.: De
Gruyter.Bd 1.1973 S. 610).

D) ‘ : Drawing 15
Because this newly discovered metal (processed in strips of metal
for the first time in 1845) replaced gold for a short period in jewelry.




occupants is a driver; berline is a more
sory glass in windows, and the drive

social rank because the owner of a car is its driver.

We should not think that such processes are connected only with
the steep progress of technology. No. At Pazyryk Hill in Eastern Altai,
in 1929, during archeological excavations, the remains of horses which
were masked as deer were discovered. It is explained that the horse
substituted the deer in various domestic functions and in new rituals i
necessitated to sanctify the horse by masking it as a deer (see drawin

It meant that the new object occupied in everyday life and con-
sciousness the place of the previous object, inheriting its function. And.
consequently the form in the broadest sense of the meaning appears to
be a sign of the occupied place, function or destination; the form is
meaningful; the form grants sanction to the object to exist. That is why
we, after Yu. Stepanov, call these rows of phenomena semiotic (because
semiotic is a science of sign systems). The semiotic processes of substi-
tution is simultaneously a process of succession and evolution. Allow
us to stipulate this phenomenon in the term evolutionary semiotic process
or row. In the sphere of material culture of primitive society—mainly
weapons and instruments were thoroughly described and collected by
the English researcher Pitt-Rivers and the French Leroi Gourhan. b

The term semiotic is a part of this concept, due to the other reason
because the relation between the substituted and substitute is formed
with the help of the sign in the direct sense, that is, by the word of the
language the name of the substituted object is used to describe a sub-
stitute. Thus, in the row cart—coach—wagon the name of a horse-led
coach, also known as a car, is transferred upon a self-propelling coach
also named car. Compare the German der Wagen as “cart”, “coach” and
“wagon”. Many railway terms emerged as the consequence of transfer-
ence of function. The Russian name for a driver as wodep, borrowed
from the French chauffeur where it had meanings “boiler-man” — “fire-
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.4 % tdriver’: .
In mw”ww%&gam there is the peculiarity where the .ovﬁﬁmmeMmMnM
ts of culture are grouped as a sequence. Hﬁcm\ in the o q °
e tree — the cross we see the development of views o, e wor
SQ\E ; hange of worldviews from paganism to Christianity. The ele-
o M the mozzmn sacred object comes into a new model of the world
i o& scribed in the terms of the substituted sacred object. The trans-
Mzﬁﬁwmws of the sign code the world tree — the cross. Thus the word for
h i d to Christian Cross.
‘S WMHW%MMMM%&OS of the cross in the ﬁmHBm:om ,%m. éoHE.WmM
from the Old English poem “The Dream of the Rood” that is inscribe

on the Ruthwell cross:

On lyfte laedan leohte bewunden

Beam beorhtost .
To the heavens it leads and is surrounded by the light .

The tree brightest.

The cross from Coesfeld. Germany XIV century. The cross looks like a tree of NNNm. The
tree reminds runic sign' Y which symbolized life.(From Stepanov, Proskurin
[CrenaHoB MpockypuH 1993]).

Drawing 16

Though in the new doctrine the beam tree denotes the cross, it pre-
serves a connection with the old pagan belief in the world tree. o
Mosko Moskov gives evidence of the world tree symbol in o




Turkish area where it had the form Y and which also denoted the God
Tengry (Ibid). After the Christianization, it served as the basis of the

Christian Cross in the Old Bulgarian tradition (see below).

o @

Drawing 17

The cross sometimes is thought to be made from the tree of good
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dy temperature. Incidentally - as a mere side effect of this ?MWMMMW
on—esthrs also happerd 10 be 8o, o8 eaten) forne-
i igi nctiona
ﬁs.%OmQ mMMWM.mwomﬂw MMMWMMM mwu a different function ASN.. Emr@. ‘
Hmcozrémmm/\owcmomm@ process of the second type of exaptation 15 basi-
: % same but now it is a non-functional mmmgam. which gets
nm:v\ﬁmmm: was also this second type that Lass first recognized as a pos-
o nge. .
e ﬁwﬂw.ﬁmomﬂﬁsﬂwwwmwmnwww%ﬁmﬁos is a necessary step in every single
d Hﬂmmmo:\ as all functional traits have Umwb. :os-m.ﬁﬁcobm_ at m%bw
o But, according to Gould, there are additional kinds of non- unc
MMMM mmmmg.mm ready be exapted. One of these types is often referred to

and evil, which is identified with the cosmic world tree, or which sub-
stitutes it; it is described as a tree, growing up to heaven, the immorta]

as a spandrel. A spandrel is a necessary by-product of a functional trait,
plant, firm basis of the universe, the tree of life which is planted on

i tional
or, in other words: its presence 18 merely caused by another func
P

Golgotha. Many liturgical texts compare the cross with the ladder, the

pillar or the mountain; the same names denote the center of the world,

It shows that the image of the center became a part of Christian
imagery.

According to Loudovic de Coypere, not all features of organism are
built by natural selection for their current function. Gould and Vrba

argue that some traits have been co-opted for a new use. What is more

co-optation is said to be a specific kind of evolutionary change.
“Elisabeth Vrba and I have proposed that the restrictive and con-
fusing word preadaptation be dropped in favour of the more inclusive
term exaptation—for any organ not evolved under natural selection for
its current use—either because it performed a different function in

ancestors (classical preadaptation) or because it represented a non-

functional part available for later co-optation.
To Gould and Vrba, co-optation, or exaptation, is different than

natural selection and consequently it is not a Darwinian kind of evolu-

tion. Furthermore, two types of exaptation are to be distinguished:

1) when an existing functional organ acquires a different function
2) when a neutral or non-functional structure becomes functional.

Perhaps the most popular example of an exaptation is the develop-
ment of feathers and flight in the evolution of birds. Based on the
analysis of the skeletal features of the archaeopteryx - one of the earli-
est birds—paleontologists discovered that although the bird’s skin was
covered with feathers, the archaeopteryx must have been a very poor
flyer. Based on these two findings (feathers and rudimentary flight), it
has been suggested that the feathers did not start as a mechanism for
flying. It is nowadays generally accepted that feathers arose as a ther-
moregulation device to help the organism with maintaining a constant

]

rgan. A spandrel that becomes functional can be also regarded as an

lo) i

tation.” (Cuypere 2005: 14-15). o . .

mxmﬁHWm mmboﬁW@mwmswmnm:nm of exaptation is seen 1n the ?mﬁww of

Germanic languages. The evolution of the Omﬁbmm :35& mwmim chw

i d than adopted a plural function. In var

B dialects, ffixal /i, j/ fronted the vowels of root

West Germanic dialects, the suffixal /1, ) : el

syllables, as, for instance, into in OHG WQMW , pl. gasti. MMWMS ﬁﬂw MMM,MH

\ had ‘become a shwa,
were dropped or when they . e

Mwmﬂmaosm ?M% produced, were @rosoﬂomﬁwa AM_EO wn.mhb mﬁmwﬁ Mwmws

- ani -
dern German the plural was then re analyzed as

W\MM\ Mmrm umlaut, so that other nouns with oﬂrma..ﬁ_ﬁ&m began Mo smw

the umlaut strategy as well (MG Baum “tree” / Biume < OHG nM::Mc a

boume). In particular it must be noted that ?m. exaptation is a concep m

al invention, but not extension or leveling or reformulation ao_

paradigms with a target or model. This is the basic conceptual mode

f the change itself (Ibid). .
’ %rncmm %ﬂm law of semiotic evolutionary row explains how the
change in the history of culture and languages happens.

2. The evolutionary law of weakening intensity of an action

The majority of sign symbols undergo ﬁmzwmoﬂﬁmswzxmo“mmm
stronger symbol to the weaker one and .ﬁr.ms to the wea mmm Jeleamn
otic law. Below we consider the evolutionary stages of the one WH
court in the history of Roman law as well as other Indo-European leg
m%mﬁm”mm .mxvm&ma to draw attention to the vmsnraosmusm mmﬁ.uoswumnﬁﬂm
dations of law. Law, as the founding father of interna _%ﬂ m:m
Grotius, stated, is influenced by the natural 5.2\ 85<m5ﬁwobm mw,m\ nd
divine law respectively. According to Grotius, these layers
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evolved into the rules of international law and thus they represent the
semiotic nature of law. It is curious that these types of law have corpe.
lates, namely, the signs: natural, conventional and sacred. Hrmwmmow.m
tides as well as volcanic eruptions and other phenomena have a naty-
ral significance for us. Conventional signs are handshaking or the
V-shaped sign of victory or peace, or simply a word. The sacred sign jg
the Christian cross etc. In its core, law was considered Emﬁoanm:% as a
semiotic multi-layered set up. The natural law was construed as the
basis in the Grotius system. It might be God who in the distant past cre-
ated the Earth and all thereon, but the natural law was given by God
it was not so important for Grotius, one of the strong advocates of nat.
ural law and the founder of the doctrine of international law on natura]
legal premises. /
Grotius was wrong when he considered the name Jupiter as 5
name originating from the Latin 1S PATER, the father of law, but not
in the sense of the currently accepted etymology Deus Pater, or pater

e

mology shows that the Latin word ius, the law, and the Latin term nps i
“custom, tradition”, as well as fas, the divine law, were created accord-
ing to the same model of indeclinable nouns of neutral gender.

The ancient legal monument—The law of twelve tables, contains
the old formula ius ducere, which is usually translated as “lead to the ;
court-talking”. As E. Benveniste wrote, “The verb ducere, in the mean-
ing to lead, developed to the more abstract meaning “judge”. The idea
of transformation of the meaning from fo drag or to lead to the meaning
Judge—is an enigmatic conceptual change. Thus, in Russian, there |
exists the word mamba, which is connected originally with the word 3
MAHYTh, “to drag”. The word is etymologically connected with the
word ducere. -

The Latin verb ducere is connected with Gothic tivhan—“to drag” |88
The Gothic verb was used with a number of prefixes, which differenti- .
ated a mode of action to drag—to lead. Comparing the meanings of
Latin and Gothic forms we can define the starting meaning of the verb K
duco as “to drag”. Then the Old English word ping had the meaning
“legal trial”, “proceedings”.

Why does such a connection of meanings exist? How could we
explain the transition of the term from the meaning of vigorous, pow-
erful, intense action to the legal term “trial”, “legal proceedings”. In the
basis of evolution of legal institutions there was a trend of substitution
of the strong semiotic action (beating, harsh treatment) to the weaker

action (punishment) and then to the weakest in the semiotic sense—the
law.

b

On table III of the Law of twelve tables it says “post deinde manus

[ 1
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niectio esto [ in ius ducto”—" Upon the expiry date let the plaintiff put
% hand on the debtor. Let him drag the debtor to the court talking”.
%Wmm formula ius ducere preserves the traces of the oEmEMH. mﬁmﬁmmﬁ %mm
harsh treatment, thus the meaning is to drag by @Hnm. >Qmow Em.no ;
udgment of some lawyers, the transition m.HoB @Eﬁ;m harsh treatmen
i %w state court took place gradually; the intermediate stages were Ew
- stems of limitation of harsh treatment by installation om. a nmz.m_:
mv\amw of punishment of the offender. Then the system of bails (at first
om?ﬁmg then compulsory) and at last the delegation of rights to pro-
Mm& the accused from the state organs mo:os.\mm. . o
Let us build a table of weakening intensity of action on the basis o
i terms (see table 6).
m<o_mﬁmo M:NMWWMW nrmsmmm\_m the meaning allows us to see the s.m:m.:uon
of the meaning to drag—to lead to the court—to try. From m:.m ?.: ﬁm:-
tity of the action and the Emoﬁsmm/\m. model, the legal Em:ﬁcﬁ%sm
developed a similarity between the action and the denotation w. en,
instead of identity of a sign and the momoP the speakers choose the ﬂ?
ualized process which imitated the evolutionary overcome <mEm.l_~ e
action by force. As a result the semiotically weakened mnsow ﬁoow.mu ace
—the trial. The evolution of the concepts to drag—to lead (“to bring to
the court”)—to try gives us the chance to explain the development of
law from the strong intensive denotations to the Ewmwﬁ ones, then to
the weakest. It is sufficient to prove the ﬁ.mda. with the concept of
wergeld “money bail out” which substituted in Germanic law the
revenge of a kind of talion Eye for an eye, tooth for a tooth.

Table 6 .
he semiotic level [ An Action. Similarity. Gesture | Conventional level
Identity instead of action
Biologically Latin ducere
relevant “to lead” or
“to drag”.
Goth. tiuhan
“to drag”
Russian maHyme
“to drag”
Partiall Ius ducere )
EoHomww\m:v\ “bring to the court
relevant
Biologicall Latin ducere—"to try”.
Mnﬂw_omﬂnmﬁ Y Old English ping—"trial”,
e Russian mAxba— “trial” |

The analogical processes are easily seen in the evolution of mm.nzbnm
When the sacrifices in the sense of bloody victims were substituted
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with food or other substitute

s. The same trend i i i
! : nd is evi
itual domains. Thus we reco e b

gnize it as a semiotic law.

3. The law of the quantity of information 4

The language signs create values which, along with the meanings, ap, .,,,
/ e .

gram of the content built-up. The plane of content correlates with the

plane of form on the basis of iconicity. There is some equivalence

to convey the information, that is the more form—the more meanin
‘Eﬁm there are positive, comparative and superlative Qmmammmm .ow

comparison in the Indo-European languages. They are char i

by the rise of the quantity of phonemes as well as the growth of quali-

J« mﬂ.mxms%_m.“ high —higher—highest, altus —altior —altissimus. Hrmm the

. ontains less quality because
of its form than the utterance the girl is nicer.... The superlative degree

1. je finis - nous finissons,
2. tu finis - vous finnissez,
3.1l finit - ils finnissent (see Jacobson 1995).

The growth of the length of the utterance Emc.m:nmw the embedded

,@zm:a\ of information. The scale -of formality i : ;
respect to the length of the utterance: Y 18 meaningful with

Officialese: The consumption of any nutriments whatsoever is

categorically prohibited in this establishment.
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Official: The consumption of nutriments is prohibited
in this establishment.

Formal: You are requested not to consume food here.

Neutral: Eating is not allowed here.

Informal: Please don’t eat here.

Colloquial: You can't eat here.

Slang: Lay off the nosh.

The degree of politeness is also regulated by the length of utterances:

Can I have a coke?
Could I have a coke?
Would you mind giving me a glass of coke?

Varying the length of the utterance we can create an impact on the
recipient. What has been said above is of some significance for the
semiotic theory of the language. When we analyze the power of regis-
ters in grammar and stylistics we come across the new understanding
of redundancy in languages.

The basis for creating informational space is not a binary opposi-
tion but macro relations of the bigger units of the text. There are two
ways of creation of informative sequences which are aimed at increas-
ing and decreasing of textual units.

In the 1930s, Zipf formulated a law which says that the frequency
of word usage influences the length of the word. As it turned out, fre-
quently used words tend to be shorter than less frequently used ones.
The most frequently used words belong to the lower registers. Thus the
more frequently the word is used, the lower its register becomes. For
example, the word barbeque became widely used and it acquired the
lower register BBQ which reflects its high frequency in writing. The
development of SMS messaging brought about a number of shortened
written segments of text; 4u, IWLTMU etc. All these facts speak for the
trend of the move from the higher to the lower registers due to the fre-
quency models.

However there is a reverse trend of move from the lower registers
to the higher ones which is typical of grammatical build-up. The whole
grammar is based upon the increase of the segment of the utterance for
creating a rich meaningful register e. g. Germ. Gast— Giiste etc. In order
to create a grammatically relevant utterance the speaker as a rule
resorts to increasing a quantity of phonemes in the textual unit.

Here is an important feature. The problem of the redundancy of
utterances in languages acquires a new interpretation. As has become
clear from psycholinguistics research, utterances in language are




Mmmcsmmﬂ# In @m%nr.ozzmiwmnm one of the means to check the redun.
ancy of the text is an Intentional distortion of the text by the

. A I compre.
hension and communication would be a difficult and ::am:MMmm ,

process. However, modern cryptography admits the redundan ;
common language and, for instance, after the letter q the English Mv\ -
ﬁomwmvw.ma never puts u because it is always presupposed in H.MW-,

no:ﬁ.vnmco:. Taking into consideration the law of the quantity of inf, o
mation, we stipulate the necessity of macro opposition of the Enrb il
poOr registers as the basis of grammar existence. It means that Mﬂa,
redundancy of richer registers is natural and predetermined. The _m:m
guage grammar could not exist if the poor registers are not opposed b

the richer ones. Thus the problem of redundancy is omitted due to EM

fact that the opposition of ma i
. cro texts of the higher and lower reg; ,
determines the axis of the language system. ¢ =

4. The law of sequence

MMMW FS of sequence, or the principle of the order of mentioning, is
e ﬁW\ _Bﬁ_msﬁ.z.ﬁm& in the known formula of the advertising business
A—attention, interest, desire, action, in which the sequence of nonaH
ponents corresponds to logically expected reacti
action
the consumer item. : o the buyer v
The order of components in the formula veni, vidi, vici can not be

changed and the senses I came I . :
this sequence. saw I conquered can be given only in ,

L5. The law of distance

According to this principle, the formal distance between components
of the utterance corresponds to the conceptual distance ngmmw them
As an example, we could present data which are connected with m..m.
expression of qualitative characteristics of action in the English lan-
guage. .: must be mentioned that the conceptual distance between
qualitative characteristics and the action is dependent upon its formal
means. Thus the minimal distance will be in the cases of adverbial
<m.va\ €. g. do something badly etc. Tt will be longer in the cases of nouns
with the adverbial semantics Wway, manner, fashion etc. The implication

of this basic principle is rooted in the
etymol
compare the meaning verb. tymology of the word adverb,

A%

Social Features of a Sign: Ethnosemiotics.
Methods Related to
Indo-European Semiotics.

The Indo-European Model of the World

The purpose of this essay is to show that semiosis in language and cul-
tural forms have traceable affinities. It does not mean that there is a
rigid correlation between culture and language, especially between
ethnological rubrics such as “agricultural”, “hunting”, etc., and lin-
guistic ones like “inflected”, “synthetic”, or “isolating”. However there
are certain dependencies and connections between language and other
aspects of culture. “If a study of a language, a set of patterns of speak-
ing, uncovers a certain framework for reality characteristic of its
speakers, and if a study of non-linguistic cultural patterns lays bare
similar fundamental concepts, there is more than just a non-diagnostic
connection between the several aspects of a culture” (Hoijer 1961: 143).
This statement, coming from the hypothesis of linguistic relativity, was
initially voiced by two American linguists, Edward Sapir and Benjamin
L. Whorf. There are two versions of the hypothesis a “strong” one and
a “weak” one. Each was simply elaborated in the process of re-evalua-
tion of language—culture affinities in works of the above-mentioned
scholars.

The strong version is conveyed in “The Status of Linguistics as a
Science” (1929), where Sapir described language in part as “a guide to
‘social reality’”. The statement goes on to say:

“Though language is not ordinarily thought of as of essential inter-
est to the students of social science, it powerfully conditions all our
thinking about social problems and processes. Human beings do not
live in the objective world alone, nor alone in the world of social activ-
ity as ordinarily understood, but are very much at the mercy of the
particular language which has become the medium of expression for
their society. It is quite an illusion to imagine that one adjusts to reali-
ty essentially without the use of language and that language is merely
an incidental means of solving specific problems of communication
and reflection. The fact of the matter is that the “real world” is to a large
extent unconsciously built up on the language habits of the group. No
two languages are ever sufficiently similar to be considered as repre-
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senting the same social reality. The worlds in which different societieg

live are distinct worlds, not merely the same world with different labe]g
attached” (Sapir 1933: 155).

Gradually Sapir was rethinking the rigidity of correlation between
language and experience. Later he moderated the so-called “strong”
version saying: “Inasmuch as languages differ very widely in their sys-
tematization of fundamental concepts, they tend to be only loosely
equivalent to each other as symbolic devices and are, as a matter of fact,
incommensurable in the sense in which two systems of points in a plane
are, on the whole, incommensurable to each other if they are plotted out
with reference to differing systems of coordinates”. In other words lan-
guages give a slant to our comprehension of reality, which is clear when

one compares languages of extremely different structures, as in the case

of our Indo-European languages, Native American indigenous lan-
guages, native languages of Africa etc.” (Sapir 1933: 169).

Being Sapir’s pupil, B. L. Whorf developed his teacher’s thesis of
relativity by putting a fundamental question: “Are our own concepts of

oo

“time”, “space” and “matter” given in substantially the same form by
. experience of all men, or are they in part conditioned by the structure

of particular languages?” Answering this inquiry in “The Relation of
Habitual Thought and Behaviour to Language”, Whorf compares the

language patterns of Hopi, an Indian tongue spoken in Arizona, with

those of modern European languages, mainly English, French and
German. Whorf found a significant diversity in basic concepts of expe-
rience: “Concepts of “time” and “matter” are not given in substantially
the same form by experience to all men but depend on the nature of the

language or languages through the use of which they have been devel-

oped. They do not depend so much upon any one system (e. g., tense,
or nouns) within the grammar as upon the ways of analyzing and
reporting experience which have become fixed in the language as inte-
grated “fashions of speaking” and which cut across the typical
grammar classifications, so that such a “fashion” may include lexical,
morphological, syntactic, and otherwise systemically diverse means
coordinated in a certain frame of consistency...” And further “There are
connections but not correlations or diagnostic correspondences
between cultural norms and linguistic patterns” (Whorf 1961 92-93).

For the semiotician the proposed hypothesis means that various
semiosis in various cultures can be studied only with respect to their
relative nature. To some extent it is true.

Having taken into consideration the theory of Peirce one can say
that though the sign activity is not predetermined and happens at ran-
dom the interpreter is apt to finalize assessment of the reality in “final
interpretants” that are in lexical meanings which are fixed and linguis-
tic by their nature. We are thus able to distinguish semiosis in cultures
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as the function, which is to a large extent linguistic. Special emphasis
should be made on the “inner speech” or “silent thinking” which is,
according to anthroposemiotic studies, a specificity of human beings.
Whorf stresses “Silent thinking is basically not suppressed talking
or inaudibly mumbled words or silent laryngeal agitation as some
have supposed.” Further Whorf hints at linear dependencies of signs
(words), which, as we have shown as a part of the theory of a sign in
the first essay, are revealed by Saussure’s approach. “Sense or meaning
does not result from words or morphemes. Isolations of a morpheme,
like “John!” or “Come!” are themselves patterns or formulas of a high-
ly specialized type, not bare units (apparent isolations of words in a
vocabulary list also derive what meaning they have from the patterned
“potentials of linkage”, which ramify from them and connect them
with complex patterns of linguistic formulation). And “It is not words
mumbled, but Rapport between words, which enables them to work
together at all to any semantic result” (Whorf 1961: 130). o
Exemplifying the above process Whorf referred to _B.E.mﬁ:m:%. of
proper names and nouns which in English do not bear Qﬂ.m,nbm:_m?bm
mark of gender, however, the speaker has “an invariable linkage bond
connecting it with absolute precision either to the word ‘he” or the
word ‘she’ “ (Ibid). g
Modeling thinking process on the basis of rapport as &mc:mﬁmr.mm
from a linguistic utterance Whorf wrote: “In English it is ﬁno_umE.% aris-
ing toward fuller consciousness of the two great nogv_mmmm of rzw.mmm
bonds pertaining to the linguistic sex-gender system. It is, one might
say, the total pronominal linkage pressure of the George, Dick, and
William class of words, or of the Jane, Sue, and Betty class, that func-
tions in the meditation and not a verbal concept like “male’ or \mmg.&m\.
But in a language without sex gender, like Chinese or Hopi, any think-
ing in terms of a sex classification could not be of this sﬁzwm“ it would
presumably operate around a word, or feeling, or sexual image, or a
symbol, or something else” (Ibid). The last statement is 8. some extent
ambiguous because modeling of “inner speech” in a rigid way as $o
and so is futile task. Semiotic description should be conducted in the
given sample situation from the point of view that “inner speech” can
vary ultimate interpretants under similar n:ozawﬁmznmm..g modern
English for example speakers are apt to specify gender adding the con-
cepts like male and female before nouns: He-goat, She-goat. Why not
to be so in “inner speech”? In Marcel Mauss’s words, “one must note
that linguistic facts are effects rather than causes. On the one .Tmb? the
categories of collective thought are not necessarily expressed in the cat-
egories of language, and, on the other hand, those which are mxmnmmmma
by language are not necessarily those which are mrm most conscious or
most important (Mauss 1961: 125). Thus the final interpretant can
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appear as a final feature of semiosis in any forms including verbal con.
cepts, feelings, experience or may not appear at all. So, according tq
Whorf’s terms, differences between “overt gender” in Latin and
.:no<m§ classes of gender” in English can be elucidated through th
idea of a semantic potentiality which entails the question whether mﬂom
an effect is to be caused at all.

“We witness a complete divorce between linguistic forms and sy.
stance of thought. And this divorce is normal, because language is byt
one of the means of expression of collective thought and not the ade.
quate expression of that thought itself.

. Secondly, one must note that the division into masculine and femj.
nine genders as, in certain cases, a close correspondence with quite
definite social phenomena. One must recall here the work of Sir Jameg
George Frazer on “The Origin of Gender” (Fortnightly review, 1900). Sir
James thought it possible to connect that origin with exogamy and the
fact the wife, normally of another clan than her husband, spoke anoth-

er dialect”. “For - and it is on this point that we wish the first part of our

observation, Mauss argues, - it is not only according to clans and sexes
but also according to all sorts of other social categories that things Tm<m
been classed or apportioned by language” (Mauss 1961: 126).

Speakers of various languages actualize sometimes different semi-
otic webs of reality. To study these webs is possible as if they had
components of firstness, secondness, and thirdness (modeling “inner
speech” as Peirce’s theory matches) or as divisions within a continuum
(modeling linguistic nets as Saussure’s theory outlines).

Continuum studies are especially interesting in linguistic lexico-
logical comparisons. Differences in patterns of word clusters are
scrutinized in synchrony and diachrony.

“It is an established fact that the colour terms of particular lan-
guages cannot always be brought into one-to-one correspondence with
one another: for example, the English word brown has no equivalent in
French (it would be translated as brun, marron, or even jaune, accord-
ing to the particular shade and the kind of noun it qualifies); the Hindi
word pila is translated into English as yellow, orange, or even brown
(although there are different words for other shades of ‘brown’); there
is no equivalent to blue in Russian—the words goluboj and sinij (usu-
ally translated as ‘light blue’ and “dark blue’ respectively) refer to what
are in Russian distinct colours, not to different shades of the same
colour, as their translation into English might suggest.

According to the study of the lexical and conceptual fields of
knowledge and understanding in Middle High German the distinction
between clusters of words varied in time. For example, around 1200,

part of the intellectual field consisted of three terms that patterned in
the following way:
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Table 7

Wisheit

Kunst List

Kunst referred approximately to courtly knowledge, including
social behaviour, List was used for more technical skills or knowledge,
and Wisheit was a more general term covering the whole field. By 1300
the intellectual field has changed. Washeit came to be used in a reli-
gious or mystical sense, and Kunst was used for more mundane skill
and knowledge, having lost its connotation of courtly and social
knowledge. Wissen, a new term in the intellectual sphere, was used for
art, and List moved out of the semantic field (Trier 1931, 1934).

Table 8
Wisheit Kunst Wissen

As we have seen above, the values of words vary in time as well as
their meanings. .

If the value of a word changes the meaning also changes. This is an
explicit rule of a system. The storage of lexemes within a language sys-
tem is under scrutiny of Saussure-based theories. Interrelations are of
special importance for ethnosemiotics, because they deal with various
discrepancies arising from communication of heterogeneous language
and cultural societies. For example, “when one is translating the Bible
into some aboriginal language, Eugene Nida writes, the problems of
cultural equivalence are far more evident than if one were translating
a literary product of our own culture. It is easier to see the problem
when one’s own culture is not involved, for there is too much about
one’s own patterns of behaviour which is taken for granted.

The immediate importance of proper ethnological background for
the translator can be seen in noting the two most common errors which
translators make. One of these is literalness and the other is the desire
to avoid foreign words. The ridiculous consequence of literalness is
evident in translation of the Semitic idiom “children of the bridecham-
ber” (Matt. 9:15; Mark 2:19; Luke 5:34). In one of the Bantu languages
of Africa the translator had attempted to translate this idiom literally,
and the result was “children of the house of the man who marries the
woman”. The translator thought that the children were in some way
related to the bridegroom and not to the bride, so he chose the “house
of the bridegroom” rather than the “house of the bride”. Actually, how-
ever, the Bantu translation designated the children of the bridegroom by
his other former wives, for among the people of that tribe polygamy
was commonly practiced. There could be no other interpretation for the




of the Jewish marriage-customg

native. The translator was not aware
me%mwrﬁww“&wg Mnrm&m: of the _oimmnrms&mio which designateq
€sts who participated in celebration or, as i 3

: . , or, as other authorjt 4

MmoHﬂMBQ\ Mrm friends n.um the vzmmmwoog: (Nida 1961: 91). It is also im ~Mmm

:m: o take Jﬁo consideration differences in the “pictures of the So%aw.

or example, in the Totonac language i i ;

aip ge if one translates litera]]
Mxﬁwmmmwo: @oH.: the uttermost part of the earth to the uttermost by
€aven” occurring in Mark 13:27, the native is likely to be 8:?%

nothing at all. His explanation of the Totonak cosmo o
Mmaﬂr M%& the heavens (this is identical with :mwvxm MM%AMMMM:M% mm“m.
ormed like the half of an orange. The earth’s surface corresponds to m,_m .
flat mcmm.mnm and the sky corresponds to the curved surface, but the f. .
thest point of the sky and the farthest point of the earth Sm:E b MMW..
at ?m extended horizon, in other words, would be identical Hrmw i
WMOmB NM ﬁwmm mxwammm%: must be changed in Totonak to :?.uB all memmm
arth to all over the sky”, if it i igi i
35% Mm the closest QEE.&% ﬁmwmzmww %w”m:mwwo%m Wi P
t nosemiosis is a specific cultural sien activi |
such a sign perception that will be noggom for all “MMMMRMH%M Mwumwmwm
ety. In order to understand the situation properly one should stud M-
.no:wmxﬁ. mo.n example, “in Maya the normal expression for “thank . _w
is diosbootic, which means literally, “God pay you”. Moreover, mwmm_wm

Maya Indians prays to God, he gives thanks to God with this sa
term. The specialization of meaning is good-bye. To the native 5<mM_M ;
gator, r.os\m,\mn it might seem that in saying diosbootic the Mayas are
H:m@:mcsm Oo.a to pay himself for having done some mm<oE.vMo His
m:ﬁmw.ws\m (Ibid: mw\w Close equivalence is presupposed in Russian
mﬁm” 2 thank you m.;: always reproduces its “inner form”—Spasi
ozhe “Save me God” in Old Slavic prayers. A part of a ritual became
a common form of courtesy in quite distant cultures, Languages are a
part of culture, and words cannot be clearly comprehended m%mﬁ from
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codes of cultures (Proskurin [[pockypuH 2005]).
The question is whether the basic codes of different cultures are
similar if their language contents are located within the cognate lan-

guages of one family, for instance, Indo-European.

From the semiotic standpoint the Indo-European cultures are char-
acterized by features, which make them unique. Indo-European
Culture as a whole possesses the original line of development in pre-
senting data through anthropomorphism. Thus, in descriptions of
Gods, Indo-Europeans use anthropomorphic images in contrast to the
zoomorphic Gods of Egypt.

The similarity of codes in Indo-European cultures can be exposed
through typical interpretations of the world, ideas about the time and
ahuman being. The semiotic method allows us to specify also the other
parameters of Indo-European culture. The similarity in the preserva-
tion and development of information is thus established. The
Indo-European culture is characterized by the same matrix of the
alphabetical concept of writing. The powerful tradition of poetics has
been developing on the ABC’s basis.

The unique nature of alphabetical writing is underlined through
basic interpretations that the Indo-Europeans conceive in their tradi-
tion of the sign making, semiosis. The possibility to denote in writing
vowels and consonants, thus reproducing the linear stream of speech,
has not been matched by non-Indo-Europeans. The consonant syllabic
Semitic writing is used for Old Jewish and has completely different
matrix principles of the build-up.

The enumerated features seem to be significant in stating the issue
of a special discipline—Semiotics of Indo-European Culture or Indo-
European Semiotics. The semiotic method in application to the study of
languages and cultures in the Indo-European area draws together cog-
nate languages and cultures not only due to the similarity of linguistic
forms but the similarity of images that stand behind the vocabulary,
grammar and texts. It is possible to differentiate core images from mar-
ginal and borrowed ones. Thus in naming Gods the Indo-Europeans
rarely resort to zoomorphic images; if any, they have symbolic reading
(Proskurin [[pockypuH 2005]).

In fact, we propose a new field for semiotics that concerns ethno-
linguocultural constituents” of the language sign. So in this tenor
semiotics appears to be a multilayer array, which encompasses
achievements of the comparative historic linguistics, as well as data of
the history of ethnic cultures and languages.

The principal stipulation of such semiotics is determined by dom-
inant codes of Indo-European Culture, which are precepts of existing
forms of preservation of non genetic data. Such semiotics brings about
specific means of measurement of linguistic and cultural domains.
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The codes that we consider crucial W
e tolloming, or the Indo-European world

1) anthropomorphism in descriptions of Gods,

2) the dominant cosmological concept - the center of the world

3) functional subcode: the language of men and the language o\m God
4) homogeneous Indo-European poetics that inherited common vmw

sonage d pl Lo g .
Hommw.m and plots, e. g. The hero kills the dragon (see (Watkins

To this end we add a linear mode of signification. It is arranged
through the expression of vowel and consonant sounds in writing ag
well as preservation and transference of data through mm:mammobm.mﬁrm
culture of anagrams precedes the culture of acronymes. ;

H.:mo-m:aomummb cultures tend to preserve linguistic data in specific
matrices. Thus symbolic lexis are transferred through a matrix copyin,
5m.<&£mm standing behind the concept. For example, the oo:nm%
\w.m:mm\ preserves the values of trust, confidence, reliance, credence. It is
differentiated from the other matrix ‘belief’ of faith, religion, worshi
cult. The decisive sense we call a matrix dominant is the m\o<m§:bw
<m.5m\ second in rank. Thus symbolic concepts, which do not possess
evident references, disclose some in-built hierarchies, which are known
and shared by the most of the speakers.

Indexical elements of languages are more evident in transferences
and are preserved as shifters (pronouns), referential concepts of deixis.
. Iconicity of Indo-European languages is illustrated by reduplica-
tion as well as the mode of word changes (compare degrees of
comparison of adjectives and the principle of the mass of the sign—the
more form, the more meaning).

However, it should be noted that a slant of our vision in Indo-
European Cultures is determined by fundamental concepts of

Indo-Europeans. It means that we stipulate a possibility of existence of

a .Sc:&mﬂ of semiotics (Assyro-Babylonian semiotics, Chinese semi-
otics etc.) as well as plausibility of some other Indo-European semiotics
which might be built from the standpoint of an alien non-Indo-
European culture.

. For example, the person who speaks Dyirbal, an Australian aborig-
inal language, should use before every noun one of the following four
words: bayi, balan, balam, bala. In order to speak good Dyirbal, one
should use a classifier properly. With a certain degree of mmb%zmn\mmoz
the taxonomy of classifiers can be as follows:

1) bayi
man, kangaroo, majority of snakes and fish, some birds, a great num-

ber of insects, the moon, rainbow, some kinds of spears,
. ik
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2) balan
women, dogs, some snakes, some fish, majority of birds, scorpions,
everything that is connected with water and fire, the sun and stars,

shields, some types of spears, some trees,

3) balam
all edible fruit and plants, ferns, honey, cigarettes, wine, flat cakes,

4) bala
parts of the body, meat, bees, wind, sharp sticks, some types of spears,
majority of trees, grass, mud, stores, sounds, language.

U. Eco sees some similarity between the principles of distribution
in Dyirbal and the European languages. Using an approach of shifts the
author of the treatise “Kant e L'Ornitorinco” reduces the grammar of
Italian articles to Dyirbal taxonomies.

As a result of that move a structure similar to Dyirbal emerged,
where the Italian articles il and Iz were classified through the accus-
tomed distribution rules (with words like man, birds, tiger etc). Instead
of the traditional Italian language grammar the author of the project
tried to imitate semiotics of Dyirbal. U. Eco says: “Let’s suppose that a
people lives on one Mediterranean peninsula, who have a strange habit
of using two words il (lo) and la before every noun. The usage is loaded
with the following categorical effect: they use il with man, kangaroo, a
great number of snakes (boa, python, cobra), many fishes (pike, sword
fish, shark), many insects, the sun, a season of the year, boomerang, a
rifle, sunrise, rhinoceros.

They use la with women, a tiger, some snakes (viper, grass-snake)
some kinds of fish (goldfish, trout), many birds (sparrow, large blue-
bird), insects (a wasp, a fly), water, the moon, stars, armour, a pistol, a
spear, some trees (oak, palm tree), giraffe.

Thus a completely new classification, which is based on a different
principle, appears in Italian”.

The above has importance for semiotics as a whole.

The modern semiotics is conscious of its fundamentals. There is
semiotics of music, architecture, fashion and cinema but all these kinds
of semiotics have fundamental principles, which are not alike. The sign
in semiotics of cinema as an alternated sequence differs from the sign
in semiotics of fashion, where it is more static and stable for apprehen-
sion. So shifts and transpositions between specific kinds of semiotics
seem to be impossible and semiotics are closed. Thus every semiotic
experiment demands its own semiotics.

The semiotics of Indo-European Culture possesses principles in its
basis, which could be seen as universal but only at first glance.
Nevertheless, at a closer examination the researcher comes across the




86 Sergei G. Proskurin
o T U S UL

unique no:woﬁEmHmNmQ domains (Proskurin [Mpockypun 1990]).

According to Peirce, the sign is everything we attach meaning to,
The members of Indo-European societies attach signification to the
whole chain of sounds and denote all the speech stream (the -

ciples, for exam le, image generati 3
N i Mmms:m: w generation that is secured by the speaker to
The Japanese tradition used mora; the concept that corresponds to
a phoneme or a syllable. The latter concepts appeared in Japan due to
the outer influence in the period of openness to the Western culture
The treatment of mora as an elementary particle brought about <mao=m.
consequences up to attempts to single out the meaning for €vVery morg
that begot the rest. Meanwhile jt seems difficult for Europeans m:m :
Arabs to specify the etymological meaning of a sound. Such an
approach to the text that is to analyze from mora to a sound has been
preserved in Japanese tradition now (Alpatov [AnnaTos 2001: 32]).
The utterances in Indo-European tradition have freer distribution
of phonemes and less firm structure of a syllable.
; The most important feature of Indo-European Culture, as we said,
is .mbmﬁomuoBoHﬁEmB. Indo-European Gods appeared manlike, Hrmam\

of Indo-Europeans is the ancient formula of descriptive nature *diey-
phter “pater familias”. According to the rules of descriptiveness the
researcher should admit the existence of a hidden name that could be
authentic and sacred. Let’s compare this hypothesis with the descrip-

ama&m E (Stepanov, Proskurin CrenaHos, MpockypuH 1993]). The
“318355 of the other name that is existent instead of descriptive
dieu-phter is more evident in Old Irish and Hittite than in Latin and
OE Greek with their personified Father (Father Zeus and Jove). The

Eos\m,\m.w ﬁr.mz.m is another point of view. The analysis of Summer
cuneiforms in Hittite shows that all the names of Gods among Indo-
Europeans have a complex nature, because these cuneiforms often

mmj\hmum as the sign of God and preceded the proper name:

Ha- ba - tu
Goddess Hebat Diagram 5 |
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The Indo-European formula “dieu-phter occurs in Hittite Attas Siug;

“the father §iu%” that was written with the help of
(Watkins 1995: 8). i m:Banomnt

The definite article (earlier demonstrative pronoun) of the Irish in
Dagdae emphasizes archaic modality as in Hettite 3jus Summis “our
own God”. . i

In the Indo-European formula the manlike God is described by the
name Father in the sense of “the head of the household” but not in the
meaning of a parent. In Latin there is a prayer’s formula Mars pater that
gives evidence of availability of a mark of any male God (-*phter). If this
approach is applied, the name of Supreme God was probably *dieus,
which was later personified in the name of Greek god.

The concept of the world that was current in the Indo-European
tradition several millennia ago is the subject of reconstruction. As
reported in some works the world concept for Indo-Europeans was
thought as a constituent part of mythological topic of the world tree,
Indo-European *medhio, that divides the space and creatures into three
parts. The authors of “Semantic dictionary of Indo-European lan-
guage” T. V. Gamkrelidze and Vyach. Vs. Ivanov built up a tree of
semantic features of nonwild animated beings. The wild animals, in
their turn, are subdivided into three groups, namely, creatures of the
upper world [*hue(i) bird, eagle, crane], animals of the middle world
[*medhio - wolf, bear, leopard etc.] and animals of the lower world
[*bhudhn - snake, worm, otter]. The stem *hue(i) is represented in Old-
Indian vati, vaiti, Old Greek aesi “it airs” and the replica of this name is
found among the names of creatures of the upper world. Compare Old
Indian vi, Lat. auis and so on. The stem*medhio is found in 0Old Indian
madhya and Old Islandic Mithgarthr “Middle world”. The stem *bhudhn
occurs in Old Indian budna, Old Iranian bottom (Smalstig [LLIManbcTur
1988: 44]). Sometimes features of a reconstruction are compatible with
peculiarities of another, when they are considered altogether. Thus Old
Germanic *midja-gardaz was considered as a partitive phrase, that
denotes an absolute center of the tradition, that is symbolically embod-
ied in a tree, mountain, pillar, pit (Proskurin [[pockypun 1990]). In
comparative linguistics it is noted that a similar phrase is the Latin par-
titive phrase medius collis “the middle of the hill”, that gives direct
evidence of acceptability of such reconstruction in Germanic studies.
So the basic semiotic categories as well as a micromotive of the world
tree and taxonomies of culture are compatible with etymologies, lexi-
co-grammatical phenomena of the languages. However such
compatibility is evident only in some cultural areas, particularly, in

Baltic and Old Germanic regions.
One of the criteria of establishing conceptual structures is a new
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on the other hand.
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innovative texts become evident against the archaic background.

In some Indo-European languages there is an overlapping connec-
tion of senses “the tree” and “the middle”. Indo-European *medhio,
which generates the meaning in Baltic and Slavic languages: Lithuan
medis “tree” and Slav. *medja, Russian Mexa “middle” or “the bound-
ary between two parts of the land (compare Russian preposition
Mexady —"between”).

We can immediately sense some specific relations between “the
tree” and “the middle”, something that illustrates a particular semiotic
law; the transference of the name of the vessel to the content of the ves-
sel (e. g. two spoons of oil) or the transference of the name “boundary of
the space” to the whole space within its borders (e. g. come into the cir-
cle). But the latter are really universal, however the related senses “the
tree”—"the middle” in other languages are not observed and conse-

quently the relation is not universal.

So in this part of Indo-European vocabulary we state a common
semantic feature—the strong association between the concepts “the
tree” and “the middle” and this association does not have a universal
character. Thus the researcher deals with the areal phenomenon in
Indo-European culture.

Now it is not difficult to indicate, except in a geographic area,
where a tree or a number of trees were used as the sign between fields
and settlements, some basic foundation, namely the myth (a mytholog-
ical concept) of the world tree or the tree of life. We should remember
that Adalbert Kuhn, a founding father of comparative textology com-
pared the Germanic ashtree with the synonyms Weltesche “the world

ash tree” or Weltbaum “the world tree”.
From the semantic standpoint it can be represented as follows:

The world has its middle, the center; there is a tree in this center,
which is the pillar of the world, axis mundi; the keeper of life strength
and the roots of the tree extend to the inferno; its rich crown is in the
middle of the world; on Earth, the upper part suspends the heaven—
the place, where Gods live.

The first brief description of the concept world tree was given in
the material of Old Germanic Culture by J. Grimm in his German
mythology (Grimm 1844: 756-760). Later Veselofsky developed this
research. The first enlarged description with multiple analogues from
Indo-European and non-Indo-European traditions of the peoples of
Eurasia (especially the northern Eurasian parts of Russia and Finland)
belongs to Uno Holmberg (Holmberg 1922). He showed in particular,
by publishing pictures, that it was possible to see the world pillars in
the Finnish settlements of this time. Thus, the association of the con-
cepts: “the center of the world” and “the center of our world”
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implemented.

Gothic fairhus “world” is related to Gothic fairguni “mountain” on
the one hand and Indo-European *perkwus “oak” on the other. The
association of the central sacred symbol with the tree is a unique phe-
nomenon of Gothic etymology, proving the reality of the
Indo-European reconstruction of the ancient model of the world and jts

main mythological concept—the world tree. The marginal etymology

that is revealed in one of areas of the Indo-European world can be con-
sidered as the basic etymology for the whole system, the concept is
preserved in the outskirts of the system.

Developing our common thesis about the mythological concept of
Indo-European tradition Yu. S, Stepanov says “..there is another
research line: they all (the Russian nepcm “finger”, Old Russian
epcme, npscms, nepcms “ashes”, “earth”) descend from Indo-
European *perku, as Latin quercus “oak” and Slavic lMepyrn “God of
thunder and lighting”, Lithuanian Perkunas “the same”, Old Islandic

fiorr “man” and “tree”. Thus the basic, original sense arises—that is the :

center of the world (Stepanov [CTenaHog 1997 957]).

As mentioned earlier, one of the contextual usages of the concept
“the world” in Old Germanic Culture is common Germanic “midja(n)-
gardaz (word for word—“the middle of the circled (fenced) space”).

The data, received on a linguistic basis, directly relate to the origin
of Old Germanic words with the meaning “world”, and the symbol—
central point of the world—center in general, that is a cultural

universal idea, typical for the mythological tradition of various peo-

ples. In the mythopoetic tradition the center is the most sacred domain,
that is, a district of absolute reality (M. Eliade). Coming from the poly-
semantic nature of the composite *midja(n)-gardaz in the chronological
prospective we do not exclude ambivalence in the principle of nomina-
tion of the word. It presupposes a possibility of another interpretation
“the middle fenced space” (the concept Mithgarthr in the Old Icelandic
tradition). However, it is the sacred meaning of the central point of the
world that allows us to understand the metonymic nature of this term
and the transference of the signifier to the whole world. Thus both con-
ceptions reconcile and become compatible. The restored picture of the
pre-written period gives evidence of the center of the Old Germanic
world that coincides with the center of the circled areas: the central
point, the fenced space or the country within its borders.

It demonstrates the heterogeneous character of archaic space (com-
pare typological plans of mythopoetic space in various cultures:
sacrifice on the altar in the center—temple—own settlement—own
country etc). Further in the written tradition the relation “the middle”
—"“the tree” is traced; it is implicitly preserved in the Old English noun
middangeard—the name of the “middle world” and is indirectly reflect-

i
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: AR B R il
ed in the early Anglo-Saxon Christian manuscript U.wb_m; A”, umﬂ .em,,\r“um-
there is a passage concerning world tree om. Germanic ﬂ.:uHmm. . m_ﬂ ; HMV v
sage presents itself as an autonomous poetic text, a sample o

Germanic alliterative tonic system:

On foldan faegre stode

Wudubeam wlitig, se waes wyrtum mww%
Beorht on blaedum naes he bearve gelic
Ac he hlifode to heofontunglum

Swilce he oferfaethmde foldan sceatas
Ealne middangeard oth merestreamas,

Twigum and telgum

There is a nice tree on the Earth ;

It was firm in roots, bright in fruit,
It was not equal to the grove

However it grew to the heaven

It covered the earth space

All the middle world to the sea-oceans.

In the later Old English poem “The Dream of the Rood” &m QNM
(Old Engl. beam— “the tree”) is Hmvammmam.\.n_ as the central nmmwsn m%ﬁ .
bol that connects the middle world SEA rmmﬁwb. and lefines e
extension of space. In the excerpt, the alliterated tonic text is a rep
of the earlier text and it stands alien to the text Om. the poem. i

In its turn it enables inclusion of the menﬁﬂsob ﬁ.um the oﬂﬂmmr il
text of Old Germanic poetry and presents its comparison wi

ditional world tree.

On lyfte laedan leohte bewunden

Beam beorhtost

Eall thaet beacen waes begoten mid golde
Gimmas stodon faegre aet sceatum [...]
He tha on heofonas astag;

Hither eft on thysne middangeard mancyn secan
The tree (cross) grows up into the heaven, surrounded by light

The tree the brightest
The stars stand in the corners of the Earth

He (Jesus) went up to the heaven .
EEM&. in the middle world return - the people to judge

Instead of the contextual meaning in Daniel, the Q.u:nmmx :Mﬂaamﬂ
geard” enlivens the chain consisting of the lower, middle and upp
hich prevails in Christianity. b
ioH.WMM n_ommwioa of the world there is an implicit presence oﬂm:
object—the sign of the real world. The concept of the world tree is relat-
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ed to th

Ornmmmswwqmvwmﬂﬂ ol om. the world while the cross is related to

of objects 05 % mmH.Eo:n codes we sense an evolutionary sequenc

i E.HE mm object in mﬁ. material culture is substituted by mﬂo?mm

vl et .Hm same function. During a certain period of time the se .

mmnosaww.m j itates the shape and features of the previous one ,EM-

i Boamuu bn @%mmi\mﬂ some peculiarities of the substituted m.d:m. i mm
railway sleeping car ) /e

B bt T L evolved from a series of coaches

So i i
. mzmnﬁwrwormwwow Mﬂﬁw .H:Qo.mmmgﬂovmm: world a special significance
ubstitution of the central cosmi
one—th : . mic symbol by a
general mm”%eﬂmmhmh vOmmNWF "o pomprre the Bl ov_.mvn\ﬂm%%m
es, but it i i ; o
ohininice; D is Bomﬁ evident in the evolutionary
Am Y :
Qm<owmaomumﬁm6 Roman festivities there is a celebration called Larentalia
bl e wet nurse of Romulus and Remus—Acca Larentia. Th {
ity was celebrated on the 23d of December. According to Hmm.mzam

Acca was the mother of tw
. elve sons, fr i
priest board of the Arval brothers. M .

H._m . . . . .
rentinae, quaem diem quidem scribendo Larentalia appellant ab

) : j ;
mmMnMu memﬂ.am :oB:.ﬂm..Em\ cui sacerdotes nostri publice parentante
Pt m. qui altra mEEH &mB tarentum accas tarentinas (Varro, De
Sﬁmabma Mnmﬁmm mwmmvm . ﬁmambc.:mw is a day, which is called Nﬁm:Sm\a in
: ) . name in honour of Acca Larentia, in which
mﬂ.ﬁwmmm.%c%“w_mg nwm.Wm Hwn.aamnmznm sacrifices for their Q\mma vmawmb.ﬁmowﬂ
, that is a fatal it i
e al (sad) day and it is called Tarentum Accas
The place of sacrifice is T .
arentum, which is 1
i . a cult place, a
Emm MMM Mﬁ M%\Mwﬂm m_.anbm place at the other festivity h:%. mmmninmwwwﬂ
ius is known. Tarentum of Acca Larentia is si i
. . . . ﬂm m ﬁ
H_mw Mﬂ the districts of Rome which is called Velabrum. It mroc_m %mmwmoﬂwmww
mmmm,\mw smmzm of Em games wmimm“ the centuries were completed by the
i Onm m& \..Lzm.ﬂ .HS.W:::N. Thus Ludi Saecularis took place in N@%msa
o 1 ﬁ..w: mumb_mwa the end of the past century. Along with the idea
G MM“N %Mmﬁwm festival had an idea of purifying. The festival Larentalia
0 an outstanding event—the foundati
was accompanied by the same ritual i wi Wo.Bm W
e als which denoted the spatial, tem-
B
Hmamsmwwa Wm ﬂW\HmMAmEmnr and C. Watkins considered a grave in
s g am oman m:.ma|hmﬁ mundus. During the festivities the
i H.ﬂmm out the ancient ritual of the revival of the world, which
vaoimbanom . MMM“&&@ MH the pit—altar. Plutarch wrote mcm:.n the
. s in the geomantic rituals of R i
Bzzmc.m mv&.&orﬂma the sacred center of the world. G
Quite similar is the Celtic idea of dubno—the central sacred pit, the
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bottom from which the world originated.

A unique conceptualized similarity of the Indo-European peoples’
concept of the world makes us think of the common cosmological doc-
trine, which dominated in the Indo-European past. The sacred center
was denoted as the place where a central sacred pillar was installed.

Scrutinizing data from Indo-European languages researchers regu-
larly came across a phenomenon which has been little known and
rarely described or investigated by scholars. That is the existence of
two layers of words respectively connected with the expression of
ideas of divinities on the one hand, and ideas of the layman, on the
other. The reflexes of this Indo-European phenomenon have been reg-
istered in Old Greek, Celtic, Old Germanic languages etc. Tti2is

remarkable that this phenomenon acquired a special signification—
“language of men” and “language of gods” and has been considered to
be a proper Indo-European episode.

Thus, E. Benveniste wrote: “Tf one reads Illiada 2,419 WG EpaT oLd

&po T Ol €TE Kp&L KLVE KpOViWwYV one understands that the god does
not properly fulfill the wish, he does not execute anything. He simply
must accept the wish and this god’s sanction allows the event to hap-
pen. The verb denotes the action that should be always carried out as
an act of power sanctioned by the upper Jevel to the lower level. Only
the god possesses a necessary quality in order to kpaivery, that does
not mean a material implementation, but, firstly, acceptance by the god
of that wish expressed by the man, secondly, the god’s permission to
that wish to happen (Benvenist [beHBEHUCT 1995: 265)).

Here are two main components of the given meaning. The process
which is denoted by the verb KpOively was exemplified in contexts
with the following agents: gods, czars, supranatural powers. The
process presupposes a permission, an affirmation, that makes the mes-
sage to be effected. And further “it's the god’s approval, the nod of a
divinity makes a word into a deed. That's why the czars power is
denoted by the verb kpaiveLy, pased on a gesture, which grants imple-
mentation to that something that otherwise would remain only a word
(Ibid: 268). Thus the linguistic data show that the activity of gods and
the activity of men are distinct and separately denoted.

Moreover, there is a tradition of recognizing different kinds of lan-
guage “to refer to a hierarchy of aesthetically marked versus
aesthetically unmarked appellations of the same entity” (Watkins 1995:
38).

In Homeric Greek Illiada 20.74 it is spoken about the river OV
=&vOov KOAEOLOL Yeol, &vdpeg d¢ SKEAUKVOPOV “Which the gods
call Xanthos, but men Skamandros”. The tradition of naming in divine
and human senses was typical of ancient cultures. For example, every
Egyptian had two names: one for the world, the other for the gods that
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was never divulged. There exist still many traditions and ceremonies
which require a change of the name (names given to laymen, and
names acquired by priesthood in Christian tradition).

It should be noted that there exists a certain unity of opinions,
which proposes that Indo-European gods were believed to have their
own vocabulary. It is a different occurrence than the biblical motif of
some basic words invented by Lord and the rest invented by Adam.
That is the idea of consecutive nomination. The Indo-Europeans con-
sidered that the divine lexis and human words exist simultaneously yet
simply in different worlds.

[Thor] segthu mér pat, Alviss...
hve su iorth heitir

[Alviss] Jorth heitir meth monnum en meth dsum fold
kalla veg vanir
igraen iotnar, 4lfar gréandi
kalla aur uppregin

[Thor] Tell me that, Alviss...
how the earth is called ;
[Alviss] earth is called by men and by Aesir land

the Vanir call it way
green the giants the elves growing
the Uppregin call it sandy soil

Manifold nomination of the same entity can be of some conse-
quence to the history of Indo-European poetics. Old Norse data
signalling the semiotic foundation of various names is closely connect-
ed with different poetic styles that existed in literature. Celtic
languages preserved the unique Indo-European system of sound deliv-
ery based on specificity of genres and opposition of two planes of
poetry: the epic and the folk. For example, Old Irish verses present
themselves a type of Indo-European poetry characterized by woven
formulae. Such rules were at the core of knowledge of druids not
revealed to everyone but the selected. Old Trish dichotomy gnath berla
—"everyday language”, berla teibide—"processed language” (the latter
was a generic term for the specialized language berla—na filed the lan-
guage of poets).

Berrla etharscartha “partitioned language” and etc. is precondi-
tioned by the existence of the opposition “the language of men”—*“the
language of gods” which was available in Indo-European. Let us con-
sider such a coordination of syllables in Old Irish tradition. It should be
noted that there are two layers of syllable coordination: on the basis of
the syllable An and the syllable As. According to our preliminary
hypothesis all the verse technique of the poem was based on counter-
posing of the higher epic belonged to the language of gods (DUAN) to
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fane (DUAS). . ; :
i wMaMSWmAm poem composed by the poet while Duas is a remunera

tion given for the poem. It is not mnn&mdﬁ_ that the Huomnmr ‘om.m:ﬁmm AM,M”
the address to God Amorgein. According to the TE.% _mm_m %w s
Indo-European languages—the language of .moam and the mbmmdm 5
men—there should be a some principle of this phenomenon wi

text of the poem:

AN A Amorgein dnmoltaig
ara-fesser méarfodla
ferbae filed feith
Furim sénsamaisc
ar déin co dronchori.
Dligid boin mbdininlaeg
ar mafn soir séttnatha.

AS  Sias lulgach ldnmesaib
ar lér laidi lérigther
Ech dé4 b6 bélfotach
ldath a réim, ar ardemain
Biaid b6 f6 cainchetair
ar anair n-ilchoraich.
Cic bof cacha mérnatha
nad écressa ceramna
Carpat cumaile cachae anamna

Oh, Amorgein, brightly ?.mwm.m&
You know the great distribution sy
Of cows among filids (poets) according 6 their wg:Q. i
You should prescribe to give a cow for Dian (poem) with soun
proportion ik .
The white cow with a maverick is to be given
For the noble treasure of setnath ) )
It is required to give a cow with milk at a full price
For laid composed on the see shore :
The stallion at the price of two _od.mEu CowWs
uickly running, for the high emain .
%Tmnm Mﬂos_a be four fine cows for multysounded anair
Five cows for every large nath .
The bodies of which are not thin
The chariot at the price of the woman slave
For every anamain.

We shed light on the content of the verse ﬂrmocmw. the O@ﬁOmEom.om
two syllables. Such a partitioning is conditional mbm it Hmmmoﬁm mﬁ%nw HMM
| i i f the verse, heade
ivine and profane in poetry. The first part o . :
Mm:nﬁ\mﬂw:a:v m% connected with the address to God Amorgein, wr.m m:mma
of inspiration (A Amorgein dnmoltaig). According to the tradition the
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and the content of the verse) is a description of the poetical process as
well as received gifts (Sias luglach ldnmesaib) and was a genre of com-
mon poetry (profane language). It described what kind of Duas was
prescribed for the composed poem.

Thus, in accordance with one of the Indo-European ideas, the lan-
guage of the verse is a part of an archajc ritual of gift exchange. The
epic (divine) and the profane (gifts) are neighboring each other and are
reproduced anagrammatically.

In this way Indo-European poetics presents itself as a semiotic
frame that is consistent with basic semiotic codes.

The other vivid example of division of lexis is in the ancient Roman
prayer to Mars pater. The ritual has a specific name su-oue-taurilig, i. e,
components of a sacrid sacrifice: sys “pig”, ouis “ship” and taurus
“bull”. The most remarkable feature of the ritual is the availability of
the other names of the same animals. E. Benveniste considered them to
be the names of sucklings. However there existed special rules in the
prayer. The first row of animals, profane, which were not sacred and
separately not pronounced, preceded the sacred divine matter, the sec-
ond names.

Commencing the ritual a landowner used to say: “Mars, pater...
this is the prayer appealed to Mars, the request that he would accept
three sucklings”. Then the prayer continued as “Mars, pater, euisdem
rei ergo, macte hisce suouetarilibus lactentibus esto”— “Mars pater, in
honour of that, be glorified by this sacrifice of these sucklings”. Then
Cato who quoted this prayer wrote: “ubi porcum immolabis, agnum
uitulumque, oportet’— “When you make a sacrifice porcus, agnus, uit-
ulus will be necessary” (Benvenist [BeHBeHUCT 1995: 40]). Then, in the
Indo-European world, the second names became nicknames of divinj-
ties. Among them there is the name of Christ as AGNUS,

e
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his book contains a series of essays, which are devoted to
burning problems of semiotic research in the past and the

present. The continuation and enlargement of semiotic approach

nowadays brings to the forefront issues of general semiotics,
biosemiotics, anthroposemiotics and cultural semiotic studies.
The book is recommended to the students, postgraduates and

scholars.
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