Sign as an object of social semiotics:
evolution of cartographic semiosis

Anti Randviir

The current essay attempts to view a possible distinction between
social and cultural semiotics, and finally their interconnectedness via
the semiotics of sign. On the basis of maps, viewed below as mani-
festations of culturally accepted social representations, we shall try to
demonstrate the interrelated nature of the semiotics of the code and
that of the sign in the manner that it is exemplified in a cultural
semiotic system.

When we talk about the sign as an object for sociosemiotic ana-
lysis, then first we obviously have to explain why we use the term
‘social semiotics’. Ch. Peirce has infer alia claimed that semiotics and
logic are terms with the same substance (Peirce 1985: 4). From this
we could infer that, since logic is to deal with the teaching of the
‘correct way of understanding/thinking’, then it is a social science
anyway. The approach represented by a successor of Peirce, Ch. Mor-
ris, is already utterly social and behavioral. A second reason for such a
confusion may emerge from considering the three aspects of semiotic
investigation — syntactics, semantics and pragmatics. As it is evident
that these are intertwined fields and that the last one by its nature
already involves the social aspect into any semiotic treatment already
by nature, then again using ‘sociosemiotics’ may again seem un-
grounded.

Still — terms like semiotics of art, of culture, of advertising, etc.,
are in use. Such notions show that we can distinguish between diffe-
rent disciplines of semiotics on the basis of the object of study, and
find that a classification on the basis of overlapping fields can be
created. Now, the two general categories would be ‘cultural semiotics’
and ‘social semiotics’ (in line with hypothetic statements e.g.
‘semiotics of literature belongs to the sphere of cultural semiotics,
semiotics dealing with mass communication — to the one of social
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semiotics’). What should be taken as a measure for differentiating
between them? — Here arises the next problem: while we can contrast
other ‘subsemiotics’ according to the object (‘semiotics of fashion’,
‘musical semiotics’), whereas in the case of these two, the objects
seem to be the same. Also, we can not say that social semiotics deals
with laying ‘society’ down as a fact — in this case we would face a
question on differences between sociology (and alike disciplines) and
social semiotics.

Therefore, a solution may lie in the statement that ‘cultural
semiotics’ and ‘social semiotics’ are distinguishable only emotionally
or connotatively; the difference being merely in the stress laid upon
the treatment of the object. However, this may also be expressed by a
conditional contrast — while cultural semiotics sets its object into the
light of the context of cultural tradition, sociosemiotics looks at a
cultural object within social dynamics (for the latter, see e.g. Riggins
1994: 111). We can also say that cultural semiotics deals with the
object ‘as a structure’, treating relations between objects as structural,
too. Hence, one can state that this point of view is ontological;
meaning and code are ontological, whereas for sociosemiotics, objects
and relations between them are not ontological but processual and
semiosic as the latter (semiosis) conjoins the semiotics of the sign and
the semiotics of the code. So one could even conclude that cultural
semiotics focuses on meaning, whereas social semiotics pays attention
to signification (in the sense of making something meaningful). The
latter would include both the ‘composing’ of a signifier and the
evaluative stating of it in the way it influences everyday (or: habitual)
behavior'.

1

Cf., A.J. Greimas (1990: 5): ‘For the problem of the constitution of the
signifier is already a problem of meaning’. This as a discursive process is
surely also connected with the theme of isotopy, coherence of discourse, and
logical problems; — ‘The setting into discourse of a structure of modalities of
veridiction would constitute its rational isotopy’ (ibid.: 19). The latter is what
modalises the truth value of semantic isotopy. There is no need to stress that
all such categories as social conventions and agreements are treatable [only]
in social dynamics. In our context, similar expanse of semantic perspective at
the semiotization of geographic territory as a cultural space, arises also from
the opposition ‘reading’ a cultural unit — using a cultural unit (e.g. ‘reading’
a city — using a city). Here belongs also using the meaning of a cultural unit
and creating a ‘global imaginative referent’ (e.g. St. Petersburg — ‘the
phantom-city’, Paris — ‘city of light’). For the latter and the manifestation of
it as ‘secondary processing’ on e.g. postcards, etc., see Greimas 1990: 158. In
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One of the most important functional oppositions by the help of
which a conditional borderline between cultural and social semiotics
can be drawn, is text — discourse. Hereinafter we will not go into the
peculiarities of these two, but will just postulate a prearranged pos-
sibility of distinguishing, which originates from the (also an agreed)
difference (textually) created — being (discursively) created. From
this dilemma of structural and processual relations, and ‘meaningful
contextuality’ we find a further old puzzle: is meaning comparable to
what is the signified? This question hints at the restricted capacity of
Saussure’s conception of sign in respect to the field outside lin-
guistics. Also, the structural tradition can be taken as following
Saussure’s doctrine in the sense that meaning emerges or emanates
from differences between intrasystemic signs. Still — meaning
would, in this respect, as if belong to the realm outside that of signs,
since its locus is, so to speak, in-between signs; the meaning [of a
message consisting of more than one sign] is directed by relations
between signs, but not as much by the relationship between the
signifier and the signified, as one could interpret from has been
ascribed to Saussure. What could be taken as uniting a sign system
and the outside of it, is Peirce’s’ interpretant, because, although a
fuzzy notion, it points to the inequality of ‘the signifier’, ‘the
meaning’, and ‘the signified’; — the ‘Interpretant’ offers a possibility
to fill the ‘gap’ where is the locus of meaning. In contrast, it seems
difficult to find that ‘som ething’, which would determine the meaning
of a sign — except quite a blurry definition of the ‘symbol’ (in
connection with a ‘natural bondage’ between the signifier and the
signified®).*

connection with that kind of symbol, see also a definition of symbol by
A.Radugin (Pamyrun 1996: 17, 18): ‘The full-value symbol does not have
only a function signifying the sense, but it also has executive power
(oeticmeennas cuna) (e.g. icon does not only signify God, but it also has
“miracle-working power”).’

? Of course, we should remember theories of the sign in classical antiquity
in which Peirce’s theory has its ‘deep structures’. Interpretant as a constituent
of the semiotic triangle, has at times implicitly, at times more explicitly, been
present in most of them, having sometimes been called e.g. ‘the essence of a
thing’ (ousi a toii pragmatos) — Socrates, sometimes e.g. the dicible —
Augustine. (See Manetti 1993: 61, 158).

*  See Saussure 1982: 101. Cf. J. C. Hoffbauer’s definition of the natural
sign which may be taken as preceding one for that by Saussure, although he
does not use the ‘signifier’ and the ‘signified’, but the ‘sign’ and the ‘sig-
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Next let us survey how the above mentioned oppositions and
questions appear in the ‘textual discourse’ of representing a pheno-
menon that can be labeled as cultural space; what has the development
of mapping as a cultural semiopraxis (or semiotic praxis of culture)
been like, and what has the diachrony of such a signification system
been like. Hence — what are characteristics of a developing structure
of social reflective semiosis, and how are different levels of meaning
of signs used in cartographic practice manifested in that development?
What is the overall role of space in culture, and what is the heuristic
value of the semiotic description of it?

Space as a substrate of a ‘natural semiotic system’

While a major mechanism for the functioning of culture is semiosis,
then space, in turn, can be viewed as a most important substrate for
semiosis. Charles Peirce, talking about the ‘infinite semiosis’,
considered Habit to be the Final Interpretant of such an unlimited
process of sign generation: [...] the final interpretant interrupts, so to
speak, the semiosic chain by producing a habit [...]” (see Eco and
Bierwisch 1986: 386). Reversely, it ought also to be possible to
describe rules governing humane and cultural semiosis, departing
from Habit. Therefore those fields, where that habit would manifest
itself most naturally’, must be sought. This takes us to a milestone that
joins the domains of study of the semiotics of the sign and the

nified’: ‘The nexus between the sign and the signified is casual, constituted
by nature itself” (Hoffbauer 1991: 7). In the case of arbitrary (or artificial)

signs, this ‘nexus is effected by human intention” (ibid.).

4 Cf. also Peirce’s treatment of Firstness, Secondness, and Thirdness. The

foremost is distinguishable as a concept of the existence of something
independently from the rest. The second level refers to the relatedness of
something to something else, this is ‘reaction to something’. The last one is a
concept of mediation by which the first and the second are set into a relation
(see Peirce 1868). For a recent rendering see e.g. Sheriff (1989: ch. 6.32).
Cf. also Morris (Morris 1970: 34): ‘The interpretant of a sign is the habit in
virtue of which the sign vehicle can be said to designate certain kinds of objects
or situations; as the method of determining the set of objects the sign in

question designates, it is not itself a member of that set.’

°  “Natural’ referring here to the concept of naturalization, and so to speak,

to the indisputable sphere of the ‘cultural’.
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semiotics of culture as disciplines examining ‘secondary modeling
systems’. At the same time, when setting the specification of the
‘natural regularities’ of semiogenesis as a goal of study, it becomes
necessary to find ‘the most natural semiotic system’.

In the current paper space is proposed as such a ‘natural semiotic
system’. Space is a matter where socium’s general principles of code
usage, therefore also ‘regularities of modeling’, are laid open. At the
same time, space is a wholly ordinary environment of everyday life
and a naturally signified dimension. It is commonplace that the cul-
tural behavior of an individual is largely dependent on how his/her
mental map has developed and has been made to develop. Such a
map — regarding both the territorial and the conceptual types of it —
has several tension situations as principles of its formation (e.g.
high — low, here — there, close — outlying), the grounding and
solution of which progress via semiosis. Thus, it is exactly the terri-
torial map in which the ‘rules’® of both individual and socium’s
semiogenesis are manifest; regularities and even norms of semiosis,
both as semiogenesis and interpretive behavior, are explicated as
concrete empirical material for study.” At this point one can dis-
tinguish between so to speak primary (or initial) and secondary se-
miosis, the first of which is related firsthand to signgenesis and the
latter to interpretation. Of course, we are dealing with interpretation as
an inherent component of any semiosic activity in both cases — it is
present both at the emergence of a sign-situation, when a sign-vehicle
is created and triggered off, and also at the sign-situation that emerges
at the reception of a sign; — the difference lies in a more implicit
nature of the first mode of interpretive activity, and a more explicit
one of the latter. In another expression — the first case is concerned
with the interpretation of a sign-situation with the goal of generating a
sign, and the second one with interpretation of a sign with the intent of
evoking a sign-situation. Successively, in connection with stressing
these two different types of semioses, two detached semiotic tradi-
tions, mentioned above, can be distinguished: the so-called semiotics
of the sign which is concentrated primarily on the first aspect (maybe
the tradition of biosemiotics can be an example here), and cultural
semiotics which has focused on systems modeling via interpretation.

6 . . .
The ‘rules’ can of course be approached via the mediation of ‘average’

and ‘common’.
One may also define semiosis as poiesis (Aristotle: ‘production’) plus
praxis (Aristotle: ‘social interaction”) (see Merrell 1991: 264, 265).
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Now, considering the (geographico-cultural) space to be one of the
primary culturo-artifactial semiotic systems [whilst language (in the
linguistic sense) would be a natural systemg], then when searching for
the regularities of shaping it, one should remain on as similar as
possible a level likewise when choosing the ‘object language’. This is
to say that the discourse of representation analyzed, should also be
chosen to be iconic-mimetic, so that the semiotic re-arranging with the
function of modeling (or: intersemiotic transformation) would still
remain as natural as possible. Hence, when space is a substrate for our
investigation, then maps, as immediate material for analysis, provide
us with such a language for object representation that is corres-
pondingly spatial, at least on the level of form. Furthermore, one can
maintain that from the viewpoint of contemporary culturology, maps
with the original pragmatic function of geographic databases, can be
analyzed as information with the reflective function of a societal scale.
In other words — this is material which is a result of social reflective
semiosis, and can therefore be regarded as semiotic in the sense of
having been cognized. Indeed, this has already been hinted at by
Ptolemy, who has said that geography is representation of the whole
known world together with all that exists in it (see Brown 1949: 61).

The perspective of the current paper on the map as a culturo-
historical phenomenon helps to see the quite ambivalent inner nature
of this kind of issue: on the one hand we are dealing with a scientific
trial to describe a geographic territory as accurately as possible (with
the aim of transmitting it as information and mainly with pragmatic
purposes, though often we must also include ideological purposes in
this category). On the other hand, the methods of representation
reviewed here have essentially intertwined with cultural history, and
what is more important — with the artistic’. This definitely causes us
to meet cultural ideals which also influence products of a practical
nature, which brings us to the question of the proper interpretation of
cultural units. The following will try rather to center on the course of
the motivational evolution of sign generation (semiosis) in this

®  On questions on the primary nature of natural language, and its con-

nection with ‘secondary languages’, see Sebeok 1988.

’  Quite often the ‘artistic effect’ may also be a compensation of lack of
knowledge. Also, purely practical considerations have to be taken into ac-
count (e.g. saleability of map). Cf. also A. A. Radugin (Pagyrux 1996: 251):
‘A characteristic feature of renaissance art was a close connection of science
and art.’
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complex fusion of different realms. In other words: what is the nature
of signs, specifically the scientific — artistic relation on the level of
signs in the maps inspected below? What is to be taken as intentio-
nally informative signs in cartographic representations, and how to
ascertain the respective boundary of the context?

From the textual level to the level of signs

The opposition scientific — artistic (it does not necessarily have to
mean an oplgosition, but also just a distinction) is one of the main sets
of semiotic'’ compositional polarities of the metalingual analytic axis.
At the same time it also leads from such a culturosemiotic level to an
analytic opposition index — symbol pertaining to the semiotics of the
sign. Of course, the latter can not be considered as a binary oppo-
sition, but as polarization with the aim of distinguishing; this helps to
analyze the fundamental regularities of semiogenesis, and to create a
metalingual typology of signs. This is not the aim of this paper, but we
need to touch upon these issues, if we want to treat the evolution of
cartographic semiosis. In fact, these binaries can be related to a next
synthetic axis conjoining the semiotics of the sign and cultural
semiotics via its mechanism and regularities of functioning; this is
intuitive meaning — discursive meaning. This may be rendered as an
opposition concerning the level of the fext, but, at the same time it
points out that in the description of semiotic systems, the entire system
as a modeling mechanism can be reached only after the analysis of
functioning on the level of the sign of an examined system. Thus, the
intuitive — discursive binary helps us to determine the peculiarities of
a particular semiotic system, in order to ascertain its mode of
modeling. It is precisely on the basis of the type of modeling that we
can judge the semiotic potential of those systems (i.e. ‘the limits of
modeling’), their semiogenetic structure, their predictability and
prospects for their diachrony, their limits of interpretation, etc., etc'’.

' Just as well as e.g. psychological ones — see e.g. Tulviste 1984. On the

theme of a possible connection between change in the dominant type of
thought in society and in the nature of signifiers used in social represen-
tations, see also Wertsch 1991, ch. 5.

""" On features of signs, especially those of images as hypoicons, and semiosis
as a modeling process, see e.g. Anderson and Merrell 1991: 4. Cf. also
N. Houser’s inverse comparison of the model to an icon (Houser 1991: 432).
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To illustrate the oppositions outlined, we may consider a classical
question of the relation between work and its context: is the non-
topographic part of a map to be considered as part of the work or not?

Figure 1. The upper-right corner of the Map of Estonian Cultural History
(1975) by Olev Soans.

For example: is the insignia of Soviet Estonia the work or its context?
(See Fig. 1) Or are we dealing here with context switched into the
work? — It is interesting that the map has not been entitled Map of
Cultural History of Soviet Estonia... Solutions to these problems at
interpretation are definitely dependent on culturally specific know-
ledge, so for attempts to describe the relevant interpretive processes,
we have to take into account also the so-called culturally specific
abductions.

In this light, keeping in mind also the intuitive — discursive rela-
tion, and regarding the problems of individual perception and spatial
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cognition, (culturo-historical) maps analysed in the current paper are
semiotically especially condensed social representations. This stems
from the fact that, for a scholar, these already exist as meta-informa-
tion concerning culture-specific communication, and the intentional
tradition of the latter. In addition, these are examples of the develop-
ment of the langage of art, specific to a given culture. Such a process
can be described as a kind of intracultural ‘dialogue between the
author and the audience’ in which the makers and users of maps are
representatives of the two parties of communication i.e., of ‘the pro-
cess of sharing’. The cartographic examples observed will help to give
an overview both of the culturosemiotic evolution of modeling, and of
the semiosic sign-generation'> that conjoins the two fields. So,
describing the sign-semiotic structure of culturo-historical maps, we
shall progress from the index — symbol polarity. Let us start with an
example that touches upon the index. We should be reminded that the
index, from a standpoint of cartography, has been a major means of
any mapping. A vivid example here is old marine cartography where,
for navigational purposes, the coastline was depicted by the most
visible littoral buildings and cityscapes (rarely by comparatively less
persistent natural objects); so that the cultural objects on maps could
indicate to a mariner the conditions of nature (see also Ehrensvird et
al. 1997: 108-109).

The index as a sign can in turn be divided into at least two: (a)
index as a semantic unit, and (b) index as a pragmatic unit. In the first
case we are dealing with a ‘plenipotent sign’ where index has been
switched into the sign situation i.e., where the index is semiosically
strongly relevant. At the same time index as (merely) a pragmatic unit
is just an ‘assistant-sign’ that simply has a directive function with

12 Of course, the question here is not simply in taking one or another specific

type of sign to be the basis for a typology, but in a fundamental distinction
between a motivated and a conventional sign. Still, in the current context we
will not use the notion motivated (like e.g. F. de Saussure or J. Piaget), since
this would inevitably leave us simply into the limits of culture-generated
artifacts. Instead, we shall progress from the distinction natural —
conventional, where the foremost refers both to naturalness (hinting at the
inherent), and in connection with that, also to a certain bondage with nature
(hinting at the instinctive). The latter, the conventional, points at the culture-
genetic, at the symbolic, at the sanctioned. Of course, all this ‘is coded into
the process of coding’. Thus, we shall take for the basic opposition index —
symbol. Cf. A. M. Pjatigorskij’s distinction between the sign and the signal
according to the observer (ITsaTuropckuii 1996: 37).
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respect to semiosis. In other words, in the case of a sign of this type,
semiosis is dependent on two main aspects — one of them concerning
the message, and the other one concerning the situation of
communication. Of course, it is not possible to differentiate between
them, but just to outline them as distinct and complementary asgects;
conclusively and illustratively this can be called the ‘title-effect’" (see
Fig. 1). In this way such an index is always a part of a message and
its switching into semiosis depends on the actual situation of
communication: whether or not it will be recognized at all, whether it
will be rendered important or not, or whether it has any importance
for the process of message decoding at all. In contrast, the first type of
index is a unit that itself constitutes the message; if the latter is
semantisized, then the relevant index has to switch into semiosis (e.g.
a classic example ‘smoke = fire)'". In clue, we can maintain the
consequential nature of the index.

2b, @ L

Figure 2. a — The the upper left corner of the Map of Estonian Literary
History (1978) by Olev Soans; b — An element from the right-hand side of
the same map.

2a.

An intermingled example can again be drawn from O. Soans’s work
(see Fig. 2a). This is a wind rose adapted for the literary context and is
to provide a co-ordinative frame so to speak, for literary-spatial orienta-
tion, being therefore an ‘appropriately’ re-semantized unit of carto-
graphic signification. This is the spot where the wind rose with the

13

For an example see Tannenbaum’s clear example of a picture of an
emotional meeting at the railway station; the result of interpretation depends on
its title — either it depicts departure (‘a sad picture’) or meeting, reunion (‘a
happy picture’) (Tannenbaum 1966: 483).

A separate question is, if a given sign is interpreted as indexic, or not.
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cardinal points is usually located (see also the Map of Estonian Cultural
History by O. Soans). Therefore, as we are dealing with a similar man-
ner of mapping, we could equalize the discursive logic, too. Still, on the
other hand — as the whole map has been composed using outstanding
personalities, etc., we can infer that a badge of distinction is involved.
This is indicated by the labels of five literary societies and literary
trademarks; in this connection it is remarkable here that the pictogram
pointing to the West, is not indexic — at least a matching one has been
situated to the East — on Lake Peipsi (Fig. 2b). A similar ideologization
of devices definable as belonging to the field of sciences can be found
in French maps in which, after the French Revolution, there emerged a
custom of replacing the cartographically traditional north-indicating top
of the wind rose — the lily — with a red cap (see Ehrensvérd et al.
1997: 146). This is definitely a worthy example of the intrusion of units
pertaining to cultural and ideological signification systems, into the
semiotic system of an exact science, the latter being in fact an
‘objective’ basis for physical and conceptual orientation in the world
that, according to such logic, should precede ideological discourse.

The development of cartographic praxis and
the evolution of semiosis

As mentioned above, the type of sign used by the composer of a map
depends, besides his (one can hardly find any female cartographer in
the period of our interest) knowledge, also on the aim with which a
cartographic representation has been created. When looking at older
maps interesting for our context, quite often the evident intentionality
with which the map has been created can be discerned. This means
that we are not dealing with a mere coding of geographic territory, but
with coding that is proceeding with a certain bent and through a
certain filter of intentionality, which has been influenced also by the
cultural context of a given epoch in the sense of the socialization and
internalization of the signs used.

As the process of elaborating conventional cartographic signs is a
long-term process, and in its nature an utmostly ideological and
conceptual one, it is natural that the first signs to be used were the
pictographic ones, which in semiotic terms had the origin and function
of an index. Frequently the issue was about depicting visual trajectory
of specific itineraries, e.g. of pilgrimages, marine routes, etc., whereby



Sign as an object of social semiotics 403

the signs used were closely tied with the actual context both
environmentally and also thematically, so — essentially different
sequences of objects were chosen for maps of specific purposes. Thus,
due to (a) the original function of the map, and (b) privation of
conventional signs (of the legend), largely pictographic sign-sketches
of settlements’ dominant buildings with the ‘most representative
power’ were used for guidance. This points to an interesting fusion of,
or at least interaction with the actual map, individual cognitive map,
and [orientational] schema originating from socioculturally traditional
use of the environment.

The first world maps had a similar nature, i.e. — familiar objects
were used to represent the world-view transmitted by a relevant work;
thereby — those objects belonged usually to the sphere of cultural
units (or: cultural facts). Naturally, these kinds of objects were
dependent on the ideology and religion currently at power — this can
be explained by two reasons. On the one hand this was due to purely
pragmatic considerations (e.g. mere problems of censorship connected
with publishing a map), and on the other — such a map needed to be
understandable i.e., it had to be socially accepted (or at least
acceptable), readable in its contemporary sociocultural context.
Hence, one can also call mappa mundis of this kind projections of
socium’s ideologized Umwelt. Society’s world-view was mirrored in
the constituents of a (world) map. The world was represented through
the most concentrated objects i.e., through the most well-known
objects of known settlements; so the signs used can also be called
iconic-indexic (representing a settlement by means of a building and
also indicating its location).

However, the set of signifiers of similar maps was already in
tandem with ideological motivation (e.g. construing the world
concentrically), so that when considering indexiality to be the primary
function of such an iconic sign, it already had at the same time a
strong connotative flavor'’. On the level of the sign, the composing of
maps becomes from here on more and more abstract and tied up with
connotations. Correspondingly at interpretation, a map demands more
and more knowledge, as well as being well informed about the
relevant ideology. Figure 3. can be drawn as an example for that
‘transition period’. The level of socialization of signs brought along a

On paradigmatic and symbolic connection of the index and imago mundi,
see e.g. M. Singer 1991: 103—-106.
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change towards greater abstraction in their nature'’. From the given
map we can see that the area depicted still has a definite dominant city
[Jerusalem (in circled area)], but we can already note hierarchization
in their description. The development of the latter process leads to the
use of conventional cartographic signs, according to the importance of
a relevant settlement. This of course required knowledge at inter-
pretation, just as well as anticipation of the ideological conception of
the composer of a map by its user (as there was no legend for reading
a map yet).
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Figure 3. An extract from Palestine (from Theatrum Orbis Terrarum) by
Abraham Ortelius (1570).

' On a similar process in everyday life, see M. Krampen’s treatment of

traffic signs (Krampen 1983).
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From this period onward, the set of cartographic devices changed
continuously towards abstraction in the direction of conventional signs
in the form of a map legend. Figure 4. demonstrates that for signifying
the ‘culturo-spatial’ contents of a represented territory, textual code
was used more and more for the purpose of commenting upon carto-
graphic signification; the latter developed further towards ‘signifi-
cation’ condensed into iconicity (in the form of a cartographic legend).
For instance, this excerpt from Carta Gothica (later Carta Marina) by
Olaus Magnus (1539) depicts an area to the North of Finland, and has
a comment for an image of a boat: ‘Many boats are built here and they
are fastened with reindeer sinew’ (see Ehrensvird et al. 1997: 156).
One may also evaluate such a tendency as inclined to mercantile world
view — “Western Europe viewed the rest of the world in terms of
Newfoundland fish, Canadian furs, Spanish-American gold and silver,
African slaves, Chinese silk and porcelain, Asian spices, and so on”
(Campbell 1981: 8). This also means a change in maps toward the less
representational and less representative in the aspect of depicting
cultural history (in an explicit manner); therefore, we will not proceed
to examine this further.

Figure 4. An excerpt from Carta Gothica (later Carta Marina) by Olaus
Magnus (1539).
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Semiotic status and function of the sign
on culturo-historical maps

The above briefly sketched evolution of the sign may be described on
two axes: index — symbol, and mimesis — significational represen-
tation. Semiotically, these two oppositions are of course intercon-
nected: the second one characterizes the level and the type of
modeling, depending in turn on the solution of the first opposition. As
also mentioned above, we are not dealing here with a binary
alternative, but with poles of an axis of characterization of the sign
type. These two oppositions also hint at a possible solution to an
illusive difference between semiotics of culture and semiotics of sign.
In connection with the symbol as a means of construing a model, we
have to refer to a treatment of model by E. T. Hall, who asserts the
function of the model for an artist (the authors of the maps viewed
here were definitely artists, too) to be an instrument for filling gaps in
visual memory. For this reason a model is a pseudoreality (compare
with Merrell’s treatment of ‘semiotic reality’, see e.g. Merrell 1992:
39-40, 44-45) created in the course of communication (see Hall 1981:
12). For Hall this is connected with the ‘screening function of culture’
which lies in socium’s self-defense against informational overload
(Hall 1981: 85). Taking this treatment into account, symbol, as an
information carrier, has hence quite an ambivalent constitution,
comprising of informational condensation on the one hand, and on the
other ‘postponing’ the decoding of information (as a ‘minus device’).
This kind of possible mutation of information contained in messages,
or even shelving or exclusion of it from a message, is avoided by
‘internal contexting’ (Hall 1981: 117) on the level of the individual.
Such possible deviations are automatically corrected according to a
situational frame. The creation of the frame is, in turn, no doubt
relative to differences in sign situations, primarily of course with so to
speak, limits of the sign.

Another, perhaps somewhat indirect, possibility for the current
theme to clarify the characteristics of signs via their taxonomy may be
based on an opposition of the nature of general semiotics. Here the
unit of information transmission making natural semiogenesis possib-
le is the signal or the natural sign as a transmitter of data with an in-
formative structure. Thereupon the other pole of the relevant axis of
description would be the sign as a transmitter of meaning. In such a
case a criterion of differentiation is information, its enrollment into



Sign as an object of social semiotics 407

the structure of communication of the source of information (see
Ueptor 1993: 16-22; Hoffmeyer and Emmeche 1991: 117), limits of
interpretation that still preserve the meaning (see also Eco 1991), etc.

Anyhow, despite the terminological resolution of the taxonomy
created, the structural moment of the hierarchy of sign is the level of
its connection with referent:

5a.

[This is] the facade of Alma Mater
Tartu University’s main
building

Figure 5. a — The ‘naturalness’ of the connection between the signifier and
the signified. b — Application of the sketched metalanguage to an element
from the Map of Estonian Literary History by Olev Soans.

So, a structural criterion for a taxonomy of signs, on the level of
general semiotics, is the ‘naturalness’ of the connection between the
signifier and the signified, the connection of the sign with its referent
(see Fig. 5). Evidently, this kind of differentiation possibility does not
apply for the sign vehicle (or Representamen), but precisely for
classifying the sign. As we can see, this ‘raw opposition’ is also
applicable for social (self-) representations; i.e. to the analysis of
objects of social and cultural semiotics where this extends to quite a
wide area (e.g. decrease of the level of mimesis (+1) and increase on
the level of the metaphor (—1); presentation (+1) — representation
(=1); mimesis — signification, etc.). From the point of view of the
current paper it is important that at the decrease of a sign’s connection
with its referent, the level of ‘sign’s’ specialization, but also the level
of its generalization (in the sense of being context-specific) — rises.
Due to the close relevance of its signifier and signified, just as well as
due to the chronological and/or spatial proximity of the relevant
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semiogenetic and interpretive activity, index can be called a ‘lump’.
Symbol, on the other hand, is rather a ‘descriptive’ signifier. A
respective dispositional axis of the sign-function would thus be:

Deictic — Nominative — Significative,

“This is the facade
of the Tartu University’ — ‘Tartu University> — ‘Alma Mater’

On the basis of this, we can create the following branching range of
the sign:

- Signal — Index — Icon — Symbol Sign.

Here sign appears as an individual synthetic category. As we saw
above, in contemporary semiotics, one should avoid using the expres-
sion ‘sign’ for designating a certain type of sign, since often the
respective definitions are wholly contradictory (e.g. in the case of the
‘symbol’). This way, pointing at the conventionality and context-
specific nature of such a mode of signification, we can regard the
‘sign’ as a category of generalization. At the same time we can not
form such a generalization, if we remind ourselves of Peirce’s ‘se-
miotic potential’ (in other words — the level of connection between
the sign and the referent object) determining the type of a sign. Thus
we come to the theme of intersemiosic fusion for which deixis serves
as a ‘fulcrum’. As Larsen (1994: 262) has put it, “[So] if a sign system
does not contain sufficient deictical elements, equivalents will always
be produced, either in the same sign system [...] or in an another sign
system [...]. Thus, the deictical function will always open for an
intersemiotic activity.”

Evolution of iconicity toward intersemiosic discourse

Let us now come back to the ‘background object’ of the current paper.
Above, we viewed maps that can be considered as representing
cultural history both in the aspect of their direct and indirect purpose.
Their first type could be illustrated by the works of the Estonian artist
Olev Soans. The second case concerns maps that may be considered
culturo-historic in their subintentional aspect — basically geographic
maps liberally up to the present century. The semiotic basis on the
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level of signs is very expressive in the case of similar maps, especially
when examining those by O. Soans, which are quite unique specimens
illustrating the evolution of cartographic significative habitude. For an
example, in order to continue the discussion started above on the basis
of these samples, we can refer to the signification of cities (but also of
other settlements and regions). At this practice, such symbolic signs
are used which have a general feature of expressing certain conno-
tations that have been socialized in the course of cultural tradition. In
our case, these symbolic signs, which condensely reflect cultural
history, have been concentrated into iconic signs. Following Ch. Peir-
ce, F. Merrell associates icon with ‘pure consciousness’ i.e.,

‘the icon is most deeply rooted in pure consciousness, that is, in
immediate awareness before there is awareness of something as such-and-
such. It is a representamen to what it represents, and an immediate image
for the mind mediately to interpret. Moreover, an icon can also belong to
past experience. It exists in memory as a might possibly be, as part of
one’s background knowledge lying in a state of readiness to be conjured
up in the mind (though this is not always an intentional act, for memory is
often a dictational censor)’ (Merrell 1991: 249-250).

Let us add here also a C.W. Spinks® citation of Peirce on the
communicative status of the icon:

‘The icon is ‘the only way of directly communicating an idea...; and
every indirect method of communicating and idea must depend for its
establishment on an icon or set of icons, or else must contain signs whose
meaning is only explicable by icons’ (CP: 2.278). The Icon is the initial
complexus of the Semiotic, and it is the basis of hypothesis, discovery,
and all deductive reasoning’ (Spinks 1991: 445).

From here we can see that the icon is not so much definable as an
object, but more as a model that has been construed to present an
object. Comparatively, the icon, in respect to its boundness with
referent (in the aspect of chronological and spatial contiguity) is
observable as a sign pertaining to the present; the symbol is called into
being i.e. something is cognized, if a certain set of presuppositions is
actualized in a certain context. Thus, in its general features the icon is
intensional, the index extensional, and the symbol binds extensionality
with immediate consciousness (see Merrell 1991: 249). Therefore, we
are not dealing with the sign as a ‘representamen’ which would allow
isolated treatment, but with a most eloquent example of the sign as a
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key constituent of a secondary modeling system.'” Consequently, we
can consider the alike signs as elementary constituents (e.g. the
‘geometrical archetypes’) of Habit, which acquire their functionality
through Thirdness. Spinks has noted:

‘The semiotic punctuation of Pure Firstness <italics mine — A. R>is a
digital approximation of an analog continuum, but at the same time the
regularities of icons are the beginnings of periodicity. The correspondence
may be of the sign to its object, but the calculation of the sequences of
event into the regularities and repetition of periodicity is the breaking of
Chance by Habit, for Habit is a periodicity!” (Spinks 1991: 451).

So, we can summarize the course of the process of cartographic signi-
fication sketched above, both from the aspect of cultural semiotics and
in respect to the semiotics of the sign, in the form of the following
range: (a) semiotization of a unit of ‘physical reality’, and its transfor-
mation into a cultural unit = (b) conventionalization of interpretation
of a cultural unit = (c¢) transformation into an icon = (d) conventio-
nalization of the icon = (e) schematization of the interpretation of the
icon. This semiosic development can be related to general structures
of culture as the latter is opposed to its source, the ‘non-cultural’

(Fig. 6).

Sphere of “culture’

Layer of semiotically
sedimented unifs

(c) TRANSFORMATION
INTOANICON

§I ayer of culturally

g ; : 1) CONVENTIONALIZATION
g sedimented units @

s

Sphere of g
“non-culture’ s-ecaltural —- OF THE ICON
= Sediment of

=1 “naturalised” unifs (¢) SCHEMATIZATION OF
THE INTERPRETATION

OF THEICON

OF THE 'PHYSICAL REALITY',

AND ITS TRANSFORMATION

INTOA'CULTURAL UNIT'
(b) CONVENTIONALIZATION
OF INTERPRETATION OF A
CULTURALUNIT

(a) SEMIOTIZATION OF A UNIT [

Figure 6. The course of evolution of cartographic semiosis as an example of
interrelated semiotic processes on the level of the sign and of culture.

""" Let us refer once again to Spinks who, following Peirce, says: ‘The effect

of icons upon consciousness is the production of concept’ (Spinks 1991: 446).
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In the current figure, the sphere of culture has been split into two: (a)
field of occasion, and (b) sphere of cultural memory. The first is the
zone making cultural development possible both via intracultural
circulation processes (‘cultural units’ that diachronically pass the zone
of activation and re-semantization, contacting thereby with the zone of
‘occasion’) and via culture’s collisions with that which, from an
‘insider’s’ viewpoint, remains outside it. We can demark the border-
line between the field of occasion and the sphere of cultural memory
by conventionalization of a cultural unit, ie., by sociocultural registra-
tion of a unit as belonging to cultural discourse proper. In turn, the
sphere of cultural memory is divided into three layers: in the first one
semiosic tensions are settled and brought together into a sign (it does
not seem to be proper to equalise ‘cultural units’ with purely semiotic
phenomena). The second layer is concerned with cultural adjustment
of the results of the previous level with cultural tradition. This is
connected with ‘legislation’ of the interpretation of the sign according
to cultural context, and its settling into the deep structures of cultural
memory where, via the naturalization process, its use becomes auto-
matic. In fact, one can also interpret such a development as a change
from the iconic level of the sign to the level of the symbol — via the
schematization of the interpretation through the icon — and reach the
notion hypoicon (Peirce), but in our context the example rather serves
as an instance of the complementary nature of social and cultural
semiotics, and of the semiotics of sign.

Such a course of development of a unit from the outside of the
cultural discourse into and inside the latter, can be illustrated for
example by the semiosic schematization of the facade of the main
building of the Tartu University to a reduced image. This kind of
process is definitely also influenced by social and other factors (trade,
tourism). Consequently, we have to admit the interconnected nature of
‘reality’ and semiotic reality, and the intertwined nature of semiosis
on the textual level and on the level of the sign. Interpretation of
representations of the physical realm is influenced by the ‘semiotic
luggage’ of cultural memory, subjecting in turn those very representa-
tions to social reflective semiosis. Therefore it does not seem to be
correct to view products of humane semiosis as meaningful through
their [internal] textual structure, but to analyze them as manifestations
of society’s understanding of the meaningful world i.e., to analyze
them not as ‘semiotic phenomena’, but as ‘semiosic phenomena’, the
latter hinting at sociocultural meaning-making, and involving also
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thereby analysis of the semiotic status of signs as it has developed in
the course of social semiosis'®. So, when we picked up maps as
[spatial] illustrations of the conceptualization of space, we met the
intersemiosic nature of different relations: text — signs composing
that text, intersemiosis on the very level of signs, on the level of rela-
tions between signs as units representing physical reality and the
latter. Also, it is important to note that the contrasting of the fext and
the image — the former taken as a representation of the latter (e.g.
map as a text representing ‘image of the world’) —, and relating them
respectively to structural analysis (assigned to cultural semiotics) and
sign-semiotic examination, ought to be replaced by an understanding
of their complementary nature. !
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NznarenscrBo C.-[letepOyprekoro YHuBepcUTETa.

3HaK Kak COIMHOCEMHOTHYECKHI 00beKT:
IBOJJIIOIHA KapTorpa(lmquKoro CEeMHO3HCA

ABTOp HCXOIUT M3 MOJIOKEHHS, YTO COLHOCEeMHOTHKA MpEACTaBIISCT
coboit cepy mepeceueHUss CEMHUOTHKHM 3HaKa M CEMHOTHKH KYJIBTYDBI.
OtiM obuMM MoAX0J0M OOOCHOBaH aHaJM3 KOHKPETHOTO 00beKTa —
reorpa)UuecKux KapT.

OTMeuaercs, UTO 3HaYeHHE TEKCTYallbHOTO 0OBeKTa W3y4YEeHUs 3aBH-
CHUT OT XapakTepa TeX 3HAaKOB, MOCPEACTBOM KOTOPHIX MeKCH TIOCTPOEH.
3HAaKU HE SABIAKOTCH “TEKCTYAIbHO JAHHBIMU, OHU JOJLKHBI paccMarpH-
BaThCA KaK TPOSBICHUE (PYHKIIMOHUPYIOLIETO HA OOIIECTBEHHOM YPOBHE
cemMuo3nca. Takum o0pa3oM, CEMHOTHKA JIODKHA TMOJXOAMTH K CBOEMY
00BEKTY M3YUCHHS Kak Pe3yJibTaTy CEMHO3MCHOTO TMpouecca, KOTOPHIiH
CBOE 3HaUeHHWEe TMPUOOPETAeT COOTBETCTBEHHO TOMY, KaK MPOWCXOIWIH
03HauYMBaHWE TOTO WIH WHOTO HEKYJbTYPHOTO 3JIEMEHTa H MEPEeHoC ero B
cepy CeMHOTHIECKOW peaTbHOCTH.

Camolf ‘ecTecTBEeHHOH CeMHOTHUYECKOH CHCTEMOM SABIIeTCS VIS
YeJloBeKa MPOCTPAaHCTBO. 3/ech MposBIsieTcsl Hanbosiee SIBHO M ‘CHCTEMa
nmpaBWJI’ ceMHo3uca. Ho mcciefioBaTes He MOXKET CyIUTh O 3HAYCHHHU
MPOCTPAHCTBA HA OCHOBE CBOMX NMPEACTABICHHH O XapakTepe W Hamoj-
HEHHOCTH TIOCJIEAHETO (WCIIOJb3YS, HAMp., CTATHCTUYECKUE JaHHbIE), OH
JIOJDKEH OTIMPATHCS HA TO, KAK CaMO OOLIECTBO OTMCHIBACT CBOE JKHU3HEH-
HOE (WJIM KY.TomypHOE€) MPOCTPAHCTBO. T.€. UCXOAUTH CIEAYET U3 Mpea-
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TIOCBUIKM, YTO OOBEKT W3YUCHHS MMEET 3HAYECHHE A0 CEMHOTHYECKOTO
aHaIM3a W HE 3aBUCHT B CBOEM 3HAYEHWH OT TOYKH 3PEHMS HCCICAOBA-
Tens. MBI MOKEM PacCMOTPETH OTIIO3HLMIO HEO3HAYEHHBIN — O3HAYEH-
HuIll Mup JIMITE TIPEATIONOXKHB, YTO O3HAYEHHbIN MUp SBIACTCS OOLIeCT-
BEHHBIM KOHCTPYKTOM. Obwyecmeaenibitl KOHCmpyKm Kak TIPOU3BOJHOE
KOMMYHHKAaTHHBIX TIPOLIECCOB MOXHO M3y4aTh B €r0 KOHKPETHBIX MPOSIB-
JICHUAX — MOCJEHHUE MO3BOJIAIOT MOHATh U CYLIHOCTHYIO CBSI3b UHIUBU-
JyaJTbHOTO W KOJUIEKTHBHOTO, 3aBUCUMOCTh TIpe/ICTaBIeHUH WHAMBHAA 00
OKpY)KalolIeM €ero KyJbTypHOM TEKCTe OT TOCHOJCTBYIOLIETO B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOILEM COLMyME TIOHWUMAaHHUs COOTHOIUCHWI 3HAK/3HaKOBOE
cooO01IeHre/ 3HAKOBas CHCTEMAa — “PeasibHOCTD .

Tak kak moboe 3HAUEHWE SBIACTCA B KyJIBTYpE PE3yJbTaTOM OTIpe-
JEIICHHOTO COTJIAILIEHUS, €r0 MOJKHO PAaCCMOTPETh HE CTOJNIBKO Kak siBJIe-
HUE CTPYKTypHOe, Kak TpoueccyairbHoe. Hair aHamms KOHKpPETHOTO
o0bekTa — TeorpaduuecKnx KapT — OMHpAaeTcs WMEHHO Ha Takoe
ToOHUMaHWe 3HaueHus. Kaprorpaduueckuii ceMuo3Wc WIM 3BOMIOIMA
O3HaUMBaHWA, KaK OHa OTpakeHa B MCTOPUH W3MEHECHUS KapT, MOXET
Yepe3 cMMOHO3 3HAKOBOTO M KYJIBTYPHOCEMHOTHYECKOTO acHekToB OBITH
OTIMCaH cieaAyloumM obpazom: (a) o3HauMBaHWE (PU3NIECKON eANHULBI U
ee TpaHcdopMalus B eAHHHIY KyJdbTypbl = (b) KOHBEHLMOHATH3ALHUA
HHTEpIpeTallid  CAWHULEl KYJIbTYpel —> (C) TpeBpallcHHe €€ B
HKOHMYECKMI 3HaK —> (d) KOHBCHIIHOHAIH3AIMA HKOHHYECKOTO 3HAKA =
(e) cxemaTuzauusi MHTEPNPETALUMH UKOHUYECKOrO 3Haka. JTa LENovka
npeAcTaBisieT co3ganue 3HaueHus kak “IlpuBbiunyto” (Ilupc) mHTepnpe-
TAlUMIO KaK TPH CO3/IaHWH, TaK W BOCTIPHHATHH COOOILIEHMS, YTO, B CBOIO
oyepesb, CBA3BIBAECT TPOOIEMATHKY CEMHOTHKH 3HaKa C W3YYEHHEM
3HAKOBBIX CHCTeM. T.e. pa3BUTHE CeMHO3MCa Ha YPOBHE 3HaKa CBA3aHA C
pa3BUTHEM CEMHOTHYECKOH MakpocHcTeMbl B cdepe oOIiueil ceMHOTH-
YeCKOW peaJbHOCTH KyJbTypbl. OHO OXBaThIBACT HM3MEHEHHMS B KYJb-
TypHOH HaMATH, — CIEpBa HAa YpOBHE CEMHUOTHYECKH OTCTOSBILUXCS
3JIEMEHTOB, 3aTeM Ha YPOBHE KYJIbTYPHO OTCTOSBIIUXCS 3JICMEHTOB, — H,
B MTOT€ OIPEe/AeeT IUIACT KYJIbTYPHO “ONPHBBIYEHHBIX  €AMHHUIL

Miirk sotsiosemiootika objektina:
kartograafilise semioosise evolutsioon

Artiklil on kolm peamist késitlusobjekti: (a) piitie vaadelda sotsiosemioo-
tikat kultuuri- ja mérgisemiootika puutevaldkonnana, (b) teha seda inim-
kultuurse semioosise tihe valdkonna arengukulgu jélgides, (c) vottes selle
valdkonna analiitisimaterjaliks kaardid.
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Arutletakse tekstuaalse uurimisobjekti tihenduse sdltuvusest nende
markide iseloomust, milles vastav tekst on koostatud; need mirgid aga ei
ole vaadeldavad kui ‘tekstuaalselt antu’, vaid kui iihiskonnalisel tasandil
toimiva semioosise avaldumisnidhe. Seega peaks semiootika ldhenema
oma objektile kui niisuguse semioosiselise protsessi tulemile, mis on oma
tdhenduse omandanud vastavalt viisile, kuidas mingisugust mittekultuu-
rilist tihikut on tdhendustatud ning kultuurilisse sfddri ehk semiootilisse
reaalsusesse lile kantud.

‘Koige loomulikumaks’ semiootiliseks stisteemiks, mille keskel ini-
mene elab ja mida ta teiselt poolt tdhenduslikuna kujundab ning milles
seetdttu semioosise tavad ja ‘reeglistik’ enim avatuna esile peaks tulema,
peetakse antud kontekstis ruumi. Uurija ei saa aga ruumi tdhenduse iile
otsustada pelgalt selle pdhjal, mida ta ise arvab seal sisalduvat (ka nt sta-
tistiliste andmete vms jérgi), vaid selle pdhjal, kuidas antud tithiskond oma
eluruumi (v0i kultuuriruumi) kirjeldab. See tdhendab, et semiootilisele
analiilisile eelnevalt on vastav objekt juba tdhendustatud ega sdltu oma
tdhenduses tiksnes sellest, mida peab digeks uurija. Nonda saame ldhe-
neda vastandusele tdhenduseta — tdhenduslik maailm ehk tdhendus-
tamata — tdhendustatud maailm tksnes eelduse kaudu, et tdhenduslik
maailm on thiskondlik konstrukt. Uhiskondlik konstrukt kui suhtlusprot-
sessi tulem on analiiiisitav oma produktide kaudu, viimased nditavad ka
individuaalse ja kollektiivse tdhendusmaailma olemuslikku seotust ning
indiviidi arusaama sdltuvust end timbritsevaist kultuuritekstidest vastavalt
sootsiumis domineerivast arusaamast mérgi/mérgilise teate/mérgisiis-
teemi/ suhtest “reaalsusse”.

Kuna igasugune tdhendus on kultuurilisel tasandil mingil viisil kokku-
leppe resultaat, siis saab seda vaadelda mitte niivord strukturalistliku kui
protsessuaalsena. Kéesolevas t60s on konkreetseks analiiiisimaterjaliks
kaardid kui kirjeldused. Kartograafilise semioosise ehk tdhendustamise
areng — nii nagu see kaartide muutumisel ajaloos peegeldub — osutus
margilise ja kultuurisemiootilise aspekti stimbioosis jargmiseks: (a) fiilisi-
kalise reaalia tihiku tdhendustamine ja selle transformatsioon kultuuri-
ithikuks = (b) kultuuriiihiku tdlgenduse konventsionaliseerumine = (c)
muutumine ikooniliseks mirgiks = (d) ikoonilise mérgi konventsio-
naliseerumine = (e) ikoonilise mérgi tdlgenduse skematiseerumine. See
ahel peegeldab ka tdhenduse loomist kui ‘Harjumuslikku® (Peirce) inter-
pretatsiooni nii teate loomisel kui saamisel, mis ndnda seob mérgisemioo-
tilise problemaatika semiootiliste siisteemide uurimisega. See tdhendab, et
semioosise areng mérgilisel tasandil haakub semiootilis(t)e makrosiistee-
mi(de) arenguga kultuuri tildise semiootilise reaalsuse sfddris. See kaasab
muutused  kultuurimdlu (a) semiootiliselt ladestunud elementide
kihistuses, seejdrel (b) kultuuriliselt ladestunud elementide kihistuses ning
madrab viimaks kultuurimélu (¢) ‘loomulikustatud’ iihikute ladet.



