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Cultural semiotics and culture

Peeter Torop

At the end of 1998, in Tartu University, there was the celebration of
the 25th anniversary of “Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures”
that was first published in 1973, both in Russian and English. Its title
contains a specification: “As Applied to Slavic Texts” (Eng 1973).

Less than a year before his death J. Lotman independently wrote
“Theses on the Semiotics of Russian Culture” (Lotman 1994) in
which Lotman connects semiotic study of Russian culture with two
tendencies. On the one hand, a researcher bases his work on the best
means of contemporary cultural semiotics that help to describe Rus-
sian culture. The foundation of the second approach is the dissatisfac-
tion with contemporary “semiotic culturology”, and new impulses
from the material of Russian culture to search for new methods. Lot-
man identifies himself exactly with the second approach, hoping to
enrich the methodology of cultural semiotics through the material of
Russian culture: “the dynamism, instability and permanent inner con-
trariness turn it into a certain historical and theoretical polygon ...”
(Lotman 1994: 407).

Theorizing in material has been important also for J. Lotman and
members of the Tartu—Moscow semiotic school created by him, but
this certainly did not exclude dealing with general theoretical prob-
lems. However, this detail helps to understand the development of
scientific metalanguage where, in the case of J. Lotman, one can first
talk about semiotization of philological terms and addition of general
semiotic concepts (later also those of other disciplines). In this way
the concept of language was complemented by the terms of code and
system. At analyses of texts, F. de Saussure’s langue was only signi-
fier of a system, because language is realized in text as a code that is
derived from the pragmatics of the text. But as a code it equates to
Saussure’s term of speech (parole). Text, as a term, was originally just
speech registered by writing, but as an object of research it obtained
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possessing structure, and being framed; the characteristics also include
the coherence or regularity of connections between elements and
levels, and coherence in the unity of the beginning and the end. As
terms, language and text dropped into wider field of meaning,
neighboring the notions of model and modeling system. In his theses
“Art among Modeling Systems” Lotman defined model through the
analogue of an object perceived and the language of a modeling
system or the notion of analogue of language. Correspondingly he
used the notion of secondary modeling system to describe the func-
tioning mechanisms of systems using natural language as material
(Lotman 1990: 8-9). In the framework of this treatment, the status of a
secondary modeling system is obtained by poetic language in relation
to written language, or the language of pictorial arts in relation to the
language of consciousness, i.e. natural language into which it is
translatable or by which it is describable. According to this logic,
natural language is the primary modeling system in relation to reality,
and the secondary modeling system, as a language of description,
relates to all other languages of art and in wider sense languages of
culture (mythology, religion, behavioral norms, etc.). This was in-
dulged in polemics by those semioticians for whom also prelingual or
simply non-verbal communication, for example in the case of children
and animals, was important. In this way T. A. Sebeok, a founder of
zoosemiotics, has stated that natural language is, in ordinary usage, a
secondary modeling system and is thus tertiary as a language of
description (Sebeok 1989: 33-34).

Lotman’s original logocentrism is only a parallel to those trends
that seek for boundaries of semiotics, departing not from the semiotics
of Ch. S. Peirce or Ch. W. Morris, but from the semiology of
F. de Saussure. Therefore, R. Jakobson’s vision of semiotics as a con-
centric circle that signifies investigation of communication through all
types of messages is also convenient for Lotman. In this circle there is
a smaller circle that signifies study of communication through speech
messages and in which linguistics is engaged. Linguistics and semiot-
ics, in turn, belong to a wider circle in which there forms a general
science of communication and which, in his opinion, is directed by
social anthropology, sociology and economics (Jakobson 1985: 320—
321).

The relationship of linguistics and semiotics has given U. Eco a
reason to demonstrate evolution from Saussure to Jakobson through
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change in the treatment of the code. While Saussure speaks of linguis-
tic code, Jakobson connects the notion of code with the correlation
between elements of two different systems, and keeps in mind semi-
otic systems in both broader and narrower perspective in the face of
codes and subcodes. Thus Eco admires also Jakobson’s ability to
bring semiotics into linguistics, not just the ability to distinguish
between extralinguistic codes (Eco 1977: 48—49).

Eco’s own semiotics as symbiosis of the theory of sign generation
and the theory of code is definitely a continuation of this trend. In a
later foreword to J. Lotman’s book “Universe of the Mind”, Eco also
saw (Eco 1990) Lotman’s evolution through this problematics. First
he fixed Lotman’s original state in the question: “Reconstruction of
cultural code does not mean explanation of all phenomena of the
given culture, but it rather enables us to explain why this culture has
created these phenomena” (Eco 1994: 600). Eco viewed Lotman’s
extralinguistic attitude to the code as leaving borders of structuralism:
“Lotman still understood that looking at text as a message produced
on the basis of linguistic code is not at all the same as viewing the text
(or set of cultural texts) as a code. Because he was aware of the fact
that there is no historical period with one cultural code (although the
modelhood constructed can be efficient abstraction), and that in every
culture diverse codes exist simultaneously. /.../ In the course of his
studies Lotman still reached the conclusion that a code identified in
culture is much more complicated than the one that can be identified
in language, and his analyses became more and more witty and ob-
tained the background of bright and complicated historical know-
ledge” (Eco 1994: 600-601). Lotman’s works of the last decade
depart also from his attitude to codes: “Lotman understood
undoubtedly already in the sixties that multiplicity of codes in a
culture creates contraries and hybrids or “creolization”. In his later
works, especially in those written in the last decade, he has elaborated
the term semiosphere analogous to the biosphere.” (Eco 1994: 601).

Language, text, structure, model, (secondary) modeling system are
these notions the dynamism of which — in the volume of their
meaning — gives a good overview of the semiotics of Lotman and the
Tartu—Moscow semiotic school until the birth of cultural semiotics in
1973. K. Eimermacher has called Lotmans ability to conjoin different
terms and to provide them with novel meanings integrativity, and to
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this he also dedicated an article “J. M. Lotman: Semiotic Version of
Integrative Culturology” (Eimermacher 1998).

In fact, a so to speak non-structuralist reception can be noted
already when Lotman’s first books reached the West. So T. G. Winner
stressed already in the foreword of the first translated book that
Lotman’s lectures on structural poetics do not view the text as
independently existing, but “as a part of the context of extratextual
elements” (Winner 1968: X).

A few years later he acknowledges that from treatment of artistic
work as a secondary modeling system’s semiotic structure Lotman has
reached to a comparative treatment, viewing an artistic work as such
compared with extratextual structures. T. G. Winner stresses that in
Lotman’s opinion signs in artistic works are not only indexic (in
Peircean sense) as they are in natural language, but primarily iconic.
Thus the plane of content and the plane of expression are connected in
the text unlike in language. The peculiarity of art as a model is not
only this iconicity, but the specific relationship to reality, the quality
of the sign to be, via its elements or as a whole, a part of more than
one system simultaneously (Winner 1971: X). It is characteristic that
years later T. G. Winner has also stressed, while talking about Lot-
man’s innovativeness, the essential connectedness of structures of
texts with extratextual context, the binary oppositionist nature of
intratextual and extratextual relations (Winner 1990: 233). Thus
Lotman has never been considered as an immanent structuralist.

And a view from the inside. A leading member of the Tartu—
Moscow school, A. Pjatigorski has used, when defining the object of
the semiotics of the beginning of the 1960s, a phrase “anything”.
From Lotman’s first book “Lectures on Structural Poetics” of 1964,
literature became into the object (Pjatigorski 1996: 54), and in con-
nection with literature the text as a fundamental notion of semiotics:
“Exactly the “text” gave Juri Mihhailovich the possibility to pass from
literature over to culture as the universal object of semiotics”
(Pjatigorski 1996: 55). Defining literature as an organic object and
culture as a meta-notion, Pjatigorski considers the contact of these
terms, in Lotman’s definition of culture, important in the aggregation
of texts. By this, the traditional possibility of treatment “how I
understand culture” was adjoined by a possibility to ask how culture
understands itself or an another culture. Pjatigorski calls this textuali-
zation of culture and enlargement of textual analysis the ontologi-
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zation of the method and refers to the naturalization of the object as its
attendant phenomenon. Development from text to semiosphere
resulted from the latter (Pjatigorski 1996: 55). Differentiation between
two trends in Russian semiotics also concerns Lotman. Pjatigorski
defines culture as an object of semiotics and Lotman a naturalist
studying it, but at the same time he defines history as a second
possible object of semiotics and V. Toporov a historiosoph studying it
(Pjatigorski 1996: 55). In both tendencies Pjatigorski sees signs of
withdrawal from semiotics, but as causes of both positions — location
of the analyst inside the culture described. Undoubtedly, there is a
historiosoph also in Lotman, be those ethical and political questions in
articles of the current collection or discussion about the future of Rus-
sia and transfer from nihilist binary model of culture to European
ternary treatment of culture in his last book “Culture and Explosion”
(1992).

The literature-centered period in Lotman’s work is concluded by
the appearance of two books — “Structure of Artistic Text” (1970)
and “Analysis of Poetic Text. Structure of Verse” (1972). In the same
period (1970), two booklets appear into which articles on cultural
typology have been gathered, and which is the sign of shift to the
paradigm of cultural semiotics. In the definition of text the notions of
material, forming, structurality, coherence and framedness are not
stressed any more as inner features of organization. More important is
the comparison of extratextual and intratextual relations that does not
only mean the connection of text and context, but changes understand-
ing of the ontology of text. Keeping the text in mind, it is possible to
talk about subtextual meanings or meanings pertaining to language in
general, as well as textual meanings and functions of texts in cultural
system. Culture, in turn, is also describable through the description of
three levels: a level of subtextual meanings, a level of culture as a
system of texts, and a level of culture as a set of functions serving
texts (Lotman 1970: 73-77). By the beginning of the 1980s, the
symbiosis of text and culture has taken place, and the text as a
monolingual formation has become into multilingual and semiotically
heterogeneous formation that, all the more, has intellectual capabilities
and memory. Besides recording and transmitting a message, the text is
also concerned with the creation of new information.

When U. Eco differentiates between the notions of coding and
recoding in his semiotics, and admits the possibility of optimal
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reading, he connects deviations from the optimal or the right
understanding of texts with the notion of extracoding. The modifica-
tion of recoding into extracoding brings along the oscillation between
two strategies of reading, undercoding and overcoding. The former
means a simplification of texts, the latter an over-signification of texts
and treating them as more complicated than reality (Eco 1977 b: 133—
136).

In his article “Cultural Semiotics and the Notion of Text” (1981)
Lotman replaces the notion of deciphering or decoding the text with
the term of communication and creates, by describing circulation of
texts in culture and relations between the text and the reader, a
typology of different, although complementary processes: 1. com-
munication of the addresser and the addressee, 2. communication
between the audience and cultural tradition, 3. communication of the
reader with him/herself, 4. communication of the reader with the text,
5. communication between the text and cultural tradition (Lotman
1990: 276-277). On the basis of this typology the object of cultural
semiotics is formed by semiotic functioning of concrete texts, but in
the evolutionary plane cultural semiotics means for Lotman the semi-
otics of secondary modeling systems (Lotman 1990: 4).

Evolutionally the name of Lotman and the notion of cultural
semiotics are specifically connected. The cultural semiotics that was
carried on by him contains enough aspects of general theory, but is
applicatively still naturalistic (in Pjatigorski’s sense), i.e. connected
with Russian culture. This connection is made explicit both in pro-
gram texts and process of reception (see also: Torop 1994).

Therefore, a collection of articles appeared in 1984 bears the title
“Semiotics of Russian Culture” (Lotman, Uspenskij 1984), and a
selection published a year later, respectively, “Semiotics of Russian
Cultural History” (Lotman, Ginzburg, Uspenskij 1985). Also, “Theses
on the Semiotic Study of Cultures”, published with Lotman’s initiative
both Russian and English in 1973, from which the date of birth of
cultural semiotics has been started to be reckoned, have a subtitle “as
Applied to Slavic Texts”. Although, next to the authors connected
with the study of Slavic material, V. Ivanov, J. Lotman, V. Toporov
and B. Uspenski, there was also A. Pjatigorski, the orientalist (Teesid
1998).

1973 is the year of interesting coincidences. In that year several
books appeared that significantly influenced the study of culture,
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development of semiotics and cultural semiotics, and induced an
interesting symbiosis. Lotman and the Tartu—Moscow school pre-
sented the definition of cultural semiotics, calling it a science studying
the functional relatedness of sign systems circulating in culture that
departs from the presupposition that it is possible to operationally
(proceeding from a theoretical conception) describe pure sign systems,
but they function only in contact with each other and in mutual
influences (Teesid 1998: 61). Dynamism is added by attitude to the
text that is viewable as an individual sign, but also as a set of signs or
a system. In culture, there are functionally possible texts as assem-
blages of signs and the semantics of such texts can be approached via
the semantics of signs. However, there are also possible such texts that
neither are discrete nor disintegrate into signs (Teesid 1998: 66). The
relationship between discrete or indiscrete types of texts is important
at the description-comparison of cultural epochs or cultural types.
Complex treatment is also based on the same logic: “In the union of
different levels and subsystems into a single semiotic whole —
“culture” — two mutually opposed mechanisms are at work: a) The
tendency toward diversity — toward an increase in differently
organized semiotic languages, the “polyglotism” of culture. b) The
tendency toward uniformity — the attempt to interpret itself or other
cultures as uniform, rigidly organized languages (Teesid 1998: 86).

In 1973, in New York, there appeared the first print of C. Geertz’s
collection “The Interpretation of Cultures” (Geertz 1993) that arouse
excitement in cultural theory, and in which the notions of interpretive
and semiotic are used synonymously.

Thus his interpretive anthropology is a kind of parallel to cultural
semiotics. Geertz suggests to get introduced to a science, not to turn
into theories but to look what those who practice that science are
doing. In his opinion social anthropologists “do” ethnography: “In
anthropology, or anyway social anthropology, what the practioners do
is ethnography” (Geertz 1993: 5). Talking about ethnography Geertz
presents two treatments. According to the first treatment with the
nature of the text book, ethnography is a compilation of reports on
expeditions, transcription of texts, choice of informants, mapping of
studies, etc. He personally offers another treatment from which it
derives that ethnography is thick description, i.e. in reality the
ethnographer meets the set of different and often intertwined concep-
tual structures in which there is no explicit regularity and which do not
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always exist in an easily graspable explicated shape. Interviews,
observations and recordings belong to the field work. But “doing”
ethnography must mean an attempt to read a strange, figurative,
incoherent manuscript in which the graphic signs of ordinary language
are replaced by behavioral examples. And, in the framework of this
conception, the culture described becomes itself an “acted document”
that can be interpreted by communicating with it (Geertz 1993: 10).
Geertz has surprisingly many similarities with Lotman and the Tartu—
Moscow school, although the direct contacts between their concep-
tions were evidently missing.

In 1973, in Paris, there appeared a tiny book by the French
semiologist R.Barthes “La plaisir du texte” (Barthes 1973) in which
the analysis of intracultural contentment guides (differently from
extracultural contentment) to individuality instead of subjectivity. The
text corresponds to individuality as a thread in which infinite genera-
tion of meanings takes place, and at the same time it is an intertext that
makes life outside the text impossible, be this text Proust, everyday
newspaper or television screen: “book shapes thought, thought shapes
life” (Barthes 1973: 59).

In this treatment intertextuality is connected with intermediality:
intertwining of texts and mediums, as well as obscurity and unimpor-
tance lead us already to postmodern and poststructuralist pluralistic
tolerance, but also to epistemological uncertainty.

In 1973, in Munich, there appeared a book of caution by the
Austrian ethologist K. Lorenz — “Die acht Todsiinden der
zivilisierten Menschheit” (Lorenz 1973). Without stopping here at the
dangers delineated by him (although amongst the sins there is also the
negligence of traditions that comes to mind in the case of the Tartu—
Moscow school as the one that binds traditions together), I would like
to stress that in this book K. Lorentz analyses organic systems which
form the basis of the social being of mankind, and inspects the
relationship between nature and civilization, as well as the self-
regulation of systems or homeostasis that connects them. Against the
background of Lotman’s later discussions on explosiveness, casualty,
etc. in culture this treatment also belongs into the occasional whole of
works presented.

These books that have occasionally happened to meet in time
reflect in their scarceness still a certain and more general trend in
which there could intertwine cultural semiotics, anthropology, post-
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structuralism and ecology. This is a movement towards the analysis of
a complex system, the results of which depend on the ability of the
analyst to define his/her viewpoint, but also the ontological borders (a
possible world) of the system analyzed, the parameters of his/her
evaluation and criteria of exactness of results of evaluation.

Cultural semiotics, born in 1973 and in the environment referred,
moved by its internal developmental tradition with the baggage of
Russian formalism and the Prague Linguistic Circle away from
structuralism. In this it is similar to the movement of French structural-
ist semiology into a poststructuralist paradigm and J. Kristeva, one
who attended this movement and was one of those who propagated
Lotman since the end of 1960s, as wella as one of those who replaced
the notion of text with that of intertextuality, has noted also in
Lotman’s development the change of semiotics into intercommunica-
tive (Kristeva 1994: 376).

One more accidental coincidence. In 1984, in London, there ap-
peared a twin volume of high level cultural semiotics in which
A. R. Kelkar tried to bind cultural semiotics with other disciplines
oriented towards culture. In the Tartu—Moscow school, the use of the
notion of semiosis, so common in classical semiotics, was not too
actively circulated. At the same time semiosis, as a state or process in
which something functions as a sign, can be used when specifying the
research object of (cultural) semiotics. So, Kelkar offered a clas-
sification in which cultural semiotics correlates with semiosis in
culture and cultural semiosis with ethnology of semiosis (Kelkar 1984:
132). This reminds of Geertz’s two treatments of ethnography and the
Tartu—Moscow school’s dynamic inspection of the relationship be-
tween the sign and the sign system, as well as I. Portis-Winner’s
attempt to describe ethnic texts by the help of Lotman’s cultural
semiotics (Portis Winner 1989).

In 1984, there appeared Lotman’s article on semiosphere that in
fact conceptualizes these accidental connections between those books
published in 1973 that were already mentioned. Casualness has turned
into regularity. The notion of semiosphere has been derived from
V. Vernadski’s biosphere, or in connection with the notion of living
environment. As life on earth depends not only on cosmic solar energy
but also on human activity, then by growth of man’s part in the fate of
the planet one can start talking about noosphere, the intelligent living
environment. Man can develop and destroy, but his activity oriented at
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noosphere is traceable and describable. Noosphere itself is substantial-
spatial, whereas semiosphere is abstract space in which languages,
texts, and cultures intertwine. In the opinion of V. Ivanov, one of the
most bright scholars in the Tartu—Moscow school, the task of semiot-
ics is to describe semiosphere without which noosphere is unthinkable
(Ivanov 1998: 792).

Semiosphere is this conditional space without which semiosis
would be impossible, but at the same time the notion of semiosphere
rather presupposes implication of the notion of intersemiosis. This
means that the medley of sign systems that looks chaotic becomes
organized on different levels of confining them. Thus the most im-
portant notion of semiosphere is the boundary. Once Lotman needed
the notion of framedness in order to confine the text. Now it is
boundary what frames the semiosphere, but the entanglement of
boundaries inside semiosphere is just as important: “the boundary of
semiotic space is the most important functional and structural position
of this space that determines the essence of the semiotic mechanism of
it. Boundary is a bilingual mechanism that translates external mes-
sages into the internal language of semiosphere and vice versa. So it is
only through the boundary the semiosphere can be in contact with the
non-semiotic and alien semiotic space.” The same mechanism func-
tions also inside semiosphere: “Thus the semiosphere is perforated by
multiple inner boundaries that specify its regions in the semiotic sense.
Translation of information across these borders, play between dif-
ferent structures and substructures, consistent semiotic “irruption” of
one or another structure to an “alien territory” evoke the birth of
meaning, emergence of new information”.

The quality of the semiosphere to bind diachrony and synchrony,
organize memory, transform systems turns it into a very functional
mechanism that has been connected even with the Jungian term of
collective unconscious (Cornwell 1992: 166).

On the other hand, in criticism, there have been made references to
Lotman’s approximation to the views of M. Bakhtin together with
whom Lotman has directed Russian structuralism to paths parallel to
poststructuralism. Thus, between the biosphere and the semiosphere
there appears Bakhtin’s notion of the logosphere (Mandelker 1994:
390). It really is possible to see connection between Lotman and
Bakhtin exactly from the viewpoint of the notion of semiosphere, or
more correctly the notion of boundary.
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But this connection does not mean sameness. Lotman’s notion of
the boundary is inseparable from the term of individuality. Individual-
ity is inside the boundary and the boundary is a mechanism of
translation, i.e. between the own and the alien there exists difference.
But Bakhtin maintains: “Man does not have inner independent
territory, he is wholly and always on the border, looking himself into
an eye he looks into an eye of the other or with the eyes of the other”
(Bahtin 1979: 312).

Lotman’s treatment is related to Bakhtin’s attitude to culture in
which he indeed excludes bordered territory, but marks borders with
significance. In his opinion culture does indeed locate on boundaries:
“One must not imagine culture as a spatial whole that has borders and
also an inner territory. Culture does not possess inner territory: it is
wholly located on borders, boundaries route everywhere, pierce all its
moments, culture’s inner unity fuses into atoms of cultural life, re-
flects like the sun in every of its drops. Every cultural act lives signifi-
cantly on boundaries: in this lies its seriousness and importance; being
separated from borders it loses its ground, becomes empty, tedious,
degenerates and decays” (Bahtin 1986: 44). This short comparison
allows to maintain that understanding of dynamism of the two
scholars is different. For Lotman, it is important to find the border also
in the biggest entanglement of boundaries, the dimension of whole-
ness, and principally it would be possible to create a typology in
which boundaries of different level would be in complementary
relationship (see also Torop 1998). In Bakhtin’s treatment, the border
(like dialogism, polyphony, etc.) is connected with ambivalence, and
the notion of boundary is seen as a translation mechanism in both
treatments. However, deeper comparison of Bakhtin and Lotman is
becoming an object of wider interest (see Shukman 1989; Danow
1991; Grzybek 1994; Bethea 1997; Petrilli 1998). This comparison,
however brings Lotman nearer to the poststructuralist paradigm in
which Bakhtin’s name has been actively used.

Cultural semiotics, having been developing as an international
science, has expanded also disciplinarily. When leaving aside the use
of semiotics in disciplines that study culture on the level of method or
an aspect (e.g. cultural studies), two poles between which the develop-
ment is going on have to be fixed (see also an overview: Bernard 1993
and an attempt to put diagnosis to the current state: Koch 1989). On
the one hand, one can notify the attempts to revise the conceptions
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pertaining to general semiotics and to analyze their culturo-semiotic
productivity for the sake of interest of cultural semiotics (see e.g.
Portis-Winner 1994). On the other hand, there can be notified the
globalization of cultural semiotics, a wish to become an integrative
cultural theory that treats both history of mankind (and the semioge-
netic period in it) and synchronic typologies (Koch 1986). Several
conceptions from different countries have not been switched into this
context yet. But this means that the connections between culture and
semiotics have not frozen yet, they create new forms of knowledge.

In 1973, it was possible to write in “Theses on the Semiotic Study
of Cultures” about cultural semiotics as a science studying functional
correlation between different sign systems. The present volume re-
flects both interest in different sign systems and cultural texts, and
also relationships between sign systems. The editorial board is happy
to attend the arrival of new names in our publication and the multitude
of viewpoints related to these names. Materials of this collection
reflect well the influence of material studied on the way of thought of
scholars and choice of method. And like that this collection fits well to
celebrate the anniversary of cultural semiotics. A large part of this
collection’s material is formed by presentations of two conferences
(“Problems of Description of Literary Text” and “25 Years from the
Birth of Cultural Semiotics”).

For culture, it is inherent to be diverse, contain different sign
systems and texts in complex thread. But at the same time the in-
fluence of the media environment on culture is deepening and due to
this otherwise autonomous sign systems and texts happen to be side by
side. They intertwine and transform, and the identification of their
elements or signs turns out to be very difficult through one system or
one text. This means that the specific conditions of semiosis also force
us to talk about intersemiosis, associations of signs and texts that can
not be studied hierarchically or that are too difficult to be studied so;
however it may be possible to study them complexly or complemen-
tarily.

On the grounds of this we announce the next issue of Sign System
Studies to be thematic and would like to discuss with our dear
colleagues about the theme essential to contemporary culture —
INTERSEMIOSIS AND SPACE OF INTERSEMIOSIS. Taking into
account the youth of cultural semiotics and its centeredness at the
object, the choice of this theme means an intention to find possibilities
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of complex analysis, i.e. to search for objects of research enriching
cultural semiotics itself, and at the same time to describe the
environment generating them. In cultural semiotics, there are different
traditions of research. Likewise, semiotics has become a natural part
of many disciplines pertaining to cultural analysis and cultural theory.
Therefore, cultural semiotics is not a detaching boundary here —
cultural semiotician and semiotician in culture are, in the global plane,
still located in the same space. We look for contributions by the
beginning of the academic year of the new century — Ist of
September.

References

Bakhtin, M. (1979). Estetika slovesnogo tvorchestva. Moskva: Iskusstvo.

— (1986). Literaturno-kriticheskie stat’i. Moskva: Khudozhestvennaja lite-
ratura.

Barthes, R. (1973). La plaisir du texte. Paris: Seuil.

Bernard, J. (1993). “Kultursemiotik im Uberblick”. Semiotische Berichte
17/3—4:229-258.

Bethea, D. M. (1997). “Bakhtinian Prosaics Versus Lotmanian “Poetic Think-
ing”: The Code and its Relation to Literary Biography”. Slavic and East
European Journal 41/1: 1-15.

Cornwell, N. (1992). “Lotman’s Semiosphere”. Irish Slavonic Studies 13:
163-167.

Danow, D.K. (1991). The Thought of Mikhail Bakhtin. From Word to
Culture. Houndmills, London: MacMiillan.

Eco, U. (1977). “The Influence of Roman Jakobson on the Development of
Semiotics”. In: R.Jakobson. Echoes of His Scholarship. D.Armstrong,
C.H. van Schooneveld (eds). Lisse: The Peter Ridder Press, 39-58.

— (1977 b). 4 Theory of Semiotics. London, Basingstoke: The MacMillan
Press Ltd.

— (1990). “Introduction”. In: Y. M. Lotman. Universe of the Mind A
Semiotic Theory of Culture. London, New York: I. B.Tauris, VII-XIII.

— (1994). “Sissejuhatus”. Keel ja Kirjandus 10: 598—602.

Eimermacher, K. (1998). Znak. Tekst. Kul'tura. Moskva: Dom intellek-
tual’noi knigi.

Eng, J. van (1973). V.V.Ivanov, J. M. Lotman, A. M. Pjatigorski,
V. N. Toporov, B. A. Uspenski. Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cul-
tures. (As Applied to Slavic Texts). J. van Eng (ed). Structure of Texts
and Semiotics of Culture. The Hague, Paris: Mouton, 1-28.



22 Peeter Torop

Geertz, C. (1993). The Interpretation of Cultures. Selected Essays. London:
Fontana Press.

Grzybek, P. (1994). “Bakhtinskaja semiotika i moskovsko-tartuskaja shkola”.
In: Lotmanovskij sbornik 1. J. V. Permjakov (ed.). Moskva: IC — Garant,
240-259.

Ivanov, V. V. (1998). Izbrannye trudy po semiotike i istorii kul'tury. T.I.
Moskva: Jazyki russkoj kul’tury.

Jakobson, R. (1985). “Jazyk v otnoshenii k drugim sistemam kommunikatsii
(Language in relation to other communication systems)”. In: R. Jakobson.
Izbrannye raboty. Moskva: Progress, 319-330.

Kelkar, A. R. (1984). “Prolegomena to Understanding of Semiotics and Cul-
ture”. In: The semiotics of Culture and Language. Vol. 2. Language and
other Semiotic Systems of Culture. R.P.Fawcett, M. A. K. Halliday,
S. M. Lamb, A. Makkai (eds). London, Dover N. H.: Frances Pinter, 101—
134.

Koch, W. A. (1986). Evolutiondire Kultursemiotik: Skizzen zur Grundlegung
und Institutionalisierung von integrierten Kultur-Studien. Bochum:
Studienverlag Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer.

— (1989). Culture and Semiotics. W. A. Koch (ed). Bochum: Studienverlag
Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer.

Kristeva, J. (1994). “On Yury Lotman”. PMLA4 109/3: 375-376.

Lorenz, K. (1973). Die acht Todsiinden der zivilisierten Menschheit.
Minchen: R. Piper und Co. Verlag.

Lotman, J. (1970). Stat’i po tipologii kul 'tury. 1. Tartu

— (1994). “Te3nucel k ceMHOTHKEe pycckoil KymeTypel". A. Jl. Kowmenes
(pen.). 1O. M. Jlomman u mapmyciko-mMOCKOBCKAs CEMUOMUYECKAS WIKOAA.
Mocksa: ['Ho3c, 407-416.

Lotman, Ju. M., Uspenskij, B. A. (1984). The Semiotics of Russian Culture.
A.Shukman (ed). Ann Arbor: Michigan Slavic Contributions.

Lotman, Ju. M., Ginzburg, L. J., Uspenskij, B. A. The Semiotics of Russian
Cultural History. A. and A.Nakhimovsky (eds). Ithaca: Cornell Univ.
Press.

Mandelker, A. (1994). “Semiotizing the Sphere: Organicist Theory in Lot-
man, Bakhtin, and Vernadsky”. PMLA 109/3: 385-396.

Petrilli, S. (1998). “Bakhtin’s Research Between Literary Theory and Semiot-
ics”. European Journal for Semiotic Studies 10/1-2:201-216.

Pjatigorski, A. (1996). “Zametki iz 90-h o semiotike 60-h godov”. In: 4. Pja-
tigorski. Izbrannye trudy. Moskva: Jazyki russkoj kul 'tury, 53—57.

Portis Winner, I. (1989). “Segmentation and Reconstruction of Ethnic Culture
Texts. Narration, Montage, and the Interpenetration of the Visual and
verbal Spheres”. In: Issues in Slavic Literary and Cultural Theory.
K. Eimermacher, P. Grzybek, G. Witte (eds). Bochum: Universitéitsverlag
Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer, 411-431.



Cultural semiotics and culture 23

— (1994). Semiotics of Culture: “The Strange Intruder”. Bochum: Univer-
sitdtsverlag Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer.

Sebeok, T. A. (1989). “In What Sense is Language a “Primary Modeling
System”?” In: Worlds Behind Words. F.J. Heyvaert, F. Steurs (eds).
Leuven: Leuven Univ. Press, 25-36.

Shukman, A. (1989). “Semiotics of Culture and the influence of
M. M. Bakhtin”. In: Issues in Slavic Literary and Cultural Theory.
K. Eimermacher, P. Grzybek, G. Witte. Bochum: Universitétsverlag
Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer, 193-207.

Teesid. (1998). ”Kultuurisemiootika teesid”. Tartu Semiootika Raamatukogu
1. Ulle Pirli (ed). Tartu: Tartu Ulikooli Kirjastus.

Torop, P. (1994). “Tartu koolkond kui koolkond”. Keel ja Kirjandus 10: 579—
591.

— (1998). “Granicy perevoda (sociosemioticheskij aspekt semiotiki pere-
voda).” In: Sign Systems Studies 26. Tartu: Tartu Univ. Press, 136—150.
Winner, T. G. (1968). “Introduction”. In: fu. M. Lotman. Lektsii po struk-
tural’noi poetike. Vvedenie, teoria stiha. Providence, Rhode Island:

Brown Univ. Press, VII-X.

— (1971). “Editor’s Introduction”. In: fu. M. Lotman. Struktura khudozhest-
vennogo teksta. Providence: Brown Univ. Press, VII-X.

— (1990). “Literary Studies and Semiotics”. In: Semiotics in Individual
Sciences. Part I. W. A. Koch (ed). Bochum: Universitétsverlag
Dr. Norbert Brockmeyer, 214-253.



