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Abstract. Since 1984 when J. Lotman’s article “On semiosphere” was pub-
lished, this concept has been moving from one terminological field to another.
In the disciplinary terminological field of the Tartu—-Moscow School semiotics
of culture, ‘semiosphere’ is connected with terms ‘language — secondary
modelling system — text — culture’. From interdisciplinary terminological
fields, the associations either with biosphere and noosphere, or with logo-
sphere, are more important. As a metadisciplinary concept, semiosphere
belongs to the methodology of culture studies and is associated with the
concepts of holism and the part and the whole. In this context, semiosphere
marks the complementarity of disciplines studying culture, the movement
towards the creation of general culture studies and “understanding metho-
dology”. On the background of the contemporary trends of science it has to be
remembered that semiosphere is simultaneously an object- and a meta-
concept. The dynamism of culture as a research object forces science to search
for new description languages but the new description languages in turn
influence the cultural dynamics as they offer new possibilities for self-
description. Often, however, from a historical perspective, a new description
language is nothing but a methodological translation. Thus also the term
semiosphere joins together several concepts that are related to semiotics of
culture and that have gained new relevance on the background of the culture’s
developmental dynamics. The concept of semiosphere brings semiotics of
culture again into contact with its history, as it also brings applicational
cultural analysis into contact with the history of culture and with the newest
phenomena in culture. These contacts determine the place of the semiotics of
culture among the sciences studying culture.'

' The article is based on the presentation at the First International Meeting for

the Study of the Semiosphere, organized by Irene Machado and her colleagues in
Sdo Paulo, Brazil, August 22-27, 2005.
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Disciplinary logic demands that culture be declared the research object
of semiotics of culture. But only a few years ago, in the epilogue to his
study “The outlines of the prehistory and history of semiotics”,
Vyatcheslav Vs. Ivanov, one of the founders of semiotics of culture
and of the Tartu—Moscow School of Semiotics, wrote:

The task of semiotics is to describe the semiosphere without which the
noosphere is inconceivable. Semiotics has to help us in orienting in history.
The joint effort of all those who have been active in this science or the whole
cycle of sciences must contribute to the ultimate future establishment of
semiotics. (Ivanov 1998: 792)

Ivanov’s statement relies already clearly on interdisciplinary logic as
the term “semiosphere” is here placed between biosphere and
noosphere. It follows from this logic that the description of semio-
sphere by semiotics helps us to orient in history. But the term
“history” is a very complicated concept for the scientists of the Tartu—
Moscow School.

In the context of semiosphere, the interest of Juri Lotman as a lite-
rary and cultural historian in unmaterialized possibilities of historical
choices is important. He had an extraordinary interest in imagining the
consequences to which a different choice of development strategies
could have led during pivotal moments, in the situation of cultural
explosion. He speaks about this in his last book Culture and Explosion
(published in 1992). At the request of Spanish colleagues, I had a
discussion with Juri Lotman in the same year as this book was pub-
lished. I will quote a passage from Lotman’s talk:

The fate of people, history, accomplishments of science is unpredictable. [...]
A chance, an accident is not really so accidental, I would say. A chance is so
diffused, leaves such a wide range of choices that many things can find their
place in there. But chance is not predictable. I think that if, among new ideas,
there is something that we have now in reality, one of them — and I think the
most important of them — is the idea of historical, scientific, and of yet some
other kind of unpredictability. Unpredictability as the object of science. By the
way, unpredictability [...] whose mechanism is one of the most important
objects of science, introduces into science in a totally new manner the
component of art. [...] Art has always been oriented towards unpredictability.
To my mind, at the moment something most interesting is happening: it is as
if science is becoming aesthetisized. [...] Art is a totally different way of
thinking, a different system of modelling the world. Essentially it is the
creation of a different world, a parallel world to our world. It is thought that
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we can live in a world that is based on the model of science, or that we can
live in a world that is based on the model of art. In fact, however, we live in a
world that is based on the conflictual unity of these two models. From here
follow also the different levels of predictability and different meanings of
unpredictability. (Lotman, in Torop 2000: 13—14)

The logic of this argument is close to our contemporary trans-
disciplinary thinking. But at the end of discussion Lotman presented a
rhetorical question:

What in fact is this enormous amount of people who now live on this planet
and will maybe live here also in the future? Is it a conglomeration of
individuals who live only in order to take over from each other territory and
the right to live? Or is this conglomeration of individuals one method of
description and each individual by himself or herself another method of
description? Thus no method of description rules out another method of
description. It is as if in their reciprocal tension they create a third viewpoint.
(Lotman, in Torop 2000: 14-15)

The formulation of this third viewpoint would in fact mean that se-
miotics is given the status of metadiscipline.

Since the year 1984 when J. Lotman’s article “On semiosphere”
was published, this concept has been moving from one terminological
field to another. In the disciplinary terminological field of the Tartu-
Moscow School semiotics of culture, “semiosphere” is connected with
terms “language — secondary modelling system — text — culture”.
From interdisciplinary terminological fields, the association, on the
one hand, with biosphere and noosphere, and on the other hand, with
logosphere, is perhaps more important. As a metadisciplinary concept,
semiosphere belongs to the methodology of culture studies and is
associated with the concepts of holism and the part and the whole.
And as a transdisciplinary concept, “semiosphere” is very close to the
concept of symbol in symbolism: symbol as an indefinable term is
suitable for conveying the cognition of the incognizable, and at the
same time symbol can have an enormous semantic volume as a
reduced myth. In this context, semiosphere marks the complemen-
tarity of disciplines studying culture, the movement towards the
creation of general culture studies and “understanding methodology”.

For example, when we observe the scholarly reception of the
concept of semiosphere, we can notice the emergence of some
dominants. The first dominant is related to semiosphere as a universal
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research level. For instance, Irene Portis-Winner in her last book
remarks that Lotman’s concept of semiosphere creates a perspective of
holistic analysis: “Lotman’s concept of the semiosphere subsumes all
aspects of the semiotics of culture, all the heterogencous semiotic
systems or “languages” that are constantly changing and that in an
abstract sense, have some unifying qualities” (Portis-Winner 2002: 63;
cf. also Portis-Winner 1999). Edna Andrews, again, argues that the
concept of semiosphere is helpful in better understanding semiosis:
“Lotman’s extensive work on the semiosphere and the semiotics of
communication provide some invaluable concepts and categories that
offer insights into the structural principles of semiosis” (Andrews
1999: 8). And in Neil Cornwell’s opinion, the quality of the semio-
sphere 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).

From collective unconscious it is convenient to proceed to the next
dominant, dynamism. Bogustaw Zytko stresses, from the perspective
of Lotman’s evolution, that the concept of semiosphere signifies
transfer from static to dynamic analysis, and the basis of this transfer
is understanding the relationship between holism and heterogeneity:

The shift, from the conception of culture as a bundle of primary and secondary
modelling systems to the notion of semiosphere, is also a shift from static to
dynamic thinking. If we took the former approach, culture would resemble a
motionless unit made up of semiotic systems; whereas if we follow the
semiospheric approach, culture takes the shape of a heterogeneous whole
bustling with multiple rhythms of development and transient dominants.
(Zytko 2001: 400)

Dynamism is stressed also by Floyd Merrell in his comparison of
Peirce and Lotman and treatment of biosemiosphere: “Cultures are
processes, never products [...]” (Merrell 2001: 400).

I brought out these two dominants in the reception of semiosphere
in order to emphasize one of Lotman’s methodological principles, on
which also his own treatment of semiosphere is based. This is the
principle of dialogism. Usually the term “dialogue” is associated with
the name of Mikhail Bakhtin, and Lotman’s treatment certainly has its
connections to Bakhtin’s approach. The treatise published under the
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name of Valentin Voloshinov Marxism and the Philosophy of Lan-
guage suggests that

any element of an utterance that forwards a thought and is being fore-
grounded, or even a full utterance is translated by us into corresponding
context that is different and active. Any understanding is dialogic. Under-
standing is contrasted to utterance as a speaker’s words are contrasted to those
of another speaker in a dialogue. Understanding is looking for a counterword
to the word of a speaker. Only understanding of a foreign word seeks for “a
similar” word in the native language. (Bakhtin 2000: 436)

Several scholarly works have been dedicated to the comparison of M.
Bakhtin’s and J. Lotman’s dialogisms (Shukman, Lachmann, Danow,
Bonafin), but the simultaneity of the dual understanding has not been
stressed much. In essence, this is a situation in which understanding is
a process that on the one hand creates differences (word and the
counterword), and, on the other hand, similarities (word and its
translation). And if the dialogism of understanding is borne in mind,
we can in principle talk about two types of dialogue (cf. also Torop
2002: 599-602).

Furthermore, in Lotman’s opinion, in order to understand dialogue,
it is not enough to understand the language that is used in the dia-
logue. In his article “On Semiosphere” he wrote:

Consciousness is impossible without communication. In this sense it can be
said that dialogue precedes language and generates the language. The idea of
semiosphere is based exactly on this: the ensemble of semiotic formations
precedes (not heuristically, but functionally) a single isolated language and is
a precondition for its existence. Without semiosphere a language not only
does not work, but does not even exist. (Lotman 1984: 16)

In the next stage of discussion on semiosphere, in his book “Universe
of the Mind” published in 1990, Lotman emphasized that the dialogic
situation has to be understood before dialogue: “...the need for
dialogue, the dialogic situation, precedes both real dialogue and even
the existence of a language in which to conduct it: the semiotic
situation precedes the instruments of semiosis” (Lotman 1990: 143—
144). Thus dialogue becomes not only a term closely related to
semiosphere, but it becomes one of its ontological characteristics. The
concept of dialogical model of culture appeared in Lotman’s works in
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1983 and the discussion on semiosphere develops this model first of
all on the level of dynamics between the part and the whole:

Since all the levels of the semiosphere — ranging from a human individual or
an individual text to global semiotic unities — are all like semiospheres
inserted into each other, then each and one of them is both a participant in the
dialogue (a part of the semiosphere) as well as the space of the dialogue (an
entire semiosphere). (Lotman 1984: 22)

The understanding of dialogue as an ontological characteristic of
semiosphere in turn means that the outer and inner borders of
semiosphere are seen as bilingual. Borders separate and thus create
identities, but borders also connect and construe these identities by
juxtaposing the own and the alien. Therefore for Lotman the most
important feature of the borders of semiosphere is their role as
translation mechanisms. But also human consciousness is related to
the same mechanisms since in determining one’s identity, a person
needs first to describe it to himself or herself. Translation mechanisms
form the basis also for this thinking activity. And thus Lotman reaches
the conclusion “that the elementary act of thinking is translation” and
“the elementary mechanism of translation is dialogue”(Lotman 1990:
143).

The dialogism of semiosphere lends the concept of semiosphere
also an important dimension pertaining to the history of science. In
1992 Lotman wrote in the foreword of Sign Systems Studies vol. 25
that was the last appearing in his lifetime:

During the past decades semiotics has changed. One achievement on its hard
path was unification with history. The cognition of history became semiotic,
but semiotic thinking obtained historic traits. [...] Semiotic approach tries to
avoid the conditional stopping of the historical process. (Lotman 1992: 3)

Lotman also concludes that “each generation has a language for
describing yesterday and principally lacks a language for tomorrow”
(Lotman 1992: 4).

Speaking about semiosphere on the background of the contem-
porary trends of science it has to be remembered that semiosphere is
simultaneously an object- and a meta-concept. Semiosphere is what is
being studied in or as culture, and semiosphere is the means that is
used in studying culture. A phrase semiosphere is studied by means of
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semiosphere is not a paradox but points to the dialogue between the
research object and its description language. The dynamism of culture
as a research object forces science to search for new description
languages but the new description languages in turn influence the
cultural dynamics as they offer new possibilities for self-description.
Often, however, from a historical perspective, a new description lan-
guage is nothing but a methodological translation. Thus also the term
semiosphere joins together several concepts that are related to
semiotics of culture and that have gained new relevance on the back-
ground of the culture’s developmental dynamics.

The first who deserves rereading is one of the leading figures of
Russian Formalism Yurij Tynianov. In his article “Literary fact” of
1924 he wrote: “Literary fact is heterogeneous, and in this sense
literature is an incessantly evolutioning order” (Tynianov 1977: 270).
The question of literary order or system is for Tynianov inseparable
from the question of function:

A literary system is first of all a system of the functions of the literary order
which are in continual interrelationship with other orders. Systems change in
their composition, but the differentiation of human activities remains. The
evolution of literature, as of any other cultural system, does not coincide either
in tempo or in character with the systems with which it is interrelated. This is
owing to the specificity of the material with which it is concerned. The
evolution of the structural function occurs rapidly; the evolution of the literary
function occurs over epochs; and the evolution of the functions of a whole
literary system in relation to neighbouring systems occurs over centuries.
(Tynianov 1977: 277)

In Tynianov’s system, we can observe the relatedness of literary order
to other orders — with the order of everyday life, the order of culture,
social order. Everyday life is correlated with literary order in its verbal
aspect, and thus, literature has a verbal function in relation to everyday
life. An author’s attitude towards the elements of his text expresses
structural function, and the same text as a literary work has literary
function in its relations to the literary order. The return influence of
literature on everyday life, again, expresses social function. The study
of literary evolution presupposes the investigation of connections first
of all between the closest neighbouring orders or systems, and the
logical path leads from the structural to the literary function, from the
literary to the verbal function. This follows from the position that
“evolution is the change in interrelationships between the elements of
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a system — between functions and formal elements” (Tynianov 1977:
281; cf. also Torop 1995-1996; 2003: 328-330).

The next author belonging to the history of semiosphere is Roman
Jakobson who in his article “Metalanguage as a linguistic problem”
published in 1956 wrote: “Language must be investigated in all the
variety of its functions” (Jakobson 1985: 113). With regard to the six
factors of his communication model and their functions he wrote:
“The diversity lies not in a monopoly of some one of these several
functions but in their different hierarchical order” (Jakobson 1985:
113).

With regard to the rapid development of the culture’s technological
environment, I suggest that the hierarchical principle is the basis for
Jakobson’s approach both to translation as well as perception pro-
cesses. His interlinguistic, intralinguistic and intersemiotic types of
translation can be regarded individually but also as an inner dynamic
hierarchy of a single translation process and, partly, of any commu-
nication process. The situation is the same when R. Jakobson stresses
the semiotic value of all five senses in the human society: “All five
external senses carry semiotic functions in human society” (Jakobson
1971: 701). Foreseeing the increase in the varieties of textual onto-
logies and problems of understanding, R. Jakobson stresses the impor-
tance of distinguishing between homogeneous messages, i.e. those
based on a single sign system, and syncretic messages, i.e. those based
on the combination of several sign systems: “The study of commu-
nication must distinguish between homogeneous messages which use
a single semiotic system and syncretic messages based on a combi-
nation or merger of different sign patterns” (Jakobson 1971: 705).

Another semiospheric scientist is Mikhail Bakhtin of whose works
I would like to mention in the present context the theory of chronotope
even though this work was left unfinished. Nevertheless, it is still
possible to reconstruct Bakhtin’s general understanding of a literary
work as a chronotopical hierarchy (Bakhtin 1979: 338). On the hori-
zontal plane this refers to the levels of topographic chronotope or
homophony, psychological chronotope or polyphony, and meta-
physical chronotope or heterophony. But on all these levels we can
also speak of the binarity of the own and the alien (cf. Torop 1997),
which is the basis for the so-called small chronotopes, such as road,
bridge, stairs, and so forth. In Bakhtin’s view, without understanding
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chronotopicality, it is impossible to understand artistic worlds
(Bakhtin 1975: 406).

Thus there are three research strategies in front of us, which pre-
pare the ground for the emergence of the concept of semiosphere:
Tynianov and the hierarchical treatment of the evolutionary process,
Jakobson and the hierarchical treatment of communication process,
and Bakhtin and the treatment of text as a chronotopical hierarchy.

Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures [1973], the programmatic
work of the Tartu—Moscow School, defines semiotics of culture as a
science investigating the functional correlation of different sign
systems. This approach entails also the recognition of the hierarchy of
sign systems:

In defining culture as a certain secondary language, we introduce the concept
of a “culture text”, a text in this secondary language. So long as some natural
language is a part of the language of culture, there arises the question of the
relationship between the text in the natural language and the verbal text of
culture. (Theses 1998: 43)

We could add here another aspect related to the logic of possible
worlds: “The place of the text in the textual space is defined as the
sum total of potential texts” (Theses 1998: 45).

Until then, when speaking of text, Lotman had emphasized the
importance of the beginning and the end, or the frame. Therefore for
him, text was a delimited whole and the possibility of delimiting,
either natural or artificial, made it possible to speak about levels of
material, the coherence and hierarchy of levels. When the material
was not natural language but film language, he tried to describe the
system of distinctive features and to analyse the text on the basis of
markedness—unmarkedness. A fundamental turn took place in 1981. In
his article “Cultural Semiotics and the Notion of Text” 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) communication 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 2002:
88). The usage of the term communication in textual analysis meant,
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in fact, a semiospherical turn already before the concept was born. The
same way as it is possible to understand texts in various ways, it is
also possible to analyse this understanding in several ways.

When Lotman’s approach to text became parametric, combining
different possibilities of analysis, there emerged a need for a unity of a
higher order that would join together the individual and the general,
the part and the whole, description and self-description. The juxta-
position, in textual analysis, of a delimited whole and a communi-
cating whole created the wish to keep system and process apart,
similarly to what L. Hjelmslev did. In 1978 Lotman wrote an article
“The phenomenon of culture” where he created a typology distin-
guishing between statics and dynamics. The basis for the typology is
the distinction of the static and dynamic aspects of cultural languages.
From the static aspect cultural languages divide into the discrete and
the continual (iconic-spatial), and for Juri Lotman this forms the
semiotic primordial dualism. In discrete languages sign comes first
and meanings are created through the meanings of signs. In continual
languages text comes first and meaning emerges through holistic text
that integrates even the most heterogeneous elements. These are the
two languages between which it is difficult to create translatability.

In dynamism the simultaneity of the two processes in culture is
important. On the one hand, in different fields of culture, speciali-
sation of cultural languages takes place as a result of autocommu-
nication and identity searches. On the other hand, on the level of
culture as a whole there emerges integration of cultural languages as a
possibility of self-communication and self-understanding. Yet the
dynamism of integration is revealed in the simultaneity of the two
processes. On the one hand, self-descriptions and alongside with them
also meta-descriptions or descriptions from the position of culture as a
whole are being created in different parts of culture. This is integration
through autonomies. On the other hand, cultural languages diffuse and
become creolised due to the communication between different parts of
culture. Creolisation is a feature of dynamism and an intermediary
stage at reaching a new autonomy or pure (self)description.

As a result of descriptive processes this allows us to talk about
cultural self-models. Cultural self-description as a process can be
viewed as proceeding in three directions. Culture’s self-model is the
result of the first, and its goal is maximum similarity to the actually
existing culture. As a second result there emerge cultural self-models
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that differ from ordinary cultural practice and have been designed for
changing that practice. Thirdly, there are also self-models that exist as
an ideal cultural self-consciousness separately from culture and are not
oriented toward it (Lotman 2000: 568-580). By this Lotman does not
exclude conflict between culture and its self-models. But the creation
of self-models reflects the creativity of culture. In 1980s Juri Lotman
described creativity, relying on Ilya Prigogine. The article “Culture as
a subject and object for itself” maintains that:

The main question of semiotics of culture is the problem of meaning gene-
ration. What we shall call meaning generation is the ability both of culture as
a whole and of its parts to put out, in the “output”, nontrivial new texts. New
texts are the texts that emerge as results of irreversible processes (in Ilya
Prigogine’s sense), i.e. texts that are unpredictable to a certain degree.
(Lotman 2000: 640)

Semiosphere is a concept that allows semiotics of culture to reach a new
understanding of holism, a holistic analysis of dynamic processes. In
semiotics of culture, the term semiosphere converges all that which
recently in sciences studying culture converges into semiotics — a wish
for finding a description language that could be translated into and
that could unify different disciplinary and interdisciplinary languages.
In elaborating general principles of cultural analysis in the interests of
an understanding methodology, science needs to search for possibi-
lities to interpret as diverse and nontrivial cultural phenomena and
texts as possible and to promote cultural self-descriptions. At the same
time, from the historical perspective, the metalinguistic and con-
ceptual heterogeneity of our contemporary science is much more
homogeneous.

Therefore, in conclusion it has to be said that the concept of
semiosphere brings semiotics of culture again into contact with its
history, as it also brings applicational cultural analysis into contact
with the history of culture and with the newest phenomena in culture.
The science of signs comes into contact with the art of signs. These
contacts determine the place of the semiotics of culture among the
sciences studying culture. And it is not paradoxical that semiosphere
studies semiosphere and culture studies culture. This is so because all
this takes place within one single semiosphere of human culture and
each attempt to describe culture from any scientific position proves,
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on a different level, to be a self-description of culture. By creating
treatments of culture, we also can be part of culture’s creativity.”
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Cemuocdepa u/kak 00beKT HCCJIETOBAHUA CEMHOTUKH KYJIbTYPBI

C 1984 rona, xorga Owbuta HameuaraHa ctaThs FO. M. Jlormana, maHHOe
MOHATHE KOYEBAJO W3 OJHOTO TEPMHHOIIOTHYECKOTO IMOJs B apyroe. B
TEPMHUHOJIOTHYECKOM TIOJIE CEMHOTHKH KYJIBTYPHI TapTyCKO-MOCKOBCKON
IIKOJIBI ceMuoc(epa CBsA3aHa ¢ TMOHATHAMH S3BIK — BTOPHYHAS MOJICITH-
pyromasi cucteMa — TEeKCT — KyIbTypa. M3 MHTepIuCHHUIUTHHAPHBIX
TEPMUHOJIOTHYECKUX TIOJIEH MOXKHO CUUTaTh Hamboyiee CyIEeCTBEHHBIM
MPUMBIKaHHAE K TMOHATHSAM Onochepsl 1 Hoochepsl, C OHOW CTOPOHBI, U
sorocdepbl, — C APYroi CTOPOHBI. B KauecTBe MeETaJAUCIHILIHHAPHOIO
IIOHATHUA CeMI/IOC(I)epa BXOJUT B MCTOAOJIOTHIO KYJIbTYPOJIOTHU U CBA3bI-
BaeTCs C MOHATHEM IEJIOCTHOCTH, a TAK)KE YaCTH W LEeNoro. B kadecTse
TPAHCAMCIUILUTMHAPHOTO TEpPMUHA ceMuocdepa MPUMBIKAET K MOHSATHUIO
CHUMBOJIa B CHMBOJIM3ME: CUMBOJI KaK HEOMpEACISIeMOe TOHATHE MOIXO0-
JAT JUTS TICpeadyyl MMO3HAHWS HEIMO3HABACMOTO M B TO XKE BPEMs CHUMBOI
MOET OBITh CEMaHTUYECKH HACBIIICHHBIM KaK peaylupOoBaHHEI mud. B
JTAHHOM KOHTEKCTe ceMuochepa 0003HaUaeT TOTONHUTEIFHOCTD IUACIIHII-
JUH, W3yYalolUX KyIbTYpY, M JIBIKCHHE B CTOPOHY CO3TaHHUS OOmIei
KyJIBTYPOJIOTHA U “TIOHUMAIOIIEH METOIOJIOTHH .

Paccyxxmas o cemmocdepe Ha (oHE pa3BUTHS COBPEMEHHON HAayKH
CJIEAYET MIOMHUTB, YTO MBI UMEEM I€JI0 OAHOBPEMEHHO KaK O6’BeKTHI)IM TaK
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u MetanonsaTreM. Cemuocepa — 3TO TO, UTO U3y4YaeTcsi B KyJIbType WM B
KauecTBE KyJbTYpbl, U ceMHuoc(epa SBIAETCS CPEICTBOM Ul H3YUEHHUS
KyJbTYpBL. [Ipu nomowu cemuocgepvl uzyvaemes cemuocghepa — 310 HE
mapasiokc, a 00O03HAYCHHE OUAora MEXIY OOBEKTOM HCCICJOBAaHUSA U
S3BIKOM €ro omnucaHus. JJuHaMuKa KyJIbTypbl Kak 0OBbEKTa HCCIEA0BaHMs
3aCTaBIsIeT HAYKHd HCKATh HOBBIE SI3BIKM OIMCAHMSI, HO M HOBBIC SI3BIKU
OIUCAHUS B CBOIO OUEpEb BIUAIOT Ha JUHAMUKY Pa3BUTHS KyJIbTYpBbI, TaK
Kak Ipe[IaraloT HOBBIE BO3MOXHOCTH Al camoomnucanus. C HCTOpH-
YECKOM TOYKH 3pEHUsI HOBIH S3bIK OMUCAHUSI 4aCTO SIBISETCS JIMIIb METON0-
JIOTUYECKUM TepeBooM. Tak B TOHATHH ceMHoc(hepsl OOBEIUHEHBI
HECKOJIBKO Pa3HBIX KOHILEIIWH, CBA3aHHBIX C CEMHOTUKOW KyJNBTYPHI U
AKTyaJIN30BaHHBIX B CBA3U C TUHAMHUKOMN Pa3BUTUS KyJIbTYpBIL.

IMonsitie ceMuocdepsl COMOCTABIAET CEMUOTHKY KyJIBbTYPBI C €€ UCTO-
pHUEl, a TakKe CONpPAracT NPUKIAIHOW aHAIM3 KyJbTYpbl C HCTOpUEH
KyJIBTYpPbl 1 HOBEHIIMMH SBICHUSIMHU B KyJbType. OT 3THX conocTaBiIeHU
3aBHUCHUT MECTO CEMHOTHKHU KYJIbTYPHI CPEAU U3YHAIOIIUX KyJIbTypy HayK.

Semiosfiiir ja/kui kultuurisemiootika uurimisobjekt

1984. aastast, mil ilmus J. Lotmani artikkel “Semiosféddrist”, on see
moiste litkkunud {ihest terminivéljast teise. Tartu—Moskva koolkonna
kultuurisemiootika distsiplinaarsel terminivéljal on ta seotud mdistetega
keel — sekundaarne modelleeriv siisteem — tekst — kultuur. Inter-
distsiplinaarsetest terminivdljadest on ehk olulisem seotus mdistetega
biosfddr ja noosfddr iihelt poolt ning logosfddr teiselt poolt. Meta-
distsiplinaarsena on semiosfddr kultuuriteaduse metodoloogiasse kuuluv
mdiste ning seostub seal holismi ning osa ja terviku mdistega. Ja trans-
distsiplinaarsena on semiosfairi moiste vdga 1dhedane stimboli mdistele
stimbolismis: stimbol on defineerimatu mdistena sobiv tunnetamatu tun-
netamise vahendamiseks, samas vG8ib siimbol olla erakordselt suure tdhen-
dusmahuga kui redutseeritud miiiit. Selles kontekstis tdhistab semiosfaér
kultuuri uurivate distsipliinide komplementaarsust, liikkumist ildise
kultuuriteaduse ja “mdistva metodoloogia” loomise suunas.

Semiosfadrist tdnapdeva teaduse suundumuste taustal rddkides tuleb
meeles pidada, et tegemist on iiheaegselt objekt- ja metamdistega. Semio-
sfadr on see, mida uuritakse kultuuris voi kultuurina, ning semiosfair on
see vahend, mille abil kultuuri uuritakse. Semiosfddri abil uuritakse se-
miosfddri ei ole paradoks, vaid tihistab uurimisobjekti ja tema kirjeldus-
keele dialoogi. Kultuuri kui uurimisobjekti diinaamika sunnib teadust
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otsima uusi kirjelduskeeli, kuid ka uued kirjelduskeeled mojutavad oma-
korda kultuuridiinaamikat, sest pakuvad uusi vdimalusi enesekirjeldus-
teks. Tihti on aga uus kirjelduskeel ajaloolisest vaatepunktist vaid meto-
doloogiline tdlge. Nii iihineb ka semiosfddri mdistes mitu erinevat
kultuurisemiootikaga seotud kontseptsiooni, mis on kultuuri arengudiinaa-
mika taustal uutmoodi aktualiseerunud.

Semiosfadri mdiste viib kultuurisemiootika uuesti kokku oma aja-
looga, nagu ta viib ka rakendusliku kultuurianaliiiisi kokku korraga
kultuurilooga ja kdige uuemate néhtustega kultuuris. Need kokkupuuted
midravad &ra kultuurisemiootika koha kultuuri uurivate teaduste seas.



