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Abstract. The article compares Roland Barthes’s and Juri Lotman’s notions of
‘second-order semiological systems’ [systemes sémiologique seconds] and ‘secondary
modelling systems’ [smopuunvie modenupyrousue cucmemot]. It investigates the shared
presuppositions of the two theories and their important divergences from each other,
explaining them in terms of the opposite strategic roles that the notions of ‘ideology’
and ‘culture’ play in the work of Barthes and Lotman, respectively. The immersion
of secondary modelling systems in culture as a “system of systems” characterized by
internal heterogeneity, allows Lotman to evidence their positive creative potential:
the result of the tensions arising from cultural systemic plurality and heterogeneity
may coincide with the emergence of new, unpredictable meanings in translation. The
context of Barthes’s second-order semiological systems is instead provided by highly
homogeneous ideological frames that appropriate the signs of the first-order system
and make them into forms for significations which confirm, reproduce and transmit
previously existing information generated by hegemonic social and cultural discourses.
The article shows how these differences resurface and, partially, fade away in the theories
of the text that Barthes and Lotman elaborated in the 1970s. The discussion is concluded
by some remarks on the possible topicality of Barthes’s and Lotman’s approaches for
contemporary semiotics and the humanities in general.
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From time to time the history of ideas offers surprising examples of synchronization
in the thematic focus and research development of thinkers between whom there is no
direct contact. For some this represents clear evidence of a Zeitgeist, while for others
it is simply a matter of coincidence. Roland Barthes’s and Juri Lotman’s work from
the 1960s on the foundations of semiotics represents a particularly intriguing case
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of intellectual synchronization. Although some of Lotman’s texts started to circulate
in French translation in the journal Tel Quel as early as 1968, the Parisian thinker
never refers in his work to the Tartu scholar. Considering that Julia Kristeva, the other
leading figure of French semiology at that time, was, in contrast, deeply interested in
Lotman’s ideas and actively advocated and mediated them to the Parisian intellectual
circles,' Barthes’s silence may even be interpreted as an explicit lack of interest or as
an index of the distance between the two theoreticians. A shift of attention from Paris
to Tartu seems to confirm the reciprocity of this attitude: Lotman rarely mentions
Barthes in his research work and the judgement he expresses on the French semiotician
in a couple of private letters is far from favourable. However, in an overview of the
international development of semiotics written in 1968, Lotman describes Barthes’s
seminal analyses of mode and mass culture (Mythologies) as a “very interesting”
application of the structuralist method to the study of everyday life in France. He
gives more general praise to French semioticians for they share the Soviet scholars’
attention to the theoretical and methodological foundations of the discipline vis-a-vis
the empirical orientation of the American semiotics at the time.? Yet Lotman (1968:
582-584) also detects a certain carelessness and superficiality in the application of
semiotic methods to literary analysis by French scholars. What we cannot find either
in this overview nor anywhere else in Lotman’s work is a real theoretical engagement
with the new conceptual tools that Barthes bestowed to the rising science of semiotics.

All this appears particularly puzzling when we consider the striking similarities
in some of the concepts that come to occupy a central position in the attempts by
Lotman - and more generally the Tartu-Moscow School - and Barthes to lay down
the bases of semiology/semiotics as the new general science of sign systems prefigured
by Ferdinand de Saussure. First of all, pursuing the task proposed by Saussure yet left
unachieved in his work, Barthes and Lotman focus their attention on the relations
between natural language and other sign systems. Secondly, and most importantly,
the study of these relations brings them to a similar general typology of sign systems
that distinguishes language as a “primary system” from what Barthes calls “second-
order semiological systems” [systemes sémiologique seconds] and Lotman “secondary
modelling systems” [smopuunvie modenupyousue cucmemot]. This is something
completely new and unknown to Saussure, particularly if we consider that this is not
just one idea among others, but the central key concept in both Barthes’s semiology
and Lotman’s semiotics. In Elements of Semiology (1964) Barthes thus describes
semiology as that part of linguistics which takes as an object the “great signifying

' See e.g. Kristeva 1969. Kristeva has recently been criticized for her tendentious mis-

understanding of Lotman’s ideas (Landolt 2012). This certainly did not hinder the reception of
Lotman in France, but rather facilitated it.
> In his overview Lotman praises for instance Barthes’ Elements of Semiotics.
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units of discourse”, “a second-order language”, whose units are no longer monemes
or phonemes, but “larger fragments of discourse referring to objects and episodes
whose meaning underlies language, but can never exist independently of it” (Barthes
2010[1964]: 11).* As for the “secondary modelling systems” of the Tartu-Moscow
school, it has even been claimed that they were nothing other than a synonym tout
court for semiotics, which was considered a suspicious notion in the Soviet Union in
the 1960s (Uspenskij 1995: 106-107). Thus, in the same year that Barthes published
his Elements of Semiology, the first Summer School on Secondary Modelling Systems
(not ‘Semiotics’) took place in the small Southern-Estonian village of Kéariku.

Last, but not least, Barthes and Lotman also share the extension of the notion of
‘language’ to include not only the primary, but also the secondary systems. Barthes
(1991: 109) refers to this extension in Mythologies as “a generic way of conceiving
language” that he defines as “any significant unit or synthesis, whether verbal or
visual”* While in the classic structuralist approach this constitutes the premise for
the consequent extension of the (Saussurean) linguistic method from the study of
natural languages to the study of all other sign systems/languages, Tartu-Moscow
scholars stress already in 1965, in their first collective volume, the possible limits that
a method elaborated exclusively on the basis of evidence from natural languages may
encounter in the attempt to explain secondary systems whose specificity has not yet
been investigated, but needs to be:

[...] one of the fundamental issues in the investigation of secondary modelling
systems is the determination of their relationship with linguistic structures. This is
why it is important to explain what we mean by the notion of ‘linguistic structure’
It is undisputable that every sign system (secondary systems included) can be
considered as a language. [...] A consequence of this is the conviction that any
system of signs can be, in principle, investigated with linguistic methods, and the
special role of contemporary linguistics as a methodological discipline. However,
from “linguistic methods” in this broad sense, we must distinguish those scientific
principles which come from the habit of dealing with natural languages — which
are a particular kind of linguistic system. It appears that it is taking this path
that makes the search for the peculiarity [céoeo6pasue] of secondary modelling
systems and the means of studying them [cnoco6vr ux usyuenus] possible. (Lotman
1965: 6; my translation, D. M.)?

> Barthes thus coins the term ‘trans-linguistics’ (where the prefix ‘trans-’ denotes the passage

to the second-order) as a synonym of ‘semiology’

4 Barthes stresses in this respect that semiology will treat words and images in the same way,
that is, as signs (Barthes 1957: 188).

> “[...] onHMM 13 OCHOBHBIX BOIPOCOB M3YYeHMs BTOPMYHBIX MOJEMUPYIOLIMX CUCTEM
ABJIACTCS OINpefe/ieHNe VX OTHOIIEHVs K A3BIKOBBIM CTPyKTypaM. IIpyu sToM Heo6xommmo

OrOBOPUTDH COJEPKaHNE, KOTOPOE€ Mbl BK/IaAbIBAa€M B IIOHATHE «A3bIKOBasA CTPYKTYpa».
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This represents an important deviation (shared, even if not so explicitly, by Barthes)
from Saussure’s project for a science of semiology. While Saussure (2000: 17) stressed
that “[i]f one wishes to discover the true nature of language systems, one must first
consider what they have in common with all other systems of the same kind”, Lotman
(and Barthes) are rather interested in determining how some of these “other systems”,
or “secondary systems” differ from natural language as the primary system.

Summing up these introductory remarks, we can say that Barthes’s and Lotman’s
theories share: (1) a division of semiotic systems into primary and secondary ones; (2)
the understanding of secondary systems as “languages” of a specific kind; and (3) the
centrality of the notion of the secondary system and its study for the advancement of
the new science of semiology/semiotics.

However, the two thinkers importantly diverge in the way they come to understand
the “peculiarity” of secondary systems in relation to primary ones and, consequently,
the “means of their study” In what follows I will compare Barthes’s and Lotman’s
understanding of secondary systems, investigating the most important divergences
in the two theories and explaining them in terms of the opposite strategic roles that
the notions of ‘ideology’ and of ‘culture’ play in the work of Barthes and Lotman
respectively. Further I will show how these differences resurface and, partially,
fade away in their theories of the text. This discussion will allow me to draw some
conclusions on the relevance of Barthess and Lotman’s approaches for contemporary
semiotics and, possibly, the humanities in general.

First- and second-order semiological systems: Barthes

The concept of the ‘second-order semiological system’ was first introduced by Barthes
in Mythologies (1957), where it occupies the most fundamental position in the
definition of the myth, which constitutes the topic of the entire book. Though the myth
shares with any other semiological system the Saussurean “tri-dimensional scheme” of
the signifier, the signified and the sign, the latter being no more than the correlation
which unites the first two, the specificity of the myth lies for Barthes (1991[1957]: 113)
precisely in its “secondness™

BeccriopHo, 4TO BCsAKas 3HAKOBas cUCTeMa (B TOM 4MC/Ie M BTOPMYHAsSA) MOXKET PacCMaTpy-
BaTbCs KaK 0c060ro popa ssbiK. [...] OTcrona BeiTekaeT yOex/eHue, 4To ar0bas 3HaKoBas
CHCTeMa B IPMHIMIIE MOXKET M3Y4YaTbCs JMHTBUCTMYECKVMM METOHAMM, a TaKkKe ocobas
pOZIb COBPEMEHHOTO S3BIKO3HaHMA KaK MeETOJOJIOTMYecKoll amcuuivimHpl. OpHaKo oT
«IMHTBUCTMYECKMX METOJOB» B STOM, LIMPOKOM, CMBIC/IE C/IefyeT OT/INYaTb Te HayuHble
IPYHIMIIBL, KOTOpPbIe IIOfICKA3aHbl IPUBBIYKON OIEepMpPOBATb €CTECTBEHHBIMY SA3BIKAMM —
0c060if, YaCTHOI Pa3HOBMIHOCTDIO, A3bIKOBBIX CUCTEM. BUIMMO, Ha 3TOM ITyTH BO3MOXHBI
HOMCKM CBO€OOPasys BTOPUYHBIX MOLEMPYIOINX CUCTEM U CIIOCOOO0B UX U3YYeHNA.
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In myth, we find again the tri-dimensional pattern which I have just described:
the signifier, the signified and the sign. But myth is a peculiar system, in that it is
constructed from a semiological chain which existed before it: it is a second-order
semiological system. That which is a sign (namely the associative total of a concept
and an image) in the first system, becomes a mere signifier in the second.

The metaphorical spatialization of the relations between the first and second
semiological systems presented by Barthes in the famous scheme reproduced here
in Figure 1 evidences the first paradoxical issue: although the second-order system
is semiologically “construed” [sédifie] upon the primary system that it presupposes,
from an ideological point of view the secondary system subjugates, as we will see,
the primary one, replacing it as the surreptitious starting point (natural basis) of the
semiological chain as a whole.

1. signifier 2. signified
3. sign (langue)
I. SIGNIFIER I1. SIGNIFIED
IIL. SIGN (myth)

Figure 1. The semiological scheme of myth in Barthes’s Mythologies.

Before investigating this crucial aspect of Barthes’s theory, we must consider the
development of the notion of the second-order semiological system in Elements
of Semiology where it occupies the central position in the definition of the notion
of connotation. Connotation is indeed the means by which Barthes translates the
definition of myth quoted above into the more general and abstract terms of his new
theory of semiology:

[...] connotation, that is, the development of a system of second-order meanings,
which are so to speak parasitic on the language proper. This second-order system
is also a “language”. (Barthes 2010[1964]: 30)¢

¢ There are some important differences between the theory of myth and that of connotation,

which have to do with Barthes’s understanding of metalanguage. Whereas in Mythologies
he describes the relation between the primary language and myth as also being a relation
between an object-language and a meta-language (Barthes 1957: 188), in Elements of
Semiology he distinguishes between two different ways of deriving the second system from
the first: connotation and metalanguage (Barthes 2010[1964]: 89-94). In so far as the issue of
metalanguage is not relevant for my argument, I will not pursue this line of analysis in what
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The parasitic relationship used here to characterize the development of the second-
order system from the first is a good illustration of the paradox mentioned above: the
parasite needs its host, but may end up suffocating it. If we take a look at Barthes’s
metaphorical spatialization of connotation (see Figure 2), it is interesting to observe
that the scheme reproduces the one suggested for myth (see Figure 1)’, but reverses
the positions of the first-order and the second-order systems, bringing to the fore
the idea of “construction upon” and “development from” and, at the same time, the
hierarchical relation between the two systems — what is above comes to occupy the
most preeminent position by covering and hiding what lies underneath it.?

signifier signified

connotation (myth)

signifier | signified

denotation (langue)

Figure 2. The semiological scheme of connotation in Barthes’s Elements.

This is of paramount importance in understanding the peculiarity of second-order
semiological systems and their difference from (natural) language in Barthes.

The passage to the ‘second-order’ provokes a decrease in the differential and
arbitrary nature of the ‘first-order’ linguistic sign, as defined by Saussure. In Elements,
Barthes (2010[1964]: 73) pays particular attention to the first aspect as he comments:

follows, focusing the attention rather on the common elements of myth and connotation as
second-order semiological systems.

7 The disappearance of the third term (the sign) of the “tri-dimensional pattern” from
the scheme of connotation only appears to occur. In fact, Barthes introduces the chapter on
connotation of Elements of Semiology with a new reference to the tri-dimensionality of any
system of signification that he represents there as the E (expression = signifier) R (relation
between the plan of expression and the plan of content = the ‘sign’) and C (content = signified)
scheme. Before presenting the scheme reproduced in Figure 2, he consistently illustrates

connotation as:

2 E R C (connotation)
1 ERC (denotation)
8 The canonical English translation ‘second-order semiological system’ for the French
systemes sémiologique seconds contributes to increase this hierarchical reading. The similarity
with Marxist ‘base’ and ‘superstructure’ is not just a coincidence, given the central place of

ideology in Barthess understanding of second-order systems.
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The absolutely differential value of the language is therefore probable only if we
mean the articulated language; in the secondary systems [...] the language is
‘impure; so to speak: it does contain a differential element (that is, pure ‘language’)
[...] but also something positive.

In Mythologies, it is the arbitrariness of the sign that is brought into question by the
second-order system of the myth:

We know that in language the sign is arbitrary: nothing compels the acoustic image
tree ‘naturally’ to mean the concept tree: the sign, here, is unmotivated. [...] The
mythical signification, on the other hand, is never arbitrary; it is always in part
motivated, and unavoidably contains some analogy. (Barthes 1991[1957]: 124)

The decrease in the differentiality and the arbitrariness of the sign is thus a direct
consequence of secondariness: while first-order signs institute the otherwise inexistent
and consequently arbitrary relation between the signifier and the signified, second-
order signs on the contrary rest on an already existing whole - connotation rests on
denotation, myth on langue. Different elements of the first-order system thus become a
single element for the second-order system. Let us consider, for instance, Barthes’s well
known analysis of the cover of Paris Match where a “young Negro” in a military uniform
presumably salutes, “with his eyes uplifted”, the French tricolour (Barthes 1991[1957]:
115; see Figure 3). This description of the picture in the “articulated language” can be
considered as the sign of the first-order system which unites pictorial signifiers (different
colours and shades on paper in a specific composition) with their signifieds (a young
black male, a saluting hand on one side of the face, a military hat, etc.).

LE NAUFRAGE
DERIVA-BELLA 8

U TRAGEﬂIE SN A Figure 3. Cover of Paris Match commented on
DU NMANS SR

by Barthes in Mythologies.
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Now this sign as a whole becomes the new signifier of the second-order system (see
Figure 1 above), where it starts to signify Frenchness and militarism. The relation
between the second-order signifier and signified is the mythical sign which Barthes
names ‘signification’ Signification grows as if naturally out of the final result of the
underlying, first-order semiological process. In the case of the Paris Match cover, the
good assimilating impact of the French colonial Empire grows naturally out of this
“young Negro” who salutes “just like our good French kids” The passage from the first-
to the second-order system of myth thus brings about a passage from the arbitrary to
the motivated, the artificial to the natural, the value to the fact:

In the second (mythical) system, causality is artificial, false; but it creeps, so
to speak, through the back door of Nature. This is why myth is experienced as
innocent speech: not because its intentions are hidden - if they were hidden, they
could not be efficacious - but because they are naturalized.

In fact, what allows the reader to consume myth innocently is that he does
not see it as a semiological system but as an inductive one. Where there is only an
equivalence, he sees a kind of causal process: the signifier and the signified have,
in his eyes, a natural relationship. This confusion can be expressed otherwise:
any semiological system is a system of value; now the myth-consumer takes the
signification for a system of facts. (Barthes 1991[1957]: 130)

Barthes (1991[1957]: 128) describes all this as a passage from semiology to ideology
to which he refers also in Elements, where he defines the “signified of connotation”
as a “fragment of ideology” (Barthes 2010{1964]: 91). The second-order semiological
system of myth and connotation functions therefore as a superstructure which,
grounded as it is in its base-structure (the first-order system of langue and denotation),
nevertheless results in an ideological distortion of the latter achieved through
naturalization of second-order mythical and connotational signifieds. We can see
this with particular clarity by juxtaposing the two schemes of myth (Figure 1) and
connotation (Figure 2): the second-order system lies on the primary system as a
construction occupying a higher hierarchical position (Figure 2) and it functions, at
the same time, as a retrospective anchoring, through ideological naturalization, of the
otherwise ungrounded and possibly drifting signs of the primary system (Figure 1).

Primary and secondary modelling systems: Lotman

Turning now to Lotman’s and the Tartu-Moscow semioticians’ understanding of
“secondary modelling systems’, it is interesting to observe that references to “ideology”
are also present in their definitions, although they do not have the central function
we have just observed in the case of Barthes. Let us take, for instance, possibly the
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first definition of a secondary system launched by Lotman in the article “The issue
of meaning in secondary modelling systems” (1965), later republished as a chapter of
The Structure of the Artistic Text:

A secondary modelling system is a structure based on a natural language. Later
the system takes on an additional secondary structure which may be ideological,
ethical, artistic, etc. Meanings in this secondary system can be formed according
to the means inherent to natural languages or through means employed in other
semiotic systems. (Lotman 1977[1970]: 35)

Just as clearly as Barthes, Lotman here proposes the image of a superstructure built
upon the base of natural language. He also considers ideology as one of the possible
secondary structures, but does not exclusively concentrate on it. The typology of
secondary structures apparently remains open for him (“etc”) and, in addition to
ideology, he explicitly mentions ethics and art — the latter of which will, as we know,
occupy a preeminent position in Lotman’s later works.’ Lotman and the Tartu-Moscow
semioticians do not offer in their works a graphic illustration of the relationship
between primary and secondary systems that would make explicit the modalities of the
construction of second-order meanings on the basis of first-order ones. However, these
relationships and modalities are described in Theses on the Semiotic Study of Cultures, the
seminal collective work on the semiotics of culture first published in 1973:

Under secondary modelling systems we understand such semiotic systems, with
the aid of which models of the world or its fragments are constructed. These
systems are secondary in relation to the primary system of natural language, over
which they are built - directly (the supralinguistic system of literature) or in the
shape parallel to it (music, painting). (Lotman et al. 2013[1973]: 72)'°

This definition contains important notions which help to clarify both the similarity
and the differences between the peculiar characteristics of Barthes’s second-order
semiological systems and Lotman’s secondary modelling systems. First of all comes
the notion of the ‘model, which occupies a central position in the Tartu-Moscow
semiotics of the 1960s and 1970s. Taken as constructions arising from the secondary
system, in Lotman’s theory models also introduce a fundamentally distinctive feature

°  From this point of view, it is interesting to observe that the notion of a ‘secondary modelling

system’ in the title of the 1965 article is replaced in the title of the equivalent chapter of the 1970
book with the notion of ‘artistic text’: “The problem of meaning in an artistic text”.

10 Talking about the “parallelism” of systems, Lotman means the coexistence and juxtaposition
of the different languages of cultures which, on the one hand, model one and the same reality in
different ways and, on the other, enter in complex intersemiotic interaction with one another.
I will return to this later.
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of Barthes’s second-order semiological systems: the causality and motivation of the
relations between the signifier and the signified in myth and connotation. Lotman
makes a similar point about models:

Therefore, if the relation of language with its denotation is historical-conventional
in natural languages, the relation of the model with its object is determined by the
structure of the modelling system. In this respect only one kind of signs - iconic
signs — can be identified with a model. (Lotman 1967: 131; my translation, D. M.)"

In The Structure of the Artistic Text, Lotman writes in this respect of an ‘archimeaning
which emerges in those secondary systems that aspire to a “monopolistic grasp on
worldview” and universal validity. Like Barthes’s mythical ‘signification, Lotman’s
‘archimeaning’ transforms a bundle of elements of the primary system into a single
element of the secondary one. As Lotman (1977: 47) also writes,

[t]he equivalence of nonequivalent elements forces us to assume that signs which
have different denotata on the linguistic level have a common denotatum on the
level of a secondary system. [...] A secondary modelling system of the artistic type
constructs its own system of denotata, one which is not a copy, but a model of the
world of denotata with their general linguistic meaning.

In Theses on the Semiotic Study of Culture, the Tartu-Moscow semioticians consequently
claim that phenomena revealed in secondary modelling systems point to a decrease in
semiotic complexity and an increase in simplicity (Lotman et al. 2013: 69) that seems,
once again, to match the decrease in differentiality and arbitrariness (the passage from
semiology to ideology) brought about by connotation and myth according to Barthes.
Despite these convergences, it would be incorrect to push Lotman further in the
direction of Barthes. In fact, in the passages from the Theses quoted above, the Tartu-
Moscow semioticians already distinguish between two different modalities of the
relations between the primary and secondary systems. The first is clearly hierarchical
in nature, involving the articulation of a base and a superstructure. For instance, their
description of the relations between ‘the primary system of natural language’ and the
‘supralinguistic system of literature’ almost coincides with Barthes’s illustration of the
relations between first-order and second-order semiological systems in Elements:

" “TIosToMy, ecrmy OTHOLIEHNE fA3bIKA K JIEHOTATY B €CTECTBEHHOM f3bIKE MCTOPUYECKM-

KOHBEHLIMOHA/IbHO, TO OTHOIIEHMEe MOREeIM K OOBEeKTy OIpelelieHO CTPYKTYpPOil MOJeIn-
pyIolLieit cucTeMbL. B 9TOM cMbICIIe TONBKO OIVH THUII 3HAKOB - M KOHUYeCKUe 3HaAKU —
MOXeT ObITb npyupaBHeH MofiensAM.” From this point of view it is interesting to observe that
Barthes’s Saussurean terminology similarly brings him to affirm the iconicity of mythical
signification: “But for the myth-reader [...] everything happens as if the picture naturally
conjured up the concept, as if the signifier gave a foundation to the signified” (Barthes 1991: 129).
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a connoted system is a system whose plane of expression is itself constituted by a
signifying system: the common case of connotation will consist of complex systems
of which language forms the first system (this is, for instance, the case with
literature). (Barthes 2010[1964]: 90)

The second modality of the relation between the primary and secondary modelling
systems mentioned in the Theses” passage, i.e. the parallelism of the systems involved,
their being side by side instead of one above the other, never occurs in Barthes’s
description of myth and connotation by contrast. This is an important issue, because
it allows us to introduce a fundamental principle of the semiotics of culture, which
also constitutes the main reason for the divergence between Barthes’s and Lotman’s
understandings of secondary systems. I am thinking here of the impossibility for any
system, be it primary or secondary, of being thought of in isolation; any attempt to
do so brings about an idealized (and, therefore, ideological) description of the given
system. Semiotic reality always implies, on the contrary, a plurality of at least two
juxtaposed systems which interact and intersect, entering into a complex relation of
dialogue and conflict (Lotman 1997: 10; 2009: 4-6)."

Culture vs. ideology

It is at this point that the notion of culture comes to occupy its strategic place for the
understanding of secondary modelling systems in Lotman’s works. This emerges with
particular clarity in a definition to be found in Lotman’s book Analysis of the Poetic
Text, originally published in 1972:

Secondary modelling systems: semiotic systems constructed on the basis of a
natural language but having a more complex structure. Secondary modelling
systemsincluderitual, all aggregates of social and ideological sign communications,
and art, all of which merge into a single complex semiotic whole — a culture.
(Lotman 1976[1972]: 19)"

The relation between the primary and the secondary systems, and the relation between
secondary systems and culture as a whole is presented here in terms of a progressive

2 For a discussion of these aspects of Lotman’s semiotics of culture see Monticelli 2012, 2008:

185-210.
¥ “BropuuHble MOJEMUPYIOLIME CUCTEMbl — CEMMOTHYECKMe CHCTEMBI, IOCTPOECHHbIE Ha
OCHOBE eCTeCTBEHHOTO 3bIKa, HO MMelolye 60Jiee CTIOXKHYI0 CTPYKTYpy. BropuuHbie Mozie-
JIMPYIOLVIE CUCTEMbI, PUTYaJI, BCE COBOKYITHOCTY COLMANbHbIX 1 MIEO/IOTMYeCKIX 3HAKOBBIX
KOMMYHMKAIIMI, MICKYCCTBO CK/IAfibIBAIOTCA B €IMHOE CI0XKHOE CEMMOTHYECKOe Lielioe —

Kynprypy” (Lotman 1972: 21).
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increase in structural complexity, quite the opposite of what was stated above on the basis
of an incidental remark in the Theses. From this point of view, the word ‘homogeneous’
may be misleading when employed by Lotman in the passage quoted above to describe
culture as a “complex semiotic whole” or, as elsewhere (e.g. Lotman et al 2013: 71), a
“system of systems”. In his works, Lotman rather and repeatedly stresses the heterogeneity
of culture: internal polyglotism is its essential and vital property,'* and this means that
cultural dynamics is always crossed by an irreducible tension between homogenizing and
differentiating forces, as first described by the Tartu-Moscow semioticians in the Theses
(Lotman et al. 2013: 76-77). Lotman often defines this tension in terms of a translation
between incommensurable systems or languages, which is a paradoxical translation in
a situation of untranslatability where the movement across the boundaries of differently
structured subsystems represents a fundamental prerequisite of cultural dynamism. As
Lotman (1974: 226; my translation, D. M.)" explains:

[...] disharmony between these subsystems is a source of pathological phenomena
if we consider culture from a syncrhonic point of view, while diacrhonically it
works as a source of dynamism for the system as a whole.

In this respect it is interesting to observe that if secondary modelling systems were
the fundamental object of study for the Tartu-Moscow semioticians, the development
of the semiotics of culture clearly brought about a shift of attention from the
(structuralist) investigation of isolated sign systems to the interaction between different
systems. It is in this respect interesting to read the new definition of the ‘semiotics of
culture’ proposed by Lotman in 1981, seventeen years after the first summer school
on ‘secondary modelling systems’ and eight years after the Theses. According to this
definition the semiotics of culture investigates

[...] the mutual interaction of semiotic systems with different structures, the
internal heterogeneity of semiotic space, the inevitability of cultural and semiotic
polyglotism. (Lotman 1981: 3; my translation, D. M.)'¢

" As Lotman and Uspenskij state for instance in the article “On the semiotic mechanism of

culture’, originally published in 1971, “the heterogeneity of the inner organisation is a law for
the existence of culture” (Lotman, Uspenskij 1978: 226).

5 “mMcrapMOHMA MEXIY STUMM IIOICUCTEMaMM, SABJIAACH IIPU PACCMOTPEHUM KYIbTYPBI
B CMHXPOHHOM aCIleKTe MCTOYHMKOM OO/Ie3HEeHHbIX SABJICHMII, B IMAXPOHHOM OCBEIIeHNUM
BBICTYIIaeT KaK MCTOUYHMK AMHAMUKY CUCTEMBI B IIJIOM .

16 “OdopmaeHne ceMMOTUKIKY/IbTY Pbl— AUCLUIUINHBL, PACCMATPUBAOLell B3aMMOIE/ICTBIE
Pa3HOYCTPOEHHBIX CEMUOTUIECKIX CUCTEM, BHY TPEHHIOI HEPaBHOMEPHOCTb CEMUOTIIECKOTO
IPOCTPAHCTBA, HEOOXOAMMOCTb KYIbTYPHOTO M CEMHOTHMYECKOrO IONUITIOTH3MA, — B

3HAYUTENBHON Mepe CABUHYIO TPAAMUI[MOHHbIE CEMUOTIYECKIIE TPECTABICHNS .
! y: AL s
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The immersion of secondary modelling systems in a cultural whole characterized
by internal heterogeneity allows Lotman to stress their positive creative potentiality:
the result of the tensions arising from the plurality and heterogeneity of culture as a
system of systems may coincide with the emergence of new, unpredictable meanings
in translation. As Lotman was to claim in his last book Culture and Explosion (1992),
the focus of the semiotics of culture thus shifted to the study of communication in
situations that complicate it or render it utterly impossible, but from which valuable
novelty might arise: “You could say that the translation of the untranslatable may
become the carrier of information of the highest value” (Lotman 2009: 6).

Barthes’s second-order systems do not enter such paradoxical communication
with other structurally incommensurable systems, as their context is not provided by
the cultural system of systems with its heterogeneity and polyglotism, but by highly
homogeneous ideological frames. They appropriate the signs of the first-order system
and turn them into forms for signification which confirms, reproduces and transmits
pre-existing information generated by hegemonic social and cultural discourses. Barthes
(1991[1957]: 131) imagines this as a potentially all-encompassing mechanism: “In fact,
nothing can be safe from myth, myth can develop its second-order schema from any
meaning”. This is why in Mythologies, he writes of myth as “stolen language”, defining
semiology as critique of ideology and the sémiologue as an agent of demystification:

he [the sémiologue] therefore seems to have the objective function of decipherer
(his language is an operation) in relation to the world which naturalizes or
conceals the signs of the first system under the signifiers of the second. (Barthes
2010[1964]: 94)"7

Why does Barthes’s theory of second-order systems not reserve any place for the
Lotmanian system of systems (culture) as a possible pluralistic and polyglottal
alternative to the homogenizing force of ideology? I think there are two reasons for
this. First of all, when Barthes refers to culture in Mythologies, he seems to have only
“mass culture” in mind, as he writes in the preface added to the 1970 edition of the
book, where he identifies as a fundamental task of his work the “ideological critique
bearing on the language of so called mass-culture” (Barthes 1991[1957]: 8).*® Lotman’s
understanding of culture as a system of systems admits, on the contrary, a complex,

17" This deciphering has, for Barthes, the nature of a social necessity in so far as society

continually develops second-order semiological systems from natural languages and the
future “probably belongs to a linguistics of connotation” (Barthes 2010[1964]: 90-91). The
preeminence of second-order systems among the objects of semiology is therefore the
immediate consequence of social developments.

8 Regarding this, it has been argued that Barthess semiology could be considered as a
“scientific way of understanding popular culture” (Strinati 2004: 97).
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multi-level interpretation which includes different cultural layers. Secondly, in
contrast with Lotman’s notion of culture as a dynamic milieu for the generation of new
meanings, Barthes tends to see culture as a synonym of tradition and conformism."

Though the word ‘culture’ is almost completely missing from Mythologies and
Elements of Semiology, it repeatedly pops up in Barthes’s The Pleasure of the Text
where it is almost without exception employed in oppositions which involve the ‘text
of pleasure’ [texte de plaisir] and the ‘text of bliss’ [texte de jouissance] — the first being
characterized by moderate, controlled and predictable reading gratification, the second
by unbounded linguistic play and drift. Culture unequivocally associates there with the
moderation, comfort and predictability of ‘pleasure; while it is brought into question
by the unmanageable power of ‘bliss. Here are just a couple of passages from Barthes’s
book, which clearly illustrate the nature of this opposition and the understanding of
culture which functions as its rationale:

Text of pleasure: the text that contents, fills, grants euphoria; the text that comes
from culture and does not break with it, is linked to a comfortable practice of
reading. Text of bliss: the text that imposes a state of loss, the text that discomforts
[...] unsettles the reader’s historical, cultural, psychological assumptions, the
consistency of his tastes, values, memories, brings to a crisis his relation with
language. (Barthes 1975[1973]: 14)

And later on, more synthetically, but even more incisively:

Pleasure [plaisir] of the text. Classics. Culture (the more culture, the greater, more
diverse, the pleasure will be). Intelligence. Irony. Delicacy. Euphoria. Mastery.
Security: art of living. [...] Texts of bliss [jouissance]. Pleasure in pieces; language
in pieces; culture in pieces [...] an extreme continually shifted, an empty, mobile,
unpredictable extreme. (Barthes 1975[1973]: 51-52)

Considering Barthes’s terminology and rhetorical emphasis in the passages just
quoted, it would be tempting to reread the opposition between ‘pleasure’ and ‘bliss’
in terms of Lotman’s conceptual pair of ‘culture’ and ‘explosion’ Yet the fundamental
difference between the scholars nevertheless remains that, despite the title of his last
book, for Lotman the opposite of ‘explosion’ is not ‘culture] but ‘continuous, predictable
processes’ (such as Barthes’s comfortable practice of reading). Culture is rather the
general environment for the alternation and dialogical confrontation of explosions

1 Notice that also in Lotmans theory, culture has an important function of preservation

and transmission of knowledge and traditions, being, as Lotman and Uspenskij claim, the
“non-hereditary memory” of the community (Lotman, Uspensky 1978[1971]: 213). This
conservative aspect of culture is, however, always counterbalanced by the heterogeneous and
dynamic environment of the system of systems as described above.
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and continuous processes, which are both, in this respect, cultural phenomena.
It is interesting to observe that in The Pleasure of the Text Barthes also refers to a
“contradictory interplay” between the two poles of his opposition, but while doing
this, he once again and unmistakably characterizes them as ‘(cultural) pleasure’ and
‘(non-cultural) bliss’?

Theory of the text

I will now turn to the notion of ‘text’ which from the 1970s comes to occupy an
increasingly central position in the works of both Barthes and Lotman.* This is
important from our point of view, because their understandings of the text converge
in many respects, helping to mitigate the differences evidenced in our analysis of their
theories of secondary systems.

In The Pleasure of the Text, Barthes thus advances the idea of the linguistic plurality
of texts, describing it as the point of access to that ‘bliss’ which constituted, as we have
seen, a repository of unpredictability and explosion:

Thus the Biblical myth is reversed, the confusion of tongues is no longer a
punishment, the subject gains access to bliss [jouissance] by the cohabitation of
languages working side by side [qui travaillent cdte a cote]: the text of pleasure is a
sanctioned Babel (Barthes 1975[1973]: 3-4).

Here, it is important to stress the horizontal (“cohabitation”), non-hierarchical
(“working side by side”) understanding of the relations between different languages
(systems), because it seems to be in direct opposition with the hierarchical
articulation between first-order and second-order systems that characterized myth
and connotation in the earlier Barthes. This line of thought is developed by Barthes
in 8/Z, where he opposes Ideology as a “singular system” which “reduces the plurality
of entrances, the opening of networks, the infinity of languages” (Barthes 1990[1979]:
5) to interpretation, which is a question of “asserting the very existence of plurality”:
“to interpret a text is not to give it a (more or less justified, more or less free) meaning,
but, on the contrary to appreciate what plural constitutes it” (Barthes 1990[1979]: 6,

% We could raise a similar argument for the case of Lotman and ideology. The notion of

ideology is almost completely absent from his theory of secondary modelling systems and of
culture in general. As can be observed in a couple of the quotes above, ‘ideological structures’
are briefly mentioned by Lotman within an open list of other second-order structures and
never considered separately. Lotman’s caution with ideology may be in part due to the abuse of
the notion in the Soviet context.

21 Barthes’ S/Z and Lotman’s Structure of the Artistic Text, both published in 1970, can be
considered fundamental signposts of this conceptual shift of attention.
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5). In S/Z Barthes “appreciates” this plurality through the choice of the famous five
codes for his reading of Balzac’s Sarrazine. He calls one of these “cultural codes” (in the
plural) and defines it as a “body of knowledge or wisdom” (Barthes 1990[1979]: 18).
However, Barthes also promptly adds that “all codes are cultural’, coming here possibly
the closest to Lotman’s idea of culture as a system of systems.

It seems therefore justified to speak of a shift in Barthes’s critique of ideology and
his elaboration of instruments of semiological resistance to the “stealing of language” by
second-order systems. For the earlier Barthes of Mythologies and Elements, ideological
appropriation could be opposed through what he called the “degree zero” [degré zero]
(Barthes 2010[1964]), exemplified by contemporary poetry as a “regressive semiological
system” which brings language to a “pre-semiological state” (Barthes 1991[1957]: 132-33),
where the second-order schema fails to steal it, lacking the necessary basis upon which to
construct its significations.” In The Pleasure of the Text and S/Z, semiological resistance
to ideological subjection relies instead on the irreducible plurality of connotations that
cannot possibly be mastered by a single and univocal second-order system. This brings
Barthes closer to Lotman, for whom cultural polyglotism and its potential for generating
new meanings is activated only in the text and thanks to the plurality of textual codes.
As Lotman (1981: 7; my translation, D. M.) observes,

The text does not appear to us as the realization of a message in a single language,
but as a complex construction including various codes which is able to transform
existing messages and generate new ones.”

In “From work to text’, an article written in 1971, Barthes interestingly employs the
notion of ‘explosion’ — which he suggests should replace ‘interpretation’ - to describe
the consequences of ‘irreducible plurality’ (1989: 59-61). There, he defines his notion
of ‘intertextuality’ with a reference to the different ‘cultural languages” which traverse
the text in what he calls a vast ‘stereophony’ (60). Three years later Lotman would use
the analogous notion of ‘stereoscopy’ in order to define the fundamental property of
culture, which is its polyglotism (Lotman 1974). For Lotman, explosion clearly also
stems out of plurality, from the co-existence of incommensurable languages within
the same text: “It is precisely the translatability of the untranslatable, which produces

22 “Atbottom, it would only be the zero degree which could resist myth” (Barthes 1991[1957]:
131). In this respect, Jonathan Culler (2002: 28) speaks of the “destruction of the sign” as
Barthes’s most radical form of ideological demystification.

3 “rekCTIpefcTaeT epej HaMy He KaK peain3anyst CoOO1eHIst Ha KAKOM-/TIO0 OHOM S3BIKE,
a KaK CTIKHOE YCTPOIICTBO, XpaHsilliee MHOT00OpasHble KOJibl, CHOCOOHOE TPaHCOPMUPOBATD
HoJTy4aeMble COOOILIeHNs ¥ MOpoXKaaTh Hopble, Commenting on Lotman’s theory of the text,
Julia Kristeva (1994: 376) thus observes, “Engendered by cultural dialogue [...], the text generates

the meaning of language — not the other way around, as one might readily think”
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a high degree of tension, that creates the conditions for an explosion in meaning”
(Lotman 2013: 31).

Starting from the second half of the 1970s, this converging understanding of the
text as the place of plurality and the emergence of new meanings is elaborated by
Barthes and Lotman in different directions. For reasons that should be clear by now,
in the semiotics of culture the notion of text increasingly comes to overlap with the
notion of culture itself: “one might say that what turns a culture into a Text is internal
polyglottism” (Lotman 1979: 507). Barthes develops the idea into his new understanding
of “literature” as the place for a “permanent revolution of language” Barthes — “I can say
without differentiation: literature, writing, or text,” (Barthes 1996[1978]: 367), he claims
in the inaugural lecture at the Collége de France. In this 1977 lecture, the semiology of
the 1950s retains its function as an “activator of social critique’, but has by now become a
“literary semiotics” which does not coincide with linguistics but with the “deconstruction
of linguistics”, insofar as language is now defined by Barthes as the (in)famously “fascist”
place of power. This kind of semiology finds its natural ally in the text: “If the semiology
I am speaking of then returned to the Text, it is because [...] the Text itself appeared as
the very index of nonpower” (Barthes 1996[1978] : 373).

Conclusion

It is important to ask what contemporary semiotics has to learn from the convergences
and divergences in the approaches of Barthes and Lotman to the study of secondary
semiotic systems. An unavoidable starting point for a tentative answer to this question
is represented by the important changes that have occurred since the 1970s in the
status of semiotics as a discipline and, more generally, in the notions of ‘ideology’ and
‘culture’ within both the academic and the public discourses.

On the disciplinary front, semiotics has clearly lost its centrality and dynamic
function for the humanities, so that today many scholars consider semiotics to be
a relic of structuralism that is unable to enter a serious dialogue with new emerging
research trends in cultural analysis. On the conceptual front, the notion of ‘ideology’
is being handled with an increasing suspicion, due to the tendency, widespread in the
humanities and social sciences, to consider our times to be a “post-ideological era’, in
which ideologies have stopped shaping our social behaviour. However, phenomena in
contemporary mass culture seem rather to confirm the validity of Barthes’s analysis

2 While Lotman and Barthes agree on the plurality of the text, they seem to disagree on

its “infinity”. Barthes (1989) explicitly makes a difference between the finitude and closure of
the ‘work’ and the infinity and openness of the text, while Lotman (1977: 209-217) considers
framing, closure and finitude as essential features of the ‘text’. This is an important difference
that surely needs to be investigated, but here I have decided to focus my attention rather on the
issue of textual plurality.
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of second-order semiological systems (myth, connotation) and their fundamentally
ideological nature. Ideology, as described by Barthes, is alive and kicking in
contemporary mass culture and the announcement of its death rather coincides with
an ongoing withdrawal of the critique of ideology, leaving us with what French thinkers
call la penseé unique, or ideological conformism to hegemonic discourses.”

The notion of ‘culture’ enjoys, in contrast, an unprecedented popularity nowadays.
It can be said to have become as self-evident and natural as Barthes’s myth, and it has
progressively acquired a universal explicative power. Economic, social, political and
religious relations and conflicts are thus increasingly handled by reducing them to cultural
issues, which are often presented in public rhetoric in strongly mythologizing, simplifying
and essentialist terms. ‘Culture’ as the inescapable determinant of all human understandings
and behaviours thus tends to replace ideology, finally naturalizing its contents.

Contemporary semiotics could regain its lost position within the humanities and
social sciences precisely by challenging these mystifications of both ideology and culture.
Semioticians are in a privileged position to do this, particularly thanks to Barthes’s,
Lotman’s and the Tartu-Moscow School’s thorough work on secondary semiotic systems.
While this gives us critical instruments for the demystification of ideological mechanisms
and constructions in the case of Barthes, in the case of Lotman and the Tartu-Moscow
School it elaborates analytical tools for a complex, plural and critical understanding of
culture and its functioning. This is why, although Barthes’s and Lotman’s approaches
to secondary semiotic systems contain important differences, opposing them as two
absolute and reciprocally excluding research programmes is not the most productive
theoretical attitude for contemporary semiotics. On the contrary, I am convinced that
Barthes’s and Lotman’s ideas may, at least to a certain degree, complement each other in
the elaboration of a renewed semiotic toolkit for cultural analysis that is up to meeting
the challenges of its contemporary context and objects of study. The semiological critique
of ideology and the semiotic analysis of culture are both necessary instruments for
investigating the myths of our “post-ideological era of cultures” and the potentialities
for cultural dynamics and change that those myths conceal and distort.
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KpuTuka ngeonoruv unv aHanus KynbTypbi?
BapT 1 JlIoTMaH 0 BTOPUYHbIX CEMUOTUYECKMX CUCTEMaX

B crarpe cpaBHMBaroTCA noHATUA Pomana bapra u I0pus Jlormana «ceMmonormdeckas
cHcTeMa BTOPOro Hopsuka» (systemes sémiologique seconds) v «BTOpUYHbBIE MOJIeTMpPYIOLIYE
cucreMbl». PaccMaTpuBaoTcsa o6uiye MpeANoChUIKMA 3TUX ABYX TEOPMIT M UX Ba)kKHble
pacxoXXmeHms. PaCXO)K,IIEHI/IH 00BACHAIOTCA C TIOMOILIbIO ITPOTUBOIIONIO)KHBIX CTPATETMIECKNX
poJielt, KOTOpble MOHATHUS «UIEONOTUS» U «KYIbTypa» UrpaloT B paborax bapra u JlormaHa.
Horpy)KeHme BTOPMYHBIX MOJIENNPYIOINX CUCTEM B KYJIbTYpPy KaK «CUCTEMY CUCTEM»,
XapaKTepusyolelicsl BHyTpeHHell PasHOPOJAHOCTDIO, 03BoAeT JIOTMaHy OTMETUTDb MX
IIOIOKUTENbHBIN TBOPYECKMI ITOTEHIMA/L: PE3YAbTaT HANPAXXEHHBIX OTHOIIEHMIT KaK
HOC/IefICTBUE CUCTEMHOIO MHOT000pasisi M Pa3HOPOJHOCTU KY/IbTYPBI MOXKET COBIIACTD C
TIOAB/I€HNEM HOBDBIX HETIPENCKA3yEMbIX 3HAYEeHUI IIpy Ie€peBofeE. KoHrtekcTom LA 6apTOBCKI/IX
CEMMOTIOINMIECKMX CUCTEM BTOPOT'O MOPAIKA ABIAIOTCA KpaﬁHe TOMOT€HHBIC UICOTOTUYECCKIE
obpaM/IeHNs, KOTOpble IPYCBAMBAIOT 3HAKY CHUCTEM IIepBOro IOPs/IKa U IIPEeBPAIAl0T UX B
¢dopmbl curanukanyu. It GopMbl IOATBEPXKAAIOT, BOCIPOU3BONAT U IIePefaloT paHee
CYILECTBYIOIYI0 MH(OPMALIMIO, IPOM3BENEHHYI0 FeTeMOHHBIMU IUCKYPCaMM COLMyMa 1
KYIbTYPbI. B crarbe II0OKa3aHO, KaK 3TV pa3/IninA BHOBD IIPOAB/IAIOTCA Y YAaCTUYIHO MCIE3AI0T B
TEOPUAX TEKCTa, KOTopble bapt u JloTmMaH ycoBepumeHcTBoBamu B 1970-X IT. 3aBepLIaeT CTaThIO
o6cyx/eHne aKTyaIbHOCTH HoaxonoB bapTa 1 JIoTMaHa [/ COBpeMEHHON CeMMOTHKI U JULS
TYMaHUNTApHBIX HayK B LJ€/IOM.

Ideoloogia kriitika voi kultuurianaliiiis?
Barthes ja Lotman teisestest semiootilistest siisteemidest

Artiklis korvutatakse Roland Barthes’i ja Juri Lotmani moisteid ‘teise tasandi semioloogilised
stisteemid’ (systemes sémiologique seconds) ja ‘teisesed modelleerivad siisteemid’ (smopuumovte
mooenupyrougue cucmemot). Vaadeldakse kahe teooria tihiseid eeldusi ning nendevahelisi olulisi
erinevusi; viimaseid selgitatakse vastandlike strateegiliste rollide abil, mida méisted ‘ideoloogia’
ja ‘kultuur’ mangivad vastavalt Barthes’i ja Lotmani teostes. Teiseste modelleerivate siisteemide
timbritsetus kultuurist kui “siisteemide siisteemist”, mida iseloomustab sisemine heterogeensus,
voimaldab Lotmanil margata nende positiivset loomingulist potentsiaali: kultuuri siisteemse
paljususe ja heterogeensuse pohjustatud pingete tulemus voib iihte langeda uute, ennustamatute
tahenduste esilekerkimisega tolkimisel. Barthes’i teise tasandi semioloogliste siisteemide
kontekstiks on selle asemel {ilihomogeensed ideloogilised raamid, mis omastavad esmatasandi
stisteemide miarke ning muudavad need tahistusvormideks, mis kinnitavad, taastoodavad ja
edastavad varem olemas olnud informatsiooni, mida loovad hegemoonsed iihiskondlikud ja
kultuuridiskursused. Artiklis ndidatakse, kuidas need erinevused tulevad taas esile ja osaliselt
ka hajuvad tekstiteooriates, mida Barthes ja Lotman tdiustasid 1970. aastatel. Arutelu 16petavad
moned markused Barthes’i ja Lotmani ldhenemiste voimaliku aktuaalsuse kohta tinapéeva
semiootikas ning humanitaarteadustes laiemalt.



