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Since the f i r s t conferences on s t r u c t u r a l i s m and s t r u c t u r a l 
p o e t i c s were h e l d at G o r k i j (Sove^^anie 1961) and Moscow 
(Simpozium 1962), Soviet production o f s t r u c t u r a l and s e m i o t i c 
t e x t s has been massive, r e g u l a r , and concentrated i n a r e l a t i v e l y 
l i m i t e d number of s p e c i a l i z e d j o u r n a l s and u n i v e r s i t y presses. 
Notable among the c o n t r i b u t o r s are the S e c t i o n f o r the S t r u c t u r a l 
Study o f S l a v i c Languages of the I n s t i t u t e of S l a v i c and Balkan 
S t u d i e s , the I n s t i t u t e f o r O r i e n t a l S t u d i e s , the S e c t i o n f o r the 
S t r u c t u r a l Typology o f S l a v i c Languages, and the L i n g u i s t i c s 
S e c t i o n f o r Cybernetics. With the p u b l i c a t i o n o f the f i r s t 
volume o f Trudy po Znakovym sistemam (Works on S i g n i f y i n g Systems) 
under the general e d i t o r s h i p o f Ju. M. Lotman, we now have 
a v a i l a b l e a j o u r n a l , which i n view of i t s conprehensive r a t h e r 
than e x c l u s i v e c h a r a c t e r , has emerged as a most u s e f u l reference 
a l l o w i n g us to t r a c e the development of such s t u d i e s i n the 
U.S.S.R. I n d i v i d u a l s c o n t r i b u t i n g to the Trudy and p a r t i c i p a t i n g 
i n the p r e s e n t a t i o n of the study programs produced at the Summer 
Schools being h e l d p e r i o d i c a l l y at Tartu (Programma 1964; T e z i s y 
1966; Letnaja 1968; T e z i s y 1970; Revzina 1973) have c e r t a i n 
p r e f e r e n t i a l s u b j e c t s , methods, and i n t e r e s t s . Most are l i t e r a r y 
c r i t i c s and l i n g u i s t s . They share the i d e o l o g i e s commonly found 
i n these d i s c i p l i n e s . The ever i n c r e a s i n g scope o f t h e i r 
research, however, has come to d i s p l a y a s i g n i f i c a n t l y more 
nuanced stance toward p r i n c i p l e s of s t r u c t u r a l and semiotic 
analyses that were considered sacrosanct as e a r l y as a few year*; 
ago. 

In the S o v i e t Union as elsewhere, what l i e s behind the 
upsurge i n i n t e r e s t toward new methods i s the p r e s t i g e of 
s t r u c t u r a l l i n g u i s t i c s , complemented by P e i r c e ' s s e m i o t i c s . 
L i n g u i s t i c s has a f f o r d e d a s e r i e s of methodological assumptions 
that has helped to r a t i o n a l i z e the use o f a set o f procedures 
f o r the d e s c r i p t i o n and the explanation o f i n d i v i d u a l s i g n 
phenomena and of s e m i o t i c p r a c t i c e s taken as a whole. Thus, 
c o n t r i b u t o r s t o the Trudy are engaged i n the study of gesture, 
games, r i t u a l s , r e l i g i o n , sacred and s e c u l a r t e x t s , prose, poetry, 
music, t e x t u a l and c u l t u r a l t y p o l o g i e s . 

The t r a n s p o s i t i o n o f the l i n g u i s t i c model to such v a r i e d 
subjects was accompanied by a reassessment and a r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of i t s t h e o r e t i c a l p o s s i b i l i t i e s . Several a l t e r n a t e models have 
been proposed whose general usefulness r e s i d e s i n the f a c t that 
they are able t o account f o r phenomena that were l a b e l e d random 
i n analyses of language. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t h i s change of 
focus are not s u r p r i s i n g when one considers t h a t , h i s t o r i c a l l y , 
what has motivated s t r u c t u r a l i s m and semiotics i n the Soviet Union 
was not only a rediscovery of l i n g u i s t i c s t r u c t u r a l i s m and the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s of the synchronic and d i a c h r o n i c p o e t i c s o f the 
Russian Formalists of the Opojaz whose work had f a l l e n i n t o 
d i s f a v o r f o r a p e r i o d of about twenty years, but a l s o research i n 
machine t r a n s l a t i o n whose success depended on a s y s t e m a t i z a t i o n 



of c y b e r n e t i c processes i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n to si g n behavior. 
Reading through the t e x t s o f Trudy, one i s j u s t as l i k e l y t o 
encounter essays that r e l y on mathematical models, models o f 
p l a y , communication, i n f o r m a t i o n , systems and cybernetic 
t h e o r i e s , as on the better-known but more narrowly bound analyses 
that f o l l o w the Levi-Strauss approaches. 

While l i n g u i s t i c models have not been d i s p l a c e d from t h e i r 
dominant p o s i t i o n , they have not had a chance t o become a f e t i s h 
i n the analyses. They tend t o be considered simply as models 
among other models. This readjustment i n me t a t h e o r e t i c a l 
perception i s being fo l l o w e d by a r e o r i e n t a t i o n i n the pragmatics 
o f the analyses which convey t o Tar t u semiotics c e r t a i n d i s t i n c ­
t i v e a t t r i b u t e s . Besides a f f e c t i n g the d e f i n i t i o n s o f s i g n , 
t e x t , i n t e r t e x t u a l i t y and 1 i t e r a r y / n o n - l i t e r a r y language 
d i s t i n c t i o n s , the o r i e n t a t i o n has helped t o break down the 
b a r r i e r s o f clo s e d system analyses a s s o c i a t e d with the e f f o r t s o f 
the Russian F o r m a l i s t s . W riters have a l s o s u b s t i t u t e d f o r 
Jakobson's homeostatic model o f language and communication models 
jof a more dynamic type, which they use to re s o l v e problems o f 
t e x t h i s t o r y , the h i s t o r y o f c u l t u r e s i d e n t i f i e d w i t h s p e c i a l 
t e x t u a l o r g a n i z a t i o n s , and to describe the r e l a t i o n s among t e x t s 
as w e l l as those that a r i s e among t e x t s and t h e i r r e l e v a n t 
systems. 

The object of the T a r t u researchers i s the secondary 
modeling system which i s s a i d t o be organized on the b a s i s o f the 
primary system o f n a t u r a l languages. A secondary modeling 
system, however, does not r e s u l t from a l i n e a r transformation o f 
the primary one. I t incorporates s p e c i f i c f e a t u r e s , and i t 
r e f l e c t s a d d i t i o n a l , complementary s t r u c t u r e s . Although a 
secondary modeling system i s based on the system o f a n a t u r a l 
language, i t contains r e l a t i o n s o f a secondary order ( e t h i c a l , 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l , etc.) that conveys to i t a greater complexity or a 
higher order of o r g a n i z a t i o n depending on the po i n t o f view that 
the researcher adopts on the s t u d i e d o b j e c t . One o f the problems 
a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h i s hypothesis has been how to describe the 
r e l a t i o n s t h at secondary modeling systems assume i n r e l a t i o n t o 
the primary ones. Although each o f them can be considered as a 
language where one needs to determine the minimal u n i t s o f 
a r t i c u l a t i o n i n order to describe the r u l e s operating i n the 
system, models o f n a t u r a l languages cannot be d i r e c t l y transposed 
t o any secondary system without generating a s e r i e s o f d i f f i c u l t i e s . 
When the d i f f e r e n c e between the primary and the secondary system 
i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n l e v e l i n the t y p o l o g i c a l sense, the concept 
o f the type re v e a l s that genetic o r i g i n does not regul a t e typo­
l o g i c a l parentage. Conversely, t y p o l o g i c a l parentage may i n c l u d e 
d i f f e r e n t genetic o r i g i n s . When the l e v e l i s t r e a t e d i n the 
system t h e o r e t i c a l sense, the concept of "higher l e v e l " may imply 
a higher order o f o r g a n i z a t i o n (lower complexity), w h i l e a lower 
l e v e l i m p l i e s greater complexity (a more d i f f u s e o r g a n i z a t i o n ) . 

The means o f c o n t r a s t i n g n a t u r a l languages and the languages 
o f secondary modeling systems have been the subject o f s e v e r a l 
s t u d i e s which have addressed the d i f f e r e n c e s between the spoken 
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and the w r i t t e n word, the l i t e r a r y / n o n - l i t e r a r y language 
d i s t i n c t i o n s and, at the l e v e l of the l i t e r a r y t e x t , the d i f f e r ­
ences between prose and poetry. Independently of the Tartu 
group, the information t h e o r i s t P i o t r o v s k i j d i s t i n g u i s h e d between 
the w r i t t e n and the spoken word i n Russian, E n g l i s h , German, 
I t a l i a n and Rumanian wit h the use of the Weaver-Shannon formula 
which may be a p p l i e d i n c a l c u l a t i n g the information content and 
the entropy of languages. He showed that the d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
information changes as one passes from the spoken to the w r i t t e n 
word. In the spoken word, information i s commonly concentrated 
i n the intense s y l l a b l e . In the w r i t t e n word, i t i s the i n i t i a l 
part that c a r r i e s most of the information (1962). Lesskis 
examines the d i f f e r e n c e s between s c i e n t i f i c and l i t e r a r y languages 
from a d i f f e r e n t p o i n t of view. Using large t e x t u a l segments 
taken from a mass of experimental data he sets out to d i s t i n g u i s h 
l i t e r a r y and s c i e n t i f i c languages according to the s t a t i s t i c a l 
incidence of r e l a t i o n a l elements that occur i n w e l l defined 
phrase groups (1965). Although a n o n l i n g u i s t i c s i t u a t i o n can be 
expressed i n s e v e r a l ways i n a n a t u r a l language ("the boy reads 
the book," "the book i s read by the boy," "the book i s being 
read by the boy," e t c . ) , i t i s an i l l u s i o n to t h i n k that the 
r e a l i z a t i o n of an expression involves only the process of s e l e c t i o n 
from a r e p e r t o i r e . Speech and w r i t t e n expressions a l i k e are 
constrained i n t h e i r syntagmatic o r g a n i z a t i o n . As a f i r s t t e s t 
of the hypothesis, Lesskis asked informants to c l a s s i f y random 
sentences taken from Dostoyevsky, T o l s t o y , Turgenev, Kljuc^ev, and 
Sene^ov i n t o s c i e n t i f i c and l i t e r a r y language categories. The 
sentences had been a l t e r e d , and they revealed only the i n d i c e s of 
t h e i r o r i g i n a l syntagmatic o r g a n i z a t i o n (connectives, case 
endings). The percentage of c o r r e c t i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s (87%) was 
high enough to suggest that the r e s u l t s were not a c c i d e n t a l and 
s u f f i c i e n t f o r p o s t u l a t i n g t h a t , at an i n t u i t i v e l e v e l , 
i n d i v i d u a l s perceive c e r t a i n types of syntagms as l i t e r a r y and 
others as s c i e n t i f i c . Further t e s t s were made on segments that 
i s o l a t e d s p e c i a l grammatical r u l e s , main and subordinate clause 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s , e t c . Differences i n the r a t e o f incidence 
r e s u l t e d f o r most features ( i b i d . , 76-82). In one i n s t a n c e , f o r 
example, Le s s k i s found that words suggesting connections among 
t e x t u a l segments (because, thus, etc.) were f a r lower i n Turgenev 
(8.2%) than they were i n a s c i e n t i f i c w r i t e r o f about the same 
p e r i o d (26.6%) ( i b i d . , 83). One o f the b e t t e r known methods of 
c o n t r a s t i n g n a t u r a l and l i t e r a r y languages, and subsequently prose 
and poetry, has been provided by Kolmogorov and h i s f o l l o w e r s 
(Moscow ANSSR). Kolmogorov r e l i e d on a s l i g h t l y modified v e r s i o n 
o f the Weaver-Shannon formula i n order to measure the entropy of 
p o e t i c languages. He d e p i c t s entropy q u a n t i t a t i v e l y , as a measure 
of u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y i n a t e x t u a l sequence (Revzin 1962). The 
e a s i e r the p r e d i c t i o n among words or sequences, the lower the 
entropy; entropy can a l s o be taken as a measure of i n f o r m a t i o n : 
the more d i f f i c u l t i t i s to p r e d i c t the appearance of a word or 
of a t e x t u a l segment, the more information the t e x t w i l l provide. 
Kolmogorov adopts the hypothesis that entropy (H) i s a f u n c t i o n 
of three c o n d i t i o n s : the capacity of a t e x t of a given length 
to convey meaningful messages (h-ĵ ) ; the c a p a c i t y of language to 
convey the same message i n d i f f e r e n t ways (h2) ; the c e n t r a l n t s 



i n t e r n a l t o a language th a t c o n t r o l the p o s s i b i l i t i e s o f 
i n f o r m a t i o n t r a n s f e r w i t h i n i t (3). In n a t u r a l languages, entropy 
(H) may be represented as H=hi + h2 - 3. Kolmogorov supposes th a t 
v a r i a t i o n s i n h2 ( f l e x i b i l i t y or synonym) i s most l i k e l y t o 
provide some q u a n t i t a t i v e measure of p o e t i c entropy ( i b i d . , 288). 
Languages where h2=0, a s i t u a t i o n t h a t occurs i n a r t i f i c i a l 
languages and i n some s c i e n t i f i c languages that admit o f no 
synonymy, are considered poor m a t e r i a l s f o r poetry. P o e t i c 
language imposes a s e r i e s o f c o n s t r a i n t s that a f f e c t the i n f o r ­
mation i n the system. Having measured what pa r t o f the p o t e n t i a l 
to c a r r y i n f o r m a t i o n i s spent by the c o n s t r a i n t s (3), Kolmogorov 
i n d i c a t e s t h a t a p o e t i c work i s p o s s i b l e as long as the q u a n t i t y 
of i n f o r m a t i o n spent by the c o n s t r a i n t s does not equal language 
f l e x i b i l i t y , i . e . ß<h2. In a language where B^h2, poetry i s not 
p o s s i b l e (Lotman 1970:38). 

The work o f Kolmogorov and o f h i s f o l l o w e r s at the Moscow 
School i n l i n g u i s t i c , s t a t i s t i c a l , and i n f o r m a t i o n t h e o r e t i c a l 
p o e t i c s a f f o r d s the p o s s i b i l i t y o f measuring the i n f o r m a t i o n o f 
various patterns i n p o e t i c languages. Kolmogorov's s t r e s s on the 
three c o n d i t i o n s c o n t r i b u t i n g t o the entropy o f p o e t i c t e x t s , 
namely, language f l e x i b i l i t y , the c a pacity o f a language to c a r r y 
i n f o r m a t i o n , the formal c o n s t r a i n t s a c t i n g on language f l e x i b i l i t y , 
as w e l l as h i s d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the minimal vo c a b u l a r i e s r e q u i r e d 
f o r w r i t i n g c e r t a i n types o f poetry using p a r t i c u l a r o v e r a l l forms 
or rythmic p a t t e r n s represent a s i g n i f i c a n t attempt t o apply exact 
s c i e n t i f i c procedures i n one o f the branches o f the n o t o r i o u s l y 
inexact human sci e n c e s . Lotman has commented i n a nonmathematical 
manner on s e v e r a l of Kolmogorov's assumptions, and he has 
endeavored to make the r e l a t i o n s h i p s among the three f u n c t i o n s 
c o n t r o l l i n g entropy more d i a l e c t i c a l . With t h i s i n mind, he has 
reintroduced the n o t i o n o f the q u a l i t y of i n f o r m a t i o n , and 
attempted to have Kolmogorov's model apply to p a r t i c u l a r instances 
o f a r t i s t i c c r e a t i o n and p u b l i c r e c e p t i o n (1970:36-37). He notes 
f o r example, that i t i s an o v e r s i m p l i c a t i o n to h o l d t h a t a t e x t 
r e s u l t s from a s e l e c t i o n from a given, p r e e s t a b l i s h e d range o f 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s . Even i f we assume tha t an a r t i s t creates t h i s way, 
which i s f a r from being the case, what may s t r i k e the w r i t e r as 
h2 ( f l e x i b i l i t y ) may be r e c e i v e d by a reader as hi ( c a p a c i t y ) . 
As Barthes and others have po i n t e d out, the w r i t e r knows tha t he 
could have w r i t t e n a t e x t otherwise. But the reader must suppose, 
Lotman adds, th a t a work contains i n f o r m a t i o n that he cannot f i n d 
i n any other form o f expression. For the reader, language 
f l e x i b i l i t y (h2) emerges under the form o f a language content 
c a p a c i t y ( h i ) . Lotman thus renders Kolmogorov's formula 
H=hi+h2-B, as H=h2+h2, where h{=h2+h2. The value B has 
disappeared from the r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . Lotman observes t h a t i n 
poetry formal elements c a r r y i n f o r m a t i o n ; they are semanticized by 
authors and i n some cases by the readers themselves, and thus, the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between 3 and h^ becomes redundant. By i n t e r p r e t i n g 
Kolmogorov i n the context of h i s t o r i c a l l y d i s c e r n i b l e and 
h i s t o r i c a l l y p r e f e r r e d sender-receiver p a t t e r n s , he imposes on an 
information t h e o r e t i c a l model, which does not account and does 
not need a sender and a r e c e i v e r , a communicational one that does 
need a sender and a r e c e i v e r . Lotman maintains t h a t even i f we 
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b e l i e v e that a w r i t e r s e l e c t s from a r e p e r t o i r e , chooses a 
language o f a given meaning capacity ( t h i s amounts to choosing 
whether t o express oneself i n p a i n t i n g , prose, poetry e t c . ) , 
and decides from a range of synonyms the elements that can best 
express a thought, the s i t u a t i o n i s d i f f e r e n t f o r the reader. 
Synonyms (h2) are not n e c e s s a r i l y important because he may accept 
a text as given. While i n q u a n t i t a t i v e information theory, 
redundancy adds nothing to information and merely ensures i t s 
t r a n s f e r , Lotman f i n d s that i n poetry, the r e p e t i t i o n o f a word 
renders an expression unequal r a t h e r than equal to i t s e l f . 
L i n g u i s t i c f l e x i b i l i t y (h2) i s transformed i n t o a k i n d of 
supplementary meaning capacity. I t creates a p a r t i c u l a r k i n d o f 
po e t i c entropy that Kolmogorov's formula misses. Conversely, when 
the poet reads h i s poetry back to h i m s e l f , he app l i e s the grammar 
of the reader r a t h e r than the grammar of a sender. Textual 
v a r i a n t s cease to be important. The w r i t e r semanticizes rhythm 
and phonology. At the same time, c e r t a i n compositional features 
of the work escape him. When the reader adopts the w r i t e r ' s point 
of view and begins t o evaluate the l a t t e r ' s s t y l e , he tends 
toward h^ ̂  h'2 ( i b i d . , 41). 

The question o f redundancy and r e p e t i t i o n i s q u i t e complex i n 
the l i t e r a r y t e x t . One can f i n d , on the one hand, phrase segments 
which are not synonyms but antonyms of themselves i n s p i t e o f 
t h e i r phonological s i m i l a r i t i e s . On the other hand, one can also 
f i n d cases such as i n Voznesenskij, where spasibo (thank you) and 
s p a s i t e (save us) are considered synonyms. In longer segments, 
Lotman w r i t e s , the a r t i s t does not merely describe an episode; 
the episode may become a model. Elements that seem to f a l l 
o utside of i t do not n e c e s s a r i l y p o i n t to some obscure feature of 
the model; they r e f e r to p a r t i a l models o f the primary one being 
developed i n the text or i n the episode. They are " p l o t " (sju^et) 
synonyms of the episode that i s r e a l i z e d i n the t e x t . Under 
these circumstances, Kolmogorov's H=hi+h2-3, i s transformed i n t o 
H=h2+h'2- The l a t t e r i n t e g r a t e s the knowledge we have of the 
speaker's grammar, of the grammar o f the r e c e i v e r , the po i n t of 
view of an author who comes to share the audience's point of view, 
and the point of view of an audience that adopts the author's 
point of view. 'iVhen the w r i t e r exchanges p o s i t i o n s with the 
audience, the sender/receiver i n t e r a c t i o n s may create four 
d i f f e r e n t responses i n s t e a d of Kolmogorov's s i n g l e one. When the 
w r i t e r , Lotman observes, i s i n p o s i t i o n H=h2+h'2 and the reader i n 
H=hi+h'i, we have a s i t u a t i o n where the w r i t e r values an a e s t h e t i c 
a c t i v i t y w h ile the reader dwells on the nonaesthetic information 
included i n the t e x t : he reads the work f o r i t s content. This Ks 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c , Lotman suggests, of Dobroljubov's r e a l i s t 
c r i t i c i s m . Periods of c u l t u r a l refinement, when almost anyone 
can consider h i m s e l f a poet, f i n d the w r i t e r i n the r e l a t i o n 
H=h2+h'2 and the reader i n H=h2+h'2. When the w r i t e r sees h i m s e l f 
i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p H=h|+h'i and the reader i n H=h|+h'i, we f i n d 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s o f sender and r e c e i v e r t y p i c a l of periods promoting 
f a c t u a l l i t e r a t u r e , where documentaries are an accepted form of 
a r t . Writers are l i k e l y to d i s d a i n salon c u l t u r e and the I r t e r a r y 
dev i c e . F i n a l l y , the w r i t e r may assume H=hi+h'i while the reader 
tends toward H=h2+h'2. Here, w r i t e r and reader have exchanged 
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p o s i t i o n s . Although the w r i t e r looks upon h i s work as a p o s i t i o n s . 
Although the w r i t e r looks upon h i s work as a documentary, the 
reader i s a e s t h e t i c a l l y i n c l i n e d , he becomes i n t e r e s t e d i n what he 
perceives as the more p u r e l y " l i t e r a r y " aspects o f the work ( i b i d . , 
42-43). 

Thus, Lotman's r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n responds to h i s t o r i c a l condi­
t i o n s by c o n t e x t u a l i z i n g the a p p l i c a t i o n s of Kolmogorov's formula. 
The reading o f a c u l t u r a l t e x t from the changing viewpoints of 
audiences and authors f i n d s a message c a r r y i n g d i f f e r e n t informa­
t i o n i n each case, and changing i t s entropy at given periods o f 
h i s t o r y . Lotman's rendering o f Kolmogorov's H=hi+h2-3 as 
H=Hi+H2, where Hi=hi+h'i and H2=h2+h'2 r e f l e c t s the c o n v i c t i o n 
t h a t i t i s p o s s i b l e to i n t e g r a t e i n t o and H2 and l e x i c a l content 
o f language ( i b i d . ) . The formula suggests the s u p e r i o r informa­
t i o n c a r r y i n g c a p a c i t y o f p o e t i c languages i n comparison with 
n a t u r a l languages; i t a l s o agrees i n p r i n c i p l e w i t h Kolmogorov's 
demonstration that poetry has a greater i n f o r m a t i o n c a r r y i n g 
c a p a c i t y than prose. 

Although T a r t u s e m i o t i c i a n s are l i k e l y to study language-
based and language-mediated phenomena with procedures only 
i n d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to narrowly defined s t r u c t u r a l and s e m i o t i c 
procedures, they appear to r e l y to a greater extent on system, 
communication, and c y b e r n e t i c t h e o r i e s f o r the discovery o f f i e l d 
t h e o r e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e s . They i d e n t i f y systems o f the simple and 
complex type as examples o f supracomplex c y b e r n e t i c s t r u c t u r e s , 
and they analyze s e m i o t i c systems i n t h e i r h i e r a r c h i c a l d i s p o s i ­
t i o n . They assume that systems are composed of d i f f e r e n t elements 
t i e d together by a complex set o f r e l a t i o n s h i p s . A rt emerges i n 
t h i s instance as the r e a l i z a t i o n of s e v e r a l s e m i o t i c systems 
(Lotman 1970:49). I t i s the r e s u l t o f an a r t i s t ' s t r a n s l a t i o n o f 
h i s perceptions o f systems i n t o the language of a p a r t i c u l a r a r t 
form ( i b i d . 358). Yet, w h i l e the s i g n no longer f o l l o w s the 
accepted Saussurian p a t t e r n s , w r i t e r s are not w i l l i n g to brush 
aside the knowledge that we have of i t s s t r u c t u r e . Lotman's 
a t t i t u d e i s t y p i c a l : he refuses to define the s i g n i n an auto­
nomous manner; he explores i t i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to meaning and he 
continues to s t r e s s the transcoding process: 

Meaning a r i s e s when we have at l e a s t two d i s t i n c t 
s t r i n g s t r u c t u r e s . In o r d i n a r y terms, we can define 
the f i r s t as the l e v e l o f expression and the second 
as the plane o f content. In transcoding between 
two given p a i r s o f elements that are d i f f e r e n t i n 
nature, correspondances are e s t a b l i s h e d whereby one 
element w i t h i n i t s own system w i l l be perceived as 
equivalent to another w i t h i n i t s system. Such 
i n t e r s e c t i o n s o f two s t r i n g s t r u c t u r e s i n a k i n d o f 
dual p o i n t we s h a l l c a l l a s i g n , where the second 
s t r i n g w i l l be content and the f i r s t the expression. 
The problem of content, t h e r e f o r e , i s always a 
problem o f transcoding. (1965:23) 

One can assume t h a t the s i g n i s not l i m i t e d to the covergence of 
two s t r i n g s t r u c t u r e s alone. This i s the minimum c o n d i t i o n f o r 
i t s e x istence. Lotman b e l i e v e s that i n secondary modeling 
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systems the number of convergences increases d r a m a t i c a l l y . 
Transcoding may be m u l t i p l e i n t e r n a l , m u l t i p l e e x t e r n a l , or a 
combination of both. I t becomes p o s s i b l e to conceive of signs 
as composed of bundles of equivalent elements o r i g i n a t i n g from 
s i n g l e systems or from d i f f e r e n t systems altogether. I t f o l l o w s 
that the meaning of signs cannot be determined on the b a s i s of 
n a t u r a l languages alone. Meaning may a r i s e from the p r o p e r t i e s o f 
language and from the s p e c i f i c p r o p e r t i e s of other s i g n systems. 
Inso f a r as the l i t e r a r y t e x t partakes of d i f f e r e n t languages, and 
i n s o f a r as the s t r u c t u r i n g idea i s expressed by the whole 
s t r u c t u r e of a t e x t , the work of a r t b u i l d s i t s own system of 
denotations f o r which no equivalent can be found i n any other 
form of expression (1970:61). 

Semioticians have also emphasized the p h i l o s o p h i c a l importance 
of the t e x t as a u n i t of a n a l y s i s . In France, K r i s t e v a has 
i n t e r p r e t e d the t e x t as a framework i n which cons t i t u e n t u n i t s 
are disposed (1968:92), and as a f i e l d i n which elements drawn 
from other t e x t s i n t e r s e c t and n e u t r a l i z e each other (1969:113). 
Barthes has put f o r t h the n o t i o n that a t e x t i s an a b s t r a c t i o n 
which cannot be compared to the t r a d i t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of the 
"work of a r t " which contains c e r t a i n questionable s u b s t a n t i a l i s t 
assumptions (1971: 225). Lotman and P j a t i g o r s k i j i n s i s t on 
d i f f e r e n t f e a t u r e s ; they s t r e s s the problems that a r i s e when the 
reader confronts a c u l t u r a l l y given t e x t . These problems 
m a t e r i a l i z e 

... at the moment when the simple f a c t o f l i n g u i s t i c 
expression ceases to be perceived as s u f f i c i e n t f o r 
a l i n g u i s t i c message to become a t e x t . As a conse­
quence of t h i s , the whole mass o f l i n g u i s t i c messages 
which c i r c u l a t e i n a c o l l e c t i v e i s perceived as a 
non-text. I t i s on t h i s background that there emerges 
a group of t e x t s which present the i n d i c e s of expression 
complementary and meaningful i n the context of a 
given c u l t u r e (1968:75-76). 

The d e f i n i t i o n does not d i s s i p a t e the information obtainable from 
systems of values a p p l i e d to d i s t i n c t i o n s between t e x t and non 
t e x t . Nor does i t exclude o r a l expressions considered t e x t u a l by 
c e r t a i n s o c i e t i e s . I t also does not r e q u i r e that expressions be 
i n s c r i b e d i n a r t i f i c i a l channels si n c e c e r t a i n t e x t s f i g u r e only 
i n a s o c i e t y ' s memory. F i n a l l y , i t gives more e x p l i c i t statement 
to the process of t r a n s l a t i o n from the continuous to the d i s c r e t e 
s e r i e s which have appeared h i s t o r i c a l l y or have been conceived by 
authors and researchers a l i k e . I t f o l l o w s that the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
of the t e x t to the non-text i s only s u p e r f i c i a l l y r e l a t e d to the 
concept of i n t e r t e x t u a l i t y mentioned by K r i s t e v a and Barthes. In 
an important sense, i t does not deal w i t h one but two r e l a t e d 
issues which Lotman f e e l s need to be d i s t i n g u i s h e d : the f i r s t 
has to do with the c r o s s i n g o f boundaries l i k e l y to occur among 
discourses belonging to e i t h e r s i m i l a r or d i s s i m i l a r c a t e g o r i e s ; 
the second i m p l i e s more f o r c e f u l l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p text/system. 
I t draws a t t e n t i o n to the processes of emergence, t r a n s l a t i o n , and 
on the various ways i n which they occur. Taken together, the 
two sets of r e l a t i o n s h i p s lay great s t r e s s on the fact that trans-
t e x t u a l s t r u c t u r e s are not simply " t h e r e . " They are complex. 
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h i e r a r c h i c a l , and undergo transformations (as does the t e x t 
i t s e l f ) which are r e l a t e d t o h i s t o r i c a l processes. 

The f a c t t h a t the d e f i n i t i o n s o f s i g n , t e x t , and text/non­
t e x t r e l a t i o n s can be " f i t t e d " or "matched" t o communicational and 
c y b e r n e t i c models i s not an a c c i d e n t a l f e a t u r e . The d e f i n i t i o n s 
sharpen the r e a l i z a t i o n that c y b e r n e t i c models are capable o f 
u n v e i l i n g c e r t a i n r e g u l a r i t i e s f u n c t i o n i n g i n the e v o l u t i o n of 
complex systems as w e l l as the gaps that researchers have 
perc e i v e d . Complex and supracomplex systems are confirmed by 
t h e i r r e l i a n c e on i n f o r m a t i o n which play s a determining r o l e i n 
them (as d i s t i n c t from elementary systems where energy i s dominant). 
They have a mechanism or a d i s p o s i t i o n capable o f r e c e i v i n g 
i n f o r m a t i o n ; they are able t o s t o r e i t f o r l a t e r r e t r i e v a l , i . e . , 
they are endowed with e i t h e r a b i o l o g i c a l or an a r t i f i c i a l 
memory; they are a l s o capable of transforming i n f o r m a t i o n i n order 
to have i t perform some work i n the system. When the need a r i s e s , 
they can transmit i t both to themselves and to the o u t s i d e . A 
common assumption i s tha t they are equipped with more than one 
channel. Supracomplex systems are composed of a s e r i e s o f sub­
systems, some of which are f a i r l y independent and obey c o n s t r a i n t s 
of t h e i r own. The l a t t e r are h i e r a r c h i c a l l y disposed; they i n t e r ­
act among themselves; they c o n t r i b u t e to an o v e r a l l s t r u c t u r e ; 
they maintain r e l a t i o n s w i t h an environment, which, i n some cases, 
turns out to be the system i t s e l f . 

Such a d e s c r i p t i o n i n v i t e s two d i s t i n c t although c l o s e l y 
r e l a t e d approaches. The macroanalytic approach i s l i k e l y to study 
input and output c o n d i t i o n s and, the means i n which i n f o r m a t i o n i s 
conveyed and transformed at the entry and at the e x i t p o i n t s . This 
approach favors d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the behavior o f a system w i t h i n 
i t s environment, and i t i s g e n e r a l l y complemented by the micro-
a n a l y t i c approach where one i s l i k e l y to describe the s t r u c t u r e 
of each subsystem, and the m.anner i n which connections perform 
work. IVhen the two approaches are combined i n a s i n g l e study, 
i t becomes p o s s i b l e t o cons t r u c t models o f the system's behavior 
i n the context of i t s c o n s t r a i n t s , and of i t s i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l 
i n f o r m a t i o n exchange. 

One can speculate on the extent to which t h i s scheme has 
permeated the p a r t i c u l a r i z e d analyses i n the Trudy. System 
a n a l y s t s have o f course d i s t i n g u i s h e d between elementary, complex, 
and supracomplex systems. Each type i s s a i d to possess s p e c i a l 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s not n e c e s s a r i l y d u p l i c a t e d by the others. The 
e d i t o r i a l board of Trudy has proposed s e v e r a l j u s t i f i c a t i o n s f o r 
c o n s i d e r i n g b i o l o g i c a l systems as examples o f complex systems. 
They have cat e g o r i z e d systems simpler than the b i o l o g i c a l at the 
elementary l e v e l . Systems dependent on e i t h e r language or c u l t u r e 
are b e l i e v e d to e x h i b i t c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of supracomplexity. The 
second volume o f Trudy takes these d i s t i n c t i o n s i n t o account i n 
the p r e s e n t a t i o n o f the m a t e r i a l s (1965:5-8). The f i r s t p a rt 
deals mainly w i t h problems of the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the s i g n and of 
s i g n systems. But the second begins w i t h the d e s c r i p t i o n of 
simpler systems such as character typology (Uspenskij 1965), 
cartomancy (Lekomceva, Uspenskij 1965), and t o p i c s typology 
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(Egorov 1965). These are followed by more complex forms such as 
the v i s u a l a r t s (Toporov 1965), poetry (Levin 1965), and l i t e r a r y 
t e x t s (Mine 1965). The d i s t i n c t i o n s surface once again i n the 
fou r t h volume o f the s e r i e s (1969:5). The l a t t e r contain an 
inportant development which c o n s i s t s i n an attempt to c l a s s i f y 
s e v eral s e m i o t i c p r a c t i c e s . I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note, that 
the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s not genetic, and i n s t e a d , derives from an 
acknowledged perception o f the complexity o f signs systems. A 
part of the volume i s thus devoted to what the e d i t o r s agree are 
systems simpler than n a t u r a l languages, another to systems based 
on n a t u r a l languages (secondary modeling systems which do serve 
e s s e n t i a l a r t i s t i c functions such as myth and r e l i g i o n ) , s t i l l 
another to systems performing a r t i s t i c f u n c tions ( l i t e r a t u r e , the 
a r t s , e t c . ) . F o l k l o r e i s c l a s s i f i e d between the l a s t two 
categories because i t serves both a r t i s t i c and n o n a r t i s t i c 
functions ( i b i d . , 6). The categories s p e c i f y f u r t h e r the 
t r i p a r t i t e d i s t i n c t i o n among types o f systems that were proposed 
i n the second volume; the cybernetics models seem to i n t e r s e c t 
communicational ones, and they confirm at the same time some of 
the l i m i t a t i o n s accepted by sign-bound studies when they are 
ap p l i e d to s e m i o t i c p r a c t i c e s of various types. 

The communicational models used by Tartu s e m i o t i c i a n s r e c a l l 
Jakobson's prototype (1960:353): 

CONTEXT 

MESSAGE 

ADDRESSER ADDRESSEE 
CONTACT 

CODE 

Although geared t o s t a b i l i t y r a t h e r than types o f tra n s f o r m a t i o n s , 
Jakobson's scheme s t i l l serves as a major reference p o i n t . Never­
t h e l e s s , w h i l e i t has not been recast anew, i t has been profoundly 
modified. Adapted to f l e x i b l e a n a l y t i c contexts, i t breaks 
through some o f the major m y s t i f i c a t i o n s which have surrounded i t 
fo r some time. One such m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c o n s i s t s i n t h i n k i n g 
that communication r e q u i r e s only a passive t r a n s f e r o f in f o r m a t i o n 
between a sender and a r e c e i v e r . Lotman declares that i n the 
a b s t r a c t , one may suppose that i n order f o r communication to occur, 
both the sender and the r e c e i v e r must have a code i n common (1970: 
20). But t h i s i s a minimal c o n d i t i o n which guarantees the t r a n s f e r 
of i n f o r m a t i o n but says nothing about the f a c t that at the moment 
of i t s r e c e p t i o n (when information i s r e c e i v e d as info r m a t i o n 
r a t h e r than n o i s e ) , i t f a l l s i n t o a h i e r a r c h y . Besides a common 
code, a sender and a r e c e i v e r must a l s o possess an a b s t r a c t 
system o f i n v a r i a n t s that w i l l help them c o r r e l a t e the inf o r m a t i o n 
and make i t s i g n i f i c a n t ( i b i d . , 21) Lack o f understanding i s 
often a t t r i b u t e d t o noise which i s thought to be an i n c i d e n t a l 
boundary c o n d i t i o n i n the communicational process as such. In a 
r e a l s i t u a t i o n , i t i s more reasonable t o assume, Lotman b e l i e v e s , 
that senders and r e c e i v e r s do not use a common code, but two 
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d i f f e r e n t ones which i n t e r s e c t i n some way. Communication, he 
hastens to e x p l a i n , i s not an unproblematical t r a n s f e r of e i t h e r 
a s i g n , a s i g n a l , or a content between a sender and a r e c e i v e r , 
i t i s i n s t e a d a t r a n s l a t i o n . The message i s not only r e c e i v e d 
but encoded once again at the moment o f r e c e p t i o n . Far from being 
an e x t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c t o communication, l a c k o f understanding 
i s one o f i t s c e n t r a l f e a t u r e s (1974:301-302). No communication 
i s p o s s i b l e i n the absence o f n o i s e because a n o i s e l e s s channel 
does not e x i s t . In p s y c h o a n a l y t i c terms, a f u l l y r e a l i z e d 
communication would probably r e s u l t i n the death o f the s u b j e c t . 
In c u l t u r e , Lotman w r i t e s , we f i n d mechanisms whose f u n c t i o n i s 
to m u l t i p l y the means to impede i n f o r m a t i o n t r a n s f e r . They are 
complex and have s i g n i f i c a n t r e s u l t s . They reduce the p o s s i b i l i t y 
o f i n t e r p r e t i n g a t e x t i n a s i n g l e way. In a d d i t i o n , some o f 
them induce the c r e a t i o n of s i n g l e codes, w h i l e others l e a d to the 
decay, and to the fragmentation o f s i n g l e codes. Both the process 
toward code u n i t y and the process toward the fragmentation o f the 
s i n g l e code are important mechanisms i n c u l t u r e . Should one o f 
them come to completely dominate the oth e r , communication would 
become e i t h e r unnecessary or impossible ( i b i d . , 303). Neverthe­
l e s s , t e x t s o f d i f f e r e n t types and o f d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s are not 
a n t i t h e t i c a l t o one another; the mechanism s t r i v i n g to i n c r e a s e 
v a r i e t y needs another mechanism a s s u r i n g t h e i r t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o 
n o n c o n t r a d i c t o r y s i n g l e code t e x t s o f a higher l e v e l . The 
t r a n s l a t i o n of t e x t s t o metalevels and i n t o t e x t s o f a higher 
order generates i n f o r m a t i o n l o s s . But the degradation o f 
in f o r m a t i o n does not n e c e s s a r i l y imply that t e x t s be r e p l a c e d , 
f o r g o t t e n , destroyed, o r otherwise erased from s o c i a l memory. The 
i n t e r a c t i o n between the tendencies i d e n t i f i e s the need to account 
f o r i n f o r m a t i o n that can be der i v e d from the disturbances t h a t 
a r i s e among mi s a l i g n e d , c o n f l i c t i n g , or unmatched channels. 
T h e o r e t i c a l and p r a c t i c a l d e s c r i p t i o n s o f these processes are 
extremely d i f f i c u l t because even as t e x t s g r a v i t a t e toward the 
areas o f the non-text and back again, they tend to a l t e r t h e i r 
h i e r a r c h i c a l d i s p o s i t i o n . They a l s o tend, says Lotman, at var i o u s 
periods even w i t h i n a s i n g l e c u l t u r e to move e i t h e r toward 
u n i v e r s a l i t y or e l s e toward the r e s t r i c t e d c o d i f i c a t i o n s of 
more p u r e l y personal expressions, which decreases t h e i r comprehen-
s i b i l i t y ( i b i d . , 304). Lotman's d i s c u s s i o n o f Jakobson's model 
i n the context o f c u l t u r a l mechanisms a f f e c t i n g the code, serves 
the e s s e n t i a l need o f dynamizing i n d i v i d u a l and c u l t u r a l communi­
c a t i o n . His arguments make sense on the background o f s p e c i f i c 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of t e x t s and o f c u l t u r e s conceived as an 
o r g a n i z a t i o n of t e x t s . B.L. Ogibenin suggests that i f man can be 
viewed as a "mechanism" capable o f performing operations on 
various s i g n systems and t e x t s which are generated by them, there 
i s an obvious need to deal with codes that may contain not only 
elements such as s i g n s , but a l s o i n f o r m a t i o n about t h e i r r e l a t i o n ­
ships which may be used to generate new t e x t s . The code may be 
t r e a t e d as a system which concentrates the in f o r m a t i o n needed to 
a c t i v a t e a c u l t u r a l complex (1965: 49). I t can a l s o be described 
as r e p r e s e n t i n g the c o l l e c t i v e memory o f the system. Yet wh i l e 
a c o l l e c t i v i t y has at i t s d i s p o s a l programs capable o f c r e a t i n g 
messages i n f i n i t e l y , c e r t a i n myths and r i t u a l s f u n c t i o n as 
tr u n c a t e d , abbreviated, and p a r t i a l programs which can only 
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become meaningful w i t h i n the whole continuum i n which information 
i s being processed ( i b i d . ) * The matching of c e r t a i n channels 
i s produced when a r i t e achieves a content only when c o r r e l a t e d 
w i t h a myth. The t r a n s l a t i o n between r i t e and myth semanticizes 
the r i t e , and i t makes i t car r y i nformation ( i b i d . , 54). The 
s t r u c t u r a l o r g a n i z a t i o n of meaning i n systems such as dance or 
games must be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from ways i n which meaning i s r e t a i n e d 
i n n a t u r a l languages. The transcoding processes may be subordi­
nated to the demands of the system which has a tendency to act on 
i t s base. Ogibenin's examples point to areas of i n t e r s e c t i o n 
where noise i s generated. They a l s o suggest p l a u s i b l e reasons 
f o r concluding that Jakobson's model cannot be t r a n s f e r r e d from 
one system to another without major readjustments. 

One such readjustment has not been l i m i t e d to an increase i n 
the model's f l e x i b i l i t y w i t h i n i t s own l i m i t s , i t has d e a l t with 
i t from the t y p o l o g i c a l viewpoint. At t h i s l e v e l , Lotman r e i n ­
troduces the notions of the grammar of the sender and o f the 
grammar of the r e c e i v e r , the dynamics of t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n s , and 
he a p p l i e s to i t the hypothesis that a c u l t u r a l complex must 
possess at l e a s t two d i f f e r e n t channels of communication (1973:227) 
When two "types" of channels are i n v o l v e d , to transpose one of 
them to serve the purposes o f another leads to a serious conceptual 
e r r o r ( i b i d . , 228). The most t y p i c a l channel includes a sender 
and a r e c e i v e r . The other one, however, i s o f the type " I - - I " where 
the s u b j e c t , i n s t e a d o f t r a n s m i t t i n g information to another 
s u b j e c t , r e t r a n s m i t s i t to himself. At the formal l e v e l , Lotman 
fi n d s that the d i s t i n g u i s h i n g features between the two types of 
communication i s that i n the f i r s t case, information i s l i k e l y 
t o be a f f e c t e d by space; i n cases of autocommunication, i t i s 
l i k e l y to be a f f e c t e d by time. He i s not i n t e r e s t e d i n the 
second model f o r the mnemonic functions i t might serve ( i b i d . ) . 
F o llowing a l i n e o f reasoning that r e c a l l s h i s r e e v a l u a t i o n of 
Kolmogorov, Lotman maintains that i f i n the system (sender -¬
message -- r e c e i v e r ) the sender were s u b s t i t u t e d by the r e c e i v e r , 
one could assume t h a t the message and the information i t contained 
would remain s t a b l e . In cases o f autocommunication, when the 
sender and the r e c e i v e r are assumed to remain the same, the 
message i t s e l f r e c e i v e s an a d d i t i o n a l code because i t i s reencoded 
at the moment of i t s re c e p t i o n p a r t i c u l a r l y at the l e v e l o f i t s 
u n i t s o f s t r u c t u r e . I t receives i n t h i s manner c e r t a i n character­
i s t i c s of a new message. What d i f f e r e n t i a t e s the system (sender -¬
message -- r e c e i v e r ) from the system of autocommunication i s 
that i n the f i r s t case, the words of the language tend toward 
becoming signs and i n d i c e s of s i g n s , w h i l e i n the second case, 
words tend toward a r e d u c t i o n . They become i n d i c e s whose meaning 
i s d i s c e r n i b l e only when the r e c e i v e r knows already what has been 
w r i t t e n ( i b i d . , 233). The mechanism of information t r a n s f e r i n 
a system o f autocommunication may f o l l o w s e v e r a l steps: a 
message i s introduced i n a n a t u r a l language; an a d d i t i o n a l code 
i s a p p l i e d to the formal l e v e l of the message; tension i s 
generated between the n a t u r a l language code and the new code. 
This r e s u l t s i n semantic elements being in c l u d e d i n the a d d i t i o n a l 
syntagmatic c o n s t r u c t i o n . Even though the primary semantic 
content remains, i t i s constrained by features of a secondary type. 
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The new message b u i l d s a new system of denotations, d i f f e r e n t from 
t h a t found at the l e v e l o f n a t u r a l languages. In t h i s manner, 
a t e x t acquires s e v e r a l s i g n i f i c a t i o n s . The general l i n g u i s t i c 
one, the secondary s i g n i f i c a t i o n s d e r i v e d from the a p p l i c a t i o n 
o f the secondary code, the s i g n i f i c a t i o n r e s u l t i n g from a 
syntagmatic r e s t r u c t u r a t i o n as c o r r e l a t e d t o the s t r u c t u r e s o f 
the primary one, the s i g n i f i c a t i o n s t h a t a r i s e from a s s o c i a t i o n s 
w i t h s t r u c t u r e s and t r a n s t e x t u a l s t r u c t u r e s o f d i f f e r e n t types 
but d i f f e r e n t from the i n d i v i d u a l ' s ( i b i d . , 236-37). In cases 
o f autocommunication, the t e x t t r a v e r s e s the subject and the 
l a t t e r comes to be i n c l u d e d i n the process. Lotman observes 
however, that the system (sender -- message - - r e c e i v e r ) and the 
system o f autocommunication i s o f a d i f f e r e n t type, and i t r a i s e s 
a s e r i e s o f s p e c i a l problems. He i l l u s t r a t e s l a t e r , on v a r i e d 
samples o f l i t e r a r y and p o e t i c m a t e r i a l s , how authors and readers 
have i n t e r a c t e d with messages they perceived as f a l l i n g i n t o 
e i t h e r of these c a t e g o r i e s ; he mentions how h i s t o r i c a l s o c i e t i e s 
have favored one o f the models over the other; f i n a l l y , he 
describes how such a fea t u r e can become part o f the mythologized 
image s o c i e t i e s c r eate f o r themselves ( i b i d . , 243). 

While Ogibenin r e t a i n s , w i t h only s l i g h t r e s e r v a t i o n s , 
language as a most u s e f u l e t a l o n i n h i s own study, Lotman i s 
c l e a r l y tempted to explore the consequences that d i s t i n c t i o n s 
between l e v e l s , between systems, and systems o f d i f f e r e n t types 
might produce. D i f f e r e n t l e v e l s must be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from each 
o t h e r ; they must a l s o be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from other systems and 
other c l a s s e s o f systems. Researchers must be conscious, i n 
other words, o f the f a c t that d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s may r e q u i r e the 
c o n s t r u c t i o n s o f metasystems o f d e s c r i p t i o n t h a t would themselves 
be d i f f e r e n t . Speaking from the macroanalytic p o i n t o f view, and 
from the p o i n t o f view o f a t o t a l i z i n g d e f i n i t i o n o f systems and 
groups o f systems th a t make up a c u l t u r a l complex, Lotman c a l l s 
e x p l i c i t l y f o r a c r i t i c a l examination o f o v e r l y narrow s t r u c t u r a l 
p r i n c i p l e s that were fashioned t o describe the "language" o f a 
system. In t h i s , he i s undoubtedly c o r r e c t . While i n s i m p l e r 
systems, there i s a predominance o f s t r u c t u r e , i n the more 
complex ones, i t i s the n o t i o n o f the system that i s s i g n i f i c a n t . 
Such a view o f f e r s the p o s s i b i l i t y of t r e a t i n g signs systems o f 
various types not from the viewpoint o f t h e i r s e m i o t i c processes, 
but as subsystems o f the more v a r i e d processes manifest i n 
complex systems. When analyses proceed from the p o i n t o f view 
of language alone, there appear elements that must be c l a s s i f i e d 
as random. Features o f s e v e r a l "abbreviated programs" f a l l under 
t h i s category. The random elements cannot be ignored, and they 
are not i r r e l e v a n t t o a given object of study when one takes 
s;eriously the concept o f the r e l a t i o n s h i p . P a r t i a l , incomplete 
and n u l l r e l a t i o n s h i p s are a form of r e l a t i o n s h i p which may 
f u n c t i o n among systems i n as e f f i c a c i o u s a way as, at another 
l e v e l , the "minus device" functions i n the l i t e r a r y t e x t . I t 
appears, Lotman w r i t e s , t h a t ways must be sought to d e s c r i b e them 
and t o i n t e g r a t e them as working mechanisms o f c u l t u r e (1974:304). 
Besides a c r i t i c a l a t t i t u d e to s t r u c t u r a l models that create 
such randomness as a matter o f course, there a l s o emerges a need 
to analyze the c o n d i t i o n s of u n t r a n s l a t a b i l i t y , and the areas o f 
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c u l t u r a l l y created noise which r e s u l t from i n t e r f e r e n c e , non-
i n t e r s e c t i o n , p a r t i a l d u p l i c a t i o n o f channels disposed i n 
c u l t u r a l systems ( i b i d . ) . 

The composite a n a l y t i c framework which emerges from the 
Trudy and comprises l i n g u i s t i c , i n f o r m a t i o n t h e o r e t i c a l , and 
general c y b e r n e t i c models, subsumes the i d e a t h a t the subject 
matter o f l i n g u i s t i c s , s e m i o t i c s , and cybernetics are d i f f e r e n t 
from each other. A t r a n s p o s i t i o n o f models from one d i s c i p l i n e 
to another r e q u i r e s a r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of p r i n c i p l e s whose 
explanatory power v a r i e s i n each area o f a p p l i c a t i o n . The i n c u r ­
s i o n of the T a r t u s e m i o t i c i a n s i n t o mathematical theory, 
communicational and system t h e o r e t i c a l p r i n c i p l e s , has broutht 
semiotic research to a f a s c i n a t i n g stage, where a scheme capable 
of c l a s s i f y i n g dynamic systems o f both the l i n g u i s t i c and the 
n o n l i n g u i s t i c type must be found. By u n i t i n g communicaitonal, 
c y b e r n e t i c , and s e m i o t i c i n s i g h t s Kagan (Leningrad State Univer­
s i t y ) has formulated i n a more i n c l u s i v e way the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s 
t r i e d by the e d i t o r i a l board o f Trudy. His g l o b a l view o f systems 
favors the human ones (no mention i s made o f animal communication) 
but i t i s h e l p f u l nevertheless i f one i s t o answer the questions 
r a i s e d by the random events that a r i s e from an e x c l u s i v e use of 
language-orientated methodologies. Kagan's c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n i s 
suggestive of a framework i n which f u r t h e r work could be done. 
I t i n c o r p o r a t e s but features that a r i s e from d i s t i n c t i o n s of 
degree, l e v e l , e x t ension, complexity and o r g a n i z a t i o n from both 
the macroanalytic and the m i c r o a n a l y t i c standpoints. He r e a d i l y 
agrees that a r t from i t s simplest to i t s more evolved forms 
c o n s t i t u t e s what Tartu s e m i o t i c i a n s have c a l l e d a supracomplex 
cyber n e t i c s t r u c t u r e . He also concedes that supracomplexity 
must remain a f u n c t i o n of a system's c a p a b i l i t i e s of autoregula¬
t i o n . But i n s t e a d of study i n g , v e r b a l expressions i n t h e i r 
autonomy, or s t r e s s i n g the i n t e r r e l a t i o n s among language based 
processes, he p o s i t s a r t , f i r s t of a l l , as a subsystem o f the 
more complex i n f o r m a t i o n communicational a r t system which i s 
made up o f the f o l l o w i n g r e l a t i o n s : c r e a t i o n ( a r t i s t ) - - w o r k o f 
a r t ( a r t ) - - p e r c e p t i o n ( p u b l i c ) . But t h i s t o t a l i t y i s i n t u r n 
a subsystem w i t h i n the more complex s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s . Kagan 
d i s t i n g u i s h e s i n t h i s manner, perhaps more adequately than does 
Lotman, between the scope and the extension of systems. The 
model suggests that whatever l e v e l happens to be i d e n t i f i e d , 
d i s t i n c t i o n s must be drawn between l e v e l s o f system and between 
d i f f e r e n t systems, any one of which can become an object o f 
a n a l y s i s f o r a researcher (1972), and i t draws a t t e n t i o n to the 
i m p l i c a t i o n s o f the p r i n c i p l e s of emergence which apply to the 
passage from the continuous to the d i s c r e t e s e r i e s . Emergence 
may, on the one hand, r e s t r u c t u r e the code; i t may e s t a b l i s h new 
equations between o r g a n i z a t i o n and complexity as a system 
e s t a b l i s h e s r e l a t i o n s w i t h another; i t r a i s e s the fundamental 
question o f boundary, boundary c o n d i t i o n s , of, the manner i n which 
the l a t t e r acts as a t r a n s l a t i n g mechanism which a f f e c t s both 
i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l i n f o r m a t i o n t r a n s f e r s . This l a t t e r issue 
does not only have pragmatic e f f e c t s , but a l s o other profoundly 
s i g n i f i c a n t e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l ones: an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of boundary 
as b a r r i e r impeding the flow o f i n f o r m a t i o n , may l i m i t the 



usefulness o f an a n a l y s i s : i t s r e s u l t s merely r e f l e c t a 
researcher's a p r i o r i c o n v i c t i o n s r a t h e r than h i s general 
s c i e n t i f i c o r i e n t a t i o n . 

The c a l l to a typology of s i g n systems and of systems i n 
general, whether voiced by K r i s t e v a or Todorov, has been a 
commonplace i n semi o t i c s t u d i e s f o r a number of years (1974:11-12; 
1971: 18-19). I t has been echoed i n the cybe r n e t i c o - s e m i o t i c 
p u b l i c a t i o n s i n England, the United S t a t e s , and the Soviet 
Union. The program f o r the IV Summer School (Tezisy 1970) 
pr o j e c t e d i n v e s t i g a t i o n s o f both primary and secondary modeling 
systems. The st u d i e s were to encompass the channels o f 
i n s c r i p t i o n ( t y p i c a l l y ranging from a r t i f i c i a l channels to memory 
i n s c r i p t i o n s ) , t h e i r mode o f development, the h i e r a r c h i e s they 
adopt throughout, the system o f r e l a t i o n s that bind them together. 
Despite the co n t i n u i n g e f f o r t s o f s e v e r a l of the c o n t r i b u t o r s 
to Trudy, such a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n has remained e l u s i v e . While 
Kagan's merger of semiotic and cyb e r n e t i c p r i n c i p l e s can deal 
with both r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l and non-representational m a t e r i a l s , i t 
can be f r u i t f u l l y i n t e r s e c t e d w i t h Foucault's concept of the 
episteme (1966, 1969), i n s p i t e o f the l a t t e r ' s overanxious 
d i s m i s s a l of transformations. In system t h e o r e t i c a l p u b l i c a t i o n s 
such a typology i s being h e l d back by an a l t o g e t h e r n e g l i g i b l e 
knowledge of h i s t o r y , h i s t o r i c a l development, and dynamism i n 
h i s t o r y . The c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s tend not to consider the c o n d i t i o n s 
t h a t lead systems t o modify themselves i n form; they do not 
engage i n i n v e s t i g a t i o n s o f the r e l a t i o n s among systems at a 
l e v e l s o p h i s t i c a t e d enough to make these models u s e f u l l y a p p l i c a ­
b l e t o concerete analyses. There are, however, s e v e r a l s i g n i f i ­
cant i n d i c a t i o n s o f means that might be employed to undertake 
such s t u d i e s . Wilden's System and S t r u c t u r e provides s e v e r a l 
f a r - r e a c h i n g p r i n c i p l e s by which systems might be d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
from each other. He argues t h a t open (supracomplex) systems 
might be contrasted i n sev e r a l ways: 1) types of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n 
or growth; 2) types o f responses and a b i l i t y to modify them; 
3) synchronic s t a b i l i t y o f systems w i t h i n t h e i r own l i m i t s ; 4) the 
a b i l i t y to achieve f i r s t order s t a b i l i t y w i t h i n l i m i t s ; 5) the 
c a p a c i t y t o p r o t e c t o r g a n i z a t i o n from random disturbances; 6) the 
system's memory ca p a c i t y and i t s f u n c t i o n s ; 7) the p o t e n t i a l f o r 
s i m u l a t i n g an environment; 8) the c a p a c i t y t o reproduce responses 
(1972: 374). Thus, the fundamental r o l e i n supracomplex 
systems i s not played by r e l a t i v e l y simple connections but by 
sets of interdependencies superimposed upon one another. Regard­
l e s s o f the l e v e l t o which an a n a l y s i s addresses i t s e l f , there i s 
a need to d i s t i n g u i s h between systems, l e v e l s , and c l a s s e s o f 
systems. The s e l e c t i o n of l e v e l i s a step that c a r r i e s informa­
t i o n i n i t s e l f . I t i s part of a process that may be inc o r p o r a t e d 
as a fundamental component i n the a c t i v a t i o n o f the c u l t u r a l 
process where the m e t a l i n g u i s t i c a c t i v i t y i s one o f the ways i n 
which n a r t i c u l a r t e x t s take e f f e c t . 
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