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Abstract

A semiotic theory of systems derived from languagmuld have the purpose of classifying all the
systems of linguistic expression: philosophy, idgg, myth, poetry, art, as much as the dream, ugps
and free association in a pluridimensional mathixt twill interact with many diversified fields. kach
one of these discourses it is necessary to conaigaurality of questions, the essence of which wihly

be comprehensible by the totality; it will be nesay to ask, in the first place, what will be thearpose

of this language, what function does it fulfill afat which reason has it been constructed. The eyotnaf
world vision is introduced and its relation with i@&ealized Collective Conscience and Particularized
Collective Conscience. Culture implies a particMéorld vision. Culture creates Generalized Coilext
Conscience. The semantic field is a structure fitvabalizes the units of a certain culture conéitity a
portion of the vision of the Reality that owns thidture. An ecological case is explained.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Reality contains interpretable evidence, and thatatevays of communication and
their extension, represented in the devices coetsluby social man need to be
understood. Language is an origin of the systemnception of Reality. It is possible to
define language as a symbolic substitute of Readityas a system of signs. Different
classes of objects exist, and are characterizatiffeyent mental acts through which we
distinguish them from their surroundings (MeinontQ04). Objects of sensorial
perception are different from objects of thoughif these latter ones are not less
"objective" than the previous ones: they are dpgmeed by thought but not constituted
by thought. According to the terminology of Meingnmgeaning subsists, whereas the
individual beings and the qualities exist. In teense, objects of thought can be real
without existing in the technical sense definedMginong. Mathematical objects are
of this class. The first condition is (Agazzi, 2Y%hat these objects are there, and they
are not made through an act of discourse, but ¢irdhe presence of these objects in
the Subject’s thought. From a phenomenologicavp@nt we may say that an object,
simply by the fact of being present, offers the j8ctban irrefutable witness of itself.
The referential situation is the phenomenologicakpnce of the object. And the truth
of a sentence is the coincidence between the imituand its phenomenological
presence. It is important to notice that meaningsiralerstandings are only partially
faithful with respect to any particular phenomemdal presence or referential situation
that they could denote. Some form of modalizatialet{cal, deontical or doxical)
necessarily accompanies the communication. A grpstemological separation exists
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between thought and language. All organizationasigbage depends on a complex
structure. A bi-univocal correspondence between ghrception of Reality and the

linguistic system is unthinkable. The subject apes from a superior order, from a
mesosystem that would include them and in whicln lagipear like elements and not
like closed and independent units. Horizontal ferasm any system are those that
determine their significance. This means thatamgliage is neutral. And that no space
of representation is neutral either. That is tg, $he systemic conception, like any

other semiotic conception, represents Reality | shme way as other nonsystemic
conceptions.

Beings do not have an intrinsic meaning and thdy wansform themselves into signs
when we have invested them with meaning. The sagessignificant units that take
their form from words, images, sounds, gesturesadmelcts, studied within a system of
semiotic signs, like meanings or code. In any @ssc we can distinguish between
having asignificantas an inherent property, and havsignificancewhen it is related

to other processes of Reality that the Subjectiderns as a system. The existence of
information is independent of the fact that thera iSubject able to decode the message,
which it is intended to communicate. This objectimtormation is termed significant.
The information in a message acquires meaningSifilgject decodes the message. This
subjective information is termed significang&astre-Vazquez, P.. Uso-Doménech,
J.L., Y. Villacampa, J. Mateu and P. Salvador. 19985-Doménech, J.L., G. Stibing,
J. Lépez-Vila, and P. Sastre Vazquez, 2002; Uso-®&wmoh, J.L., J. Mateu. 2004;
Villacampa, Y., Usé-Domenech, J.IMateu, J. Vives, F. and Sastre, P999;
Villacampa-Esteve, Y., Us6-Domeénech, J.L., Caswpdz-M, A. and P. Sastre-
Vazquez, . 1999; Us6-Domeénech, J.L. and Villacanypa?2001).

Both distinctions involve the use of learned codHse significance tends to emerge
from an individual sign, until it is equipped withany meanings that go beyond what
the sign says originally . Different orders of miegnor levels of significance exist:

1) The first order of significance is precisely theeasf denotation, at which level
there exists a sign t consisting of significant aighificance.

2) The connotation is a significance of the seconceiotbat uses the denotative
sign (with significant and significance) as sigeafint, with an additional
associate significance.

The significance of a linguistic sign also dependghe code where it is located, since
the codes give a scheme, compounded also by laiefentions, within which the

linguistic sign acquires sense. This allows intetgion such as text interpretation
(systemp each one of these being organized in agreeméht csdes and subcodes
reflecting values, attitudes, beliefs, assumptiand practices. This implies a certain
stability in the relations between significant aignificance, restricting the amount of
possible interpretations. This distinction conssdéhe connotation as a sign that is



derived from the significant of a denotative sign, that the denotation takes us to a
chain of connotations. Denotation is an underlyand primary significance.

The significant S or significance s depends entical the level in which the analysis
operates. Then, what is significance in one le¥ehe context, can be significant in
another one.

The subject receives two types of semiotic stimuli:
a) The significant of the person’s own processes orgoe

b) The significant of the transmitted semiotic stinwlor the significant of the
significance (connotation).

The significant coming from the sign becomes sigaifce after passing through a filter
or sieve, which we will denominate doxical filt&@rhis filter consists of two essential
componentsilanguage and the belief system.

Any conception of Reality, after passing througé tloxical filter is a model, formal or

not. The construction of such a model has inheyentanguage (formal or not) and the
corresponding linguistic aspects such as the syatax semantic components are
something implicit. Due to the fact that grammamisheory for a language and that
every elaboration of a theory must include as ignnobjective ease and generality, it is
natural to formulate a theory of linguistic strugtuwvhich allows the most revealing
general statements to take place (Chomsky, 1962).

2. LANGUAGE AND WORLD VISION (WV)

Conflict between two groups, including war, maydsfined asa battle between belief
systems Symbols emerge strongly in such conflicts: thegynbe revered objects as
stones, writings, buildings, flags or badges; wiatéhey may be, they may symbolize
the central core of the belief system. When pebpme symbols, the real person may
become obscured behind the projected symbolic iroagerson.

Organizations develop their own in-house culturd balief systems, too, which leads
them to act and behave in ways that might not saairely rational to an outsider.
Societies and their associate phenomena, suchlasecdanguage, literature, ethics,
laws, economics, etc., can more adequately be stubel and studied if they are
regarded as systems. This be because networkdabbns for any set of assumed
observablesallow examination of the ways the various sociois¢im aggregates
operate.



Definition 1: By World Vision (WV) we understand a way to think, to hope, to project,
to fear, to calculate, etc., of a human group, gdory collective, immersed in a society
characterized by a certain culture and in a detered historical period(Ferreras,
1980).

a) WV never is conceived, crystallized; their presenerist because they mediate
and they inspire, but never appear in the percemsgective world.

b) All WV is a construction of a collective subjecice it is impossible to a single
individual, to found, to build, to even expressemthing in an imaginary
system to be related, to think, to hope or to rebvmEach group in its social
life is constructing a precise, specific mentalitgt not only allows it to comply
with the objective reality, but that also allowstdt dream, to idealize, and to
escape itself.

c) WV territory extends at the surface of the objextand at the depths of the
subjective.

d) WV serves to live for living daily life, for the adyne gesture and even to create
a system of new connotations.

e) WYV has an image of the world consciously or unconsty perceived.

f) Before WV, there arises a series of social anadhcsl manifestations, customs,

beliefs, ideologies, projects, practices, gestgts,

We can distinguish between Generalized CollectivensCience (GCC) and
Particularized Collective Conscience (PCC). GCGtsxn society, time, history, etc., it
is materially and necessarily in social, artistitgrary, etc. structures. PCC is the
materialization and conceptualisation of GCC ongad of a group, class, clan, family,
etc. Class conscience is, therefore, the takingpnscience on the part of a social group
of the GCC. Therefore, the conscience of a clasgroup can be confused, until a
certain point, with the Particularized CollectiverGcience (PCC). It is the Individual
Conscience (IC), that breaks with the PCC and itenmalizes in the GCC again.
Complete autonomy does not exist, but exists wheretis a break on the part of an
individual conscience with a certain materializataf the GCC in PCC, and there is an



attempt on the part of consciousness to form a GE&£. We can see the process of

proceeding of the collective consciences in thio¥ahg figure (Figure 1):

&
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Figure 1.

Generalized Collective Conscience (GCC): It exists, preexists, it is not

conceptualised.

Particularised Collective Conscience (PCQ)is materialised by a group, class, clan,

family, etc.

Individual Conscience (IC): It belongs to each pautar individual.

IC opposes PCC with a new concept of GCC; for thason, it is in the limit between
the three-dimensional body of group PCC and thalitpt GCC. Therefore, an
ideological exchange is a group rupture and thaticne of new Generalised Collective
Conscience (GCC).

Note 1: The Generalised Collective Conscience (GCC) ontgegwith the Ideological

Doxical Superstructure (IDS) in the case of monoldgical societies.

Primitive or relatively isolated folk societies filithe condition specified in Note 1.



All these divisions between different consciencgstb establish and to construct
relations, in order to find new explanations to #wastence and operation of the
collective conscience, only subject of the soctalcdure forming the Structural Base
(SB).

The individual subject (with his IC) is subject tbe very strong influence of
sociological factors (GCC and PCC), such as thectre of the language, the implicit
or unconscious systems of social valuation, norit®@mmunication, etc. That is to say,
subject to the represented collective conscierkeedymbolic maps of reality. What an
individual does with these symbolic maps is a pheswon at the level of the ego, but
their own symbolic maps correspond to GCC of aetgciThere exist an immense
number of symbolic maps comprising the GCC, sincg nere where are rooted social
conventions like the structure and the linguisyintax of a particular culture, its logic,
deontic norms, popular ethics, religious visiommilg structure, powerful taboos, rules
of communication, games, and supposed general ideast reality, etc. All those
symbolic relations distinguish a particular sociahd all individuals interiorise them in
greater or smaller degree by belonging to thisetgci Therefore, GCC represents the
first massive accumulation of symbols in the IC.

All these deeply rooted symbolic maps fulfil, insesce, the same assignment; to
advance and to mold the IC with the acceptable saiguificant conventional forms in
their society (GCC and PCC). These conceptions dnpekrceptions, the individual
learns, in effect, to conform and to translateitgah social terms shared with others.
This is what it means: "to be a component of aetgti(or culture, subculture, group,
class, clan, family, etc.), since the individuacd@es a member of his society (or
equivalent) after satisfactorily interiorising theaps or sets of symbolic relations (GCC
and PCC) constituting that society (or equivaleft)e individual is included in the
society when the society includes the individual ilp&f, 1977). This
conventionalisation of reality requires individu&tslearn to make a socially verifiable
correspondence one to one between symbol and symathothing, world and its
description. The individual must learn to associagecific objects with the
conventionally correct words belonging to a cerfaimguage L that the society uses to

represent an object.



3. CULTURE

In according to Borhek and Curtis (1983) culturesists of learned as opposed to
innate and shared as opposed to truly idiosyncrdéas, and culturally constructed
artifacts as opposed to physical artefacts. Thinitien of culture attributes the
explanation for sharing of certain beliefs or idepés to a certain kind of social
process, that they take place in (SB). The protestsaccounts for the acquisition of
culture by individuals is called socialization. dbnsists of regular schedules of
reinforcement. At a simple level, the assertiorn theliefs and ideologies are cultural
rejects a whole range of possible alternative psitjpms. Culture has the following

characteristics:

1) Culture implies a peculiar W\MCulture creates GCC.

2) Culture is patternedit consists of related, not discrete elements, Wwhic
are organized according to some general patterrmdee a trait from
one culture to another is usually to change itstion and significance
through reinterpretation. This involves placing tha&t within a novel
context of meaning. Humans often communicate atdutas if it was a
separate particle and recognize the need for cbntey when
communication fails. The internal consistency oltune often escapes
notice; it becomes apparent only when it is vialate

3) Culture provides orientationCulture is used by humans, individually
and collectively, as the primary source of solutida the problems of
orientation, and may provide solutions to substantiproblems,
according to which problems may be met with tradial and acceptable
solutions. The existence of one or more orientatignoften so implicit
that the people involved would not ordinarily reng them without
being prompted.

4) Culture changes in response to pressure of evarttely very slowly
because it is to a degree systenfiiculture is systemic, this means that
all WV’s elements doals, norms, values, and orientatiprege linked
and that a change in one has strong but subtledatigins for change in
others. As a set of solutions to substantive prableculture is subject to

immediate pressures for change. Besides providirte first place the
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5)

basic tools for any thought, feeling, judgement, amtion, culture
includes specific deontical norms (prescriptiond @noscriptions), sets
of rules on what to think, feel, and do. When theeams fail to solve
practical problems, some alternative must be soagbtce. Norms and
values change less rapidly than technology. Thihnasvn asculture lag
(Ogburn, 1950). Commitment to deontical norms aaldies is stronger
than commitment to technology, in part becausetébknology is more
closely geared to daily necessity.
Culture is differentiated into subcultures whicheacoextensive with
networks of communicatiorCulture is coextensive with a network of
communication. If societies consisted of homogenoallections of
individuals, each communicating equally with al trest, both, culture
(and its peculiar GCC) and society would be undiféiated units.
Then, the conditions of Note 1 would be fulfilleSince societies are
differentiated, cultures are too, and along theeséines. That is to say,
there are multiple PCCThen GCC=OPCC,. Neither societies nor
i=1
the cultures they carry are as simple as a seisofede building blocks.
Each member of society participates in a somewlifé¢rent set of
cultural “worlds”, forming a particular IC, each rsting of shared
meanings and extending as far as system of comiatioriccan support
it (Manis and Meltzer, 1972). None of these cultwarlds (PCC) is the
exclusive domain of a single human group. Howewuespfar as the
boundaries of one kind of world are the same asbiendaries for
another kind of world, a single group tends to egaerith that unique
combined culture. That is to say, if we have a humg@up with PC¢
and another with PCGCthenPCC, :O PCC . To the extent that major
i=1
social cleavages are congruent with a whole listcofnmunicative
worlds, of course, the possibility of communicatiacross the line of
cleavages are lessened, subcultural distinctiveimessnhanced, and
conflicts are likely to be acute. Communicativerless, consisting, in

turn, of barriers to social interaction, are cutubarriers. Cultures, as
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6)

well as societies, are highly differentiated. Eagéarticipant in a
subculture PCChas a unique perspective based on his uniquelsocia
position, interest, experience and PCC availableira These members
do not participate in exactly the same parts ofdhleculture, that is to
say PCC#OIC]. . In consequence, the individual member is not
i=1
identical with the subculture, and the believendd identical with the
WV. To be sure, the total subculture is carried tbg network of
communication in which the total set of individumaémbers participates
and may not be said to exist apart from the netwarknteractions.
Nevertheless, each individual member’s participat®specialized, and
most participants devote far less than their futiet to the activity,
whatever it is (Borhek and Curtis, 1983). Applythgs to belief systems
belonging to a determinate WV, the vast majoritybefievers are in
rather substantial ignorance of the fine pointsnaist belief systems in
which they participate. Thus, culture derives adkof transindividual
power from its group expression; it does consistarhething more and
greater than is available to any one individualtipgmant (Durkheim,
1965).
All societies are differentiate&ocial differentation is a concomitant of
institutional differentation which consists of thspecialization and
routinization of activities in general. In relativadifferentiated societies
(see Note 1), a single social structure is usedrganize all collective
activities that need to be organized: work, relgiwvar, art, education
and so on. It implies a peculiar and monolithic GCIhis social
structure usually assigns positions to individdzdsed on age, sex, and
descendance, creating therefore a restricted PQICIl@ns confused
generally with PCC. The kinship system is the $&si organizing any
activity. Highly differentiated societies perpetatertain bodies of
knowledge and belief through such generalized siras as families,
public schools, mass media, internet, etc. Butdditeon they also use
highly specialized structures, such as professioaakociations,

universities, theological schools, laboratories, eAs activities develop
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in specialities, special purpose structures ams®rganize them. The
extent of institutional differentiation is of primaimportance as a social
condition affecting the culture carried by a soci@urkheim, 1947).

4. DENOTATION AND CONNOTATION

A semiologic theory of the ideologies must incogierthese concepts of an extended
way, becausevhen we spoke of ideology, in its different measinig implies a vision

of Reality co-divided between many Subjects andtdich by the society. Therefore,
these visions of the world are not like subsystefrs global semantic system, that is to
say, not segmented realities. In this sense, idgols to us like an extra-semiotic
reminder that determines the semiotic events.

Peirce (1933-1935) when solving the problem of nrearby the mediation of the
interpretant gave an incomplete explanation, soreesvibetween an empiricist and a
metaphysical explanation to the meaning processcultural unit can be a person,
place, thing, feeling, situation, fantasy, hallation, idea, hope, custom, etc. It is not
only individualized by mediation through the flighit interpretings. The cultural unit is
defined as "place” in a system of other opposetu@ll units that circumscribe it. A
cultural unit subsists and it is recognized in theasure in which “other” exists and
“other” has a different value. It is the relatioetlveen several terms of a system of
cultural values -what prevails to each one of thexs something contributed by others
(Eco, 1968). Like in a chess game, each piece sexjgome value by the position that it
has with respect to others and each disturbantieeirsystem changes the sense of the

other correlated pieces.

Definition 2: The semantic fieldis a structure that formalizes the units of a certain

culture constituting a portion of the vision of tReality that owns this culture.

Definition 3: The existence of information is independent off#ue that there is a
Subject able to decode the message that somea@itemspting to communicate. This

information is termedignificantand we denote as

Definition 4. The information in a message acquires meaningStibject decodes the

message. This subjective information is tersigdificanceand we denote &s

10



Let SB be the conditions of lifeS{ructural Basg (Us6-Domenech and Nescolarde-
Selva, 2012), let s be the units of perceived agpee p-significancey let u be the
corresponding cultural units and kebe the significant forms denoting s, then we have

the following extrasemiotic problems:

1) SB determines s giving rise to u assigning the nafhae

2) SB requires to segment the experience in s, that correspands t

3) A deep semiotic activity leads the human beinghtokt with o, which not only
gives rise to u and s, but that in addition requitee human being to prove the

exigencies of.

It is important to be aware that two or more semsaields can coexist in the same
culture and that a semantic field may dissolveive gise to another one. In agreement
with Eco (1968), we can affirm that:

a) In a certain culture, contradictory semantic fielalsy exist

b) A single cultural unit can comprise of complemeyntsemantic fieldsA
single cultural unit could occupy different positgin different semantic
fields without incompatible classifications. Fohat reason it is
important to admit that the user of any language the possibility of
providing to any objective system (significant),velise systems of
significances.

c) In a single culture, a semantic field may easily lo@lone and be

reconstructed in a new field

Consequence 1:The significance s is a cultural unit, both in aqaeematical an

noncategorematical terms.
Consequence 2:Semiotic systems are not synonymous or equivalettsamilarly

systems based on different units cannot describk ether. Descriptions require the

same cultural units. A semiotic system can onldéscribed when the elements that
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comprise it are known. It is impossible to describsemiotic system using elements

from a different system.
We may affirm that (Us6-Domenech and Nescolarde£5&012):

1) The significance s is a cultural unit u.

2) This cultural unit u can be individualized due he tinking of its interpreters, as
it is pronounced in a concrete culture.

3) The study of the signs in a culture allows defining value of the interpretant as
in a system of positions and oppositions.

4) It is not possible to formulate a Global Semantield; that is to say, the
formalization of the WV of a culture, because isipheral interconnections and
manifestations, changes constantly.

5) The semantic fields are postulated like useful rimeents to explain the

significant oppositions of a particular group ofssages.
Let 2 be a significant and s be their significances (Dsnenech and Nescolarde-
Selva, 2012). For each significamtexists a finite number of significances so that
-5 0s,0..0s,=Js . If s =u; theng =|Ju, . If during the period,,t,| of a
i=1 i=1
culture exist m significard; that can be interpreted, then

Definition 5: We may define asemantic fieldb ={| ] & - (J{Ju; }.

j=1 j=li=1
According to Seimas (1970), we define semanticctine as:

Definition 6: By semantic structureve must understand the general form of
organization of diverse semantic fields of a so@atl individual nature (culture or

personalities).

Definition 7: We definedenotationas the literal, obvious definition or the common

sense of the significance of a sign.
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Denotation may be defined as the elementary mgdafitsignificance alleged by the
referential mode. Let us talk about denotationoismlated e.g., lexeme |. A lexeme,
like a morphologic unit, is associated with a derteultural unit u. The definition of
Shannon (Shannon and Weaver, 1949) considers diemowithout appealing to the
referential mode and can be understood like thariamt in translation processes, that is
to say, the significance of a significant, whalstas meaning if the significant changes.
Nevertheless, it is impossible to apply this défom to an isolated lexeme. To do this, it
would be necessary for the semantic fields of ckfié cultures to be isomorphs.
Therefore, we will have to understand denotatiothasmmediate reference that a term

or concept causes in the adressee of the mesdagyefdre:

Consequence 3:Denotation is the immediate reference that the assigns to a term

or concept in a certain culture
Consequence 4Theisolated lexeme denotes a position in a semansiesy

In Eco (1968) the notion of denotation is equivalerex-tension The term or concept,
besides specifying a class of real objects, derete of cultural unitéui} occupying

a particular position within a semantic field, with the exception that the class has
only a member. Lexeme denotes the set of all thakaral units in different semantic
fields, belonging to different cultures, occupyitite same position in any semantic
field. But this would demand that the semantitdBavere isomorphs.

Let C be a culture anib be its semantic field. We denoted as n the res@epbsition

of a cultural unit u in the semantic fiellb. We suppose a€,,C,,...,C_different
cultures with their respective semantic field®b;, Jby,..., Jby,, Then |=
Jb1NJbo()...N Jby = {U"} s .

When the semantic fields are isomorphs (real cangit the units of a field are
compared with others by mediation of proofs of cartation (verifying if changing a

significant changes the contextual significance)bgr proofs of substitution (it is

verified if changing a significant means the sigr@ihce does not change). Then:
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Definition 8: Thedenotatunof a lexeme | is its semantic bond in a determsedantic

field Jb belonging to a certain culture C.

Lexeme | can assume different positions in divensg complementary semantic fields
belonging to C. Let C be a culture afid, Jb*,,..., Jb*, OC.Thenl - {170 Jb*y,
120 Jb*,,.....| “ O Jb*,} being a, B,...,a different positions.

Consequence 5The significance s of lexeme | cannot be individeal in any context

and with the aid of the circumstances of commuitnat

It is understood that all sequences of the intéaptehrough which the semiosis process

revive lexeme | and makes it practicable, resttherconnotation.

Definition 9: Connotationis the sum of all the cultural units that the sfgant can
evoke institutionally in the mind of the addresSebject whose only psychic possibility

Is cultural availability

In according to Eco (1968) diverse interpretatiohsonnotation exist. We will mention

those that we considered more important for owmntion.

1) Connotation is like definitional meanindeverything lexeme | connotes the
properties attributed to the cultural unit denolsdthe in-tensional definition
that commonly is applied. Let us suppose the dedimiof /stard. It can be
ingenuous (famous personage of cinematography) ctentific, given in
astronomic or astrophysical terms. Since in a sa&ol@ure both forms of
definition exist, even other intermediate ones, fhesession of one or another
form constitutes the cultural patrimony of the aghee subject.

2) Connotation of the semantic units that composesidpaificance Some of these
semantic components comprise the cultural unitersttdo not. A named
cultural unit can connote its own syntactic matk.a fable or myth, where the
objects are animated, these connotations have siewatue.

3) Emotional connotation:in agreement with Stevenson (1944) the emotional

meaning is a significance in which the reactionsbmulus of the receiving
14



Subject is an emotion. The touching or emotionainodation is an absolutely
idiosyncratic fact. When one institutionalizes, #motional connotation stops
being 'Vorstellung (Frege, 1892), that is to say, a personal image @ the
preceding experiences influenced by feelings. Thiee, preceding socialized
experiences become elements of the code. In bigaghugroups, these elements
are associated with a series of emotional conmutsitjustified by a series of
interpretations of the denotation. The measurthefmeaning (Osgood, Succi
and Tannebaum, 1957) will be the empirical wayedable to reveal the degree
of institutionalization of the emotional connotattoassociated to the semantic
stimulus.

4) Ideological definitions They are incomplete definitions putting the ardd unit
on approval or a complex of cultural units undee ohtheir possible aspects. It
is the ‘Sinn” of Frege (1892), or the cultural way in which tigect is meant.

5) Global axiological connotations A chain of connotations can assume for the
adressee subject positive or negative values. Tteesenal axiological marks
are the final connotations of the connotations emie bound to the semantics

of ideologies.
Then and for our purpose:

Definition 10: The connotationof socio-cultural and individual associations, atee
ideologies derived from the belief systems, andetietional ones belonging to the
psychology of the Subject, and that is the indifeattion of the Semiotic Environment

(context) in which is immersed.

A significanta can connote diverse significan§sg (Us6-Domenech and Nescolarde-

Selva, 2012), even sometimes in reciprocal opmositifo know to which of these
significances connotes the significantin a determined context, is equivalent to say
that the selection made by the issuer or the aekess well-known. The selection
consists of identifying different and complementpositions within different semantic
fields belonging to a same culture. Due to theesysdf dual thought the human being

owns, this selection will take place through opposs.
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The significance s tends to be multiplied from adividual sign, until it is equipped
with many meanings that go beyond what the sigrs sayw. Different orders of

meaning or levels of significance exist:

1) The first order of significance is exactly the omethe denotation, in whose
level there a sign t consisting of significanand a denotative significance d-s.

2) The connotation is a significance of second order- that uses the denotative
sign t (with significanto and denotative significance d-s) like its sigrafit,

with an additional associate significance.
This distinction considers the connotation as a gt is derived from significamt of
a denotative sign d-t, so that the denotation takeso a chain of connotations.
Denotation is an underlying and primary significaiges.
Consequence 6: The significanta or significance s depends entirely on the level in
which the analysis operates. Then, what is sicamite s in one level of the context, can
be significant in another one.
Subject S receives two types of semiotic stimuli:
a) Significants from Subject S’s own process or being.
b) Significants from the transmitted semiotic stimulos significant of the
significance (connotation).

We distinguish two types of significant (Us6-Domemand Nescolarde-Selva, 2012):

Definition 11: TheA-significant (A) or first order significant ithe significant that is

inherent to the beings, processes or phenomen@eatferential context.

Definition 12: The B-significant (Ba), second order significant or connotatiisnthe

significant of significance s.
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Connotation Ba has a veritative value'(B-2) = 1, having simultaneously, a relative

veritative value or connotative veritative vak{s)] [0,1] :

Consequence 7:Changes in the form of the significant can generate different

connotations.

Consequence 8: All B-significant B-o including in a context, will be denotative,

therefore, they will have for the Subject a denwegateritative value equal to 1.
Note 2: A denotative significance disthe significance of the absolute beings.

Note 3: The concept of denotative significance dgsees with the one of the relative

beings.

Let a be a significant. In a particular semantic fidkd 1 denotes a significance with

a connotive positioa , it denotes a significance with a connotive positior3 in other
semantic field/b*,, it denotes a significancg with a connotive positiorgy in other
semantic field/b*3, and so on. This means that the signifiaardeepens a series of
ramifications in positions of diverse semantic diel Leta;, 2, , 23, 84 be a syntactic
system of significant unities (Table 1).

Columns 3, 4 and 5 are semantic systems and sezagns], s?, s/is a chain of

connotations o connotative ch&n

TABLE 1
Significants Jb*, Jb*, Jb*3 Connotative
chain®
81 sy s{ s/
D2 sy sy sJ
0 - s f s g
04 s7 s? s/
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When one isolated lexeme is combined with otheeneas we will obtain the following

ramification (Figure 2):

Slcs
51: s |V ¢
s, +———™®» s/
D1 S sf \ :
0, !
S;
D3
o
D4 s !
Sd’
| T
S3
Figure 2.

In this scheme, assuming they form part of the afdecertain cultural community, the
terminals of each ramification of the significare aconsidered like their semantic

componentsgemantic markejs

Definition 13: Thesenses (Eco, 1968)s a binary selection that the adressee Subject of

a sentence makes between the diverse ramificatiansompose the lexeme

If the meaninggignificancé of lexeme is the set of its denotation and coathas, the

attributed sense is a selective path constructeaffbynations and negations.

5. SEMIOTIC OF IDEOLOGIES

The multiplicity of codes and subcodes intersectmg culture demonstrates that even
the same message can be decodified from differeimtg of view and appealing to
diverse systems and conventions. The messageotecprd by the fundamental
denotation of the significant, but different coratt@ins can be attributed to it. In the last
instance, the extreme possibility exists that tasebdenotative code is different for the
issuer and the adressee, and the message canitrangsmplete but different sense in

both cases. This takes us to two fundamental pnaodile
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1) Conditions exist that allow decoding in one sensanother.
2) The message is affected by a certain indetermmatat is itself a possible

source of information.
Some factors orient towards the reading of thequlieg phrase.

1) The reference to theniverse of Reasonind.yons, 1968).

2) The reference to ameology understood in a coarse way either as a certain
form acquired by the preceding knowledge of theesske, or a system of
prevention and opinions, or a perspective of thearse.

3) Thecircumstance of the communicatioif the phrase has been pronounced by
a priest in the mass-media, their denotative sSiamice and its different
connotative senses can be individualized clearlysefies of circumstances
orients the addressees to deduce the ideologyeatsiuer, and the subcodes to
which one can make reference.

For that reason and in agreement with Eco (19683, admitted that the sign denotes

the real objects, that is to say, the perceivedaibj

Consequence 9The circumstance appears as the reality set thatlbland determines

the selection of codes and subcodes with its owsgprce.

Therefore, the process of communication, althougloes not indicate the referential,
develops as the referential process.

Definition 14: The circumstances the complex set of material, economic, social,

biological, ecological and physical agreements mak human beings communicate.

Let St be a statement (concept or sentence) andrebe a circumstance (Uso-

Domenech and Nescolarde-Selva, 2012). We supﬁ@#glm the set of all posible

statements such th&t0{Sg,_, . and{Cr} _, . the set of all possible circumstances

j=1...m

19



such tha€r 0{Cr} Let {0},., . be the set of all possible senses of all possible

j=1..m*

statements such that (Table 2)

TABLE 2
STATEMENT SENSE
01 G2 | e O w
Sy (St1'al) (Sti,az) ........... (Sti,O'W)
St (Stzlal) (StZ'az) ........... (SE,UW)
Sts (Stg,a'l) (ng,Uz) .......... (Sts,UW)
St, (Str1’al) (Stn'gz) ........... (Stn,JW)

That is to say, it will be the Cartesian proc{t&ﬂ}i:l_“’n X{J}k:l__.’w. We do not consider

the improbability of many of these binary relation$ we introduce the circumstances,

one will become a table of three dimensions, fornied triplete(Sl;,ak,er),
corresponding to the double Cartesian prot{&d}gzl_"nX{a}kzl___'W)X{Cr}j:l___'m. It

indicates to us that:

1) In each statemen®t could be anticipated an arbitrary circumstari@eg as to

attribute to(St, o, ) an inverosimil sense.

2) And of the most ambiguous statement can be dedacedcumstance that

attributes to it the most obvious sense.

Consequence 10A statement will have an obvious or inverosimilssedepending on

the circumstance.
1) The circumstance changes the sense of the medsagexample: a red flag

means danger on a beach, revolutionary ideologypalitical manifestation or a

pirate ship in an historical or adventure movie.
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2) The circumstance changes the function of the messkgr example, the
signalling of prohibition in a highway has a di#et emotional sense than in a
parking lot.

3) The circumstance changes the degree of informatfeor. example: the cross
has an information degree different in the case dfeliever, the sides of an
ambulance or in a hospitable.

Nevertheless, the code inevitably takes part initilgp and classifying some
possibilities and not others. Culture C classi@ieseries of frequent circumstances in
which a statement (lexeme or sentences) acquipsssible meaning, that is to say, it
has a sense. Therefore, it is the culture thaistaket like a Recognoscitive Gramrhar
in the semantics of statements, forming rules @uenstantial competence establishing
that semantipath of connotationthat must be followed and which cannot.

The intersecting intercrossing of circumstancesidadlogical data budgets, along with
the multiplicity of codes and subcodes, requirest the message appears as a plastic
form to which diverse senses can be attributedréfbee, the information of a message
(Shannon, 1949) will have to be processed by etiatypdahe wealth of possible and
individualizable selections at the level of the sagge-significant. Information can be
reduced when the message-significant is relatedettain subcodes and it becomes
message-significance, that is to say, in definitbedection executed by the adressee
subject. Therefore, we will have two types of diffiet information:

1) The information from the sourcat is physical information, computable
quantitatively, statistically equiprobable and reile to the system like a
correction of probabilistic terms and always opeditferent possibilities.

2) The semiotic informatiommoncomputable quantitatively but can be defingd b
mediation of the series of significances that cargbnerated from contact with
the corresponding codes. It is not totally indeieate, being reduced in a

definitive way by the interpretation or selectidracconcrete message.

'A generative grammar, as the name implies, bulldssyntactically correct sentences of a language. B
those words may have no meaning. A Recognoscitivem@ar selects phrases that have meaning
(Y.Villacampa et al. 1999; F. Vives-Macia, 1999).
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5.1 Message and codes

The message opened to a multiplicity of codes amd@des appears as a form that is
empty of all sense, but from the point of view b togic of significants, with a very
precise organization. This organization is the tia orients the decoding and selection
of the senses, exactly according to the ideologgumstances or other extrasystemic
factors.

We can establish two types of judgements in refsxdn the existing codes: semiotics
and factuals (Eco, 1968).

Definition 15: The semiotic judgmenis that in which the predicate is contained
implicitly in the subject

Definition 16: The factual judgments that in which the predicate is added to the
subject like a new attribute, due to a synthesa thkes place between the empirical
data and a new form of thought.

A judgement is semiotic in the sense that it couists the statement of the intensities
that a code attributes to a certain cultural upitTinerefore a judgement is semiotic
according to a convention and that when changiagé@mvention, judgements that were
semiotic turn factual and vice versa (White, 195This is in agreement with diverse
authors (Austin, 1961; Quine, 1953)

1) Ajudgement is semiotic when its condition realgpends on its significance.

2) A judgement is factual when its significance depgeod a condition really given
by a comparison with the empirical referential.

3) A semiotic judgement says what the code anticipates

4) A factual judgement says what the code does natipate , and therefore
enriches the code.

A factual judgment only has semiotic importanci i$ admitted as true, independently
of its verification or falsification. In the measuthat it is accepted as true, the code
enriches and it provides new connotations. Theeetodialectic exist between codes

and messages, thus the codes govern the issue sslages, but new messages can
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reconstruct the codes and this is proof of thetwigaof the language and the dialectic
between Ctreativity governed by rulésversus treativity changing rulés(Chomsky,
1962). The factual judgement can be consideredaasaivity allowed by rules with a
code; the syntactic rules allow articulation of seges that enrich the senses of the
different semantic units. A diachronic dimension iiserted in the synchronous
dimension of the code as a system of subcodesngités structure, following its
dynamic possibilities and their combinatory capagcias if the code tended to

reconstruct itself continuously, but at superimele

5.2. Semiotic system and WV

A semiotic system like WV is one of the possibleysvaf giving form to the world, and
So, it constitutes a partial interpretation of therld, being able to be reviewed
theoretically whenever new messages, reconstrutimgode semantically , introduce
new connotative chairtsand for that reason, create new attributions aieal

An ideology is a conceptualization or materialipatiof a WV But conceptualization,
crystallization, etc., once it has appeared, imiizds the WV that gave origin it. Any
ideology is crystallized immediately in a series lbé&haviors rules, organized
associations, cults, discipline, rituals, liturgjestc), that necessarily move away from
the WV that was its origin. According to Ferrerd980) WV never is crystallized,
conceptualized; it exists in the society, in itsxigal Superstructure, being able to
mediate a series of social behaviors and wayslaterebut its existence is only verified
by its effects. There is not , théla, presence’of the WV, but'a subjective or interior
presence'and, of course, diffusely perceived, by the subjedtthe same society that
has generated or produced this certain WV. WVs atedhe deep and nonconscious
homologies between the effects (literary works, setence, deontical rules, etc.) and
the society. Nevertheless, ideologies not only miedibut that explains the effects, and
at the same time as explaining them, they closeg sertain sense, all ways to an
explanation of these effects. Therefore, ideolog@es historical crystallizations of a
social class, group, and etc. conscience; like sunge already given and constructed
(by the associations that carry them). The fact thany ideologies contain a high
degree of falsification should not make us fordett thistory considers all types of WV
as ideological, not that this invalidates the humeed for fighting what is right.
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To define this partial WV, this prospective segnaéioh of reality, is equivalent to
define ideology like dalse consciencéMarx and Engels, 1976). Naturally, thiglse
conscience of the Marxist theory, arises as a theoreticahcaflage from concrete
social relations and certain material conditiondifef In this case, the ideology is a
message that started off as a description, hypisthesa theoretical justification and
gradually is seen by society like an element ofcb@e. A semiotic theory of ideologies
is not interested in knowing as it does not conedlive message nor its political or
economic causes; however, it is interesting to kimowhat sense the new element of

the code may be callédleological".

6. IDEOLOGICAL TRANSMISSION
We restate here the theory of images and projectipresented previously (Uso-
Doménech et al, 2009). We will denote & the denotative significance

(dsignificance). We are going to suppose the extgteof an only WV or an only
ideology in the Ideological Doxical Superstruct(ii@S).

Definition 17 (Usé-Doménech et al., 2009, Usé-Donmemh and Nescolarde-Selva,

2012):For each d-significances, exists an only oniDS-significances: that we will

denominate as aloxical superstructural image (IDS-imagé)s;, in IDS.

However, at the same time the human adressee aduimatative significanae-s; .

Definition 18: Corresponding to each IDS-significansg in IDS, will exist an only c-
significancec—ﬁszD to which we will callconnotative-SB-projection (CSB-projection)
of the IDS-significances? in the structural base (SB) and that—ﬁszD = for each¢; and

for eachi, 01, ,i, Oc—sP (&, )iff i OsP (¢, ).

Note 4. Connotative significancec—s? can simply be an only significance or a

connotative chaify; of that the receiving subject only perceives itd.en

A significanta denotes significancs .
24



Note 5: With the existence of ideologies any message bacoméxes formulae of
connotation and blocks any critical process of rredeiosis.

Nevertheless, it may be the case in that the nestaesized message is not possible,
and that is the hypothesis of Sapir-Whorf (Sa@2and Whorf, 1956).

Hypothesis of Sapir-WhorfThe syntactic structure of a language L is the ipafar

ideological network that imposes on the user aatetVV.

The selection of any code, given by connotationtS° and c—2S” can be determined

by factors of practical order: the maximum of gyecould be good having, even at the
cost of degradation of the environment, or acceptimsufficient energy before running
the risk of an ecological catastrophe. This setvalfiations constitutes the type of
ampler recognition, and therefore, a new extra-sBmiemainderNevertheless, if it is
socialized in SB, this remainder is again semidiicaganized.

We are going to consider the SB in timgamd f.; like two containers that we will

denominates and a respectively. Systenf3 —a will be considered as the source of
information, corresponding to the “phantasmagomneferential, that is an extra-
semiotical being, the message to communicate thiags or events happen fh
Semiotics does not have to verify what happens,ibut must control if the messages
referred to Sare grammatically correct. Systenf—a has been a system-code
transmitting only certain information ; it is plawg the role of filter, a polarizing lens or
Maxwell’s demon. We have then the conceptiafical filter that we have previously
presented. What represents the doxical filter stesy S —a understood as a system-
code? It represents tieeology which in this case has the structure of the daabe,
1968).
In system/ —a two phenomena happen:

1) There exist units of significance imposed as penrtirby acquired experience.

2) There exists a syntactic structure of the codeclwisbmes conditioned by the

pertinent elements of the semantic system.

In Eco (1968), there are two possible answersheistructuration of the code:
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1) Only certain semantic units and not others aremedeas pertinent, and a code
with certain syntactic structures prevails, and tbat reason culture has
determined the structure of the code.

2) Syntactic structure of the code proceeds to thevishahlization of the pertinent
elements of meaning; then, the semantic system miategenerate the syntactic
structure of the code, but that happens inver§dign, the WV is considered in
terms imposed by the system of generative ruleshefcode. In this case,
language L determines culture and not culture detexs language. That is to

say, the hypothesis of Sapir-Whorf prevails.

We think that both phenomena happen. Although lagguL determines culture
(second optioj) the acquired experience accepts answers andthets, somehow
modifying the syntactic structure of the codies{ option).

A certain way to use a language L is identifiedwaértain way to think a society, with

its WV. Therefore, we may say:

Definition 19: The semiotical ideology is the final connotation of the chain of
connotation®, or like the connotation of all the connotatiorfsadexeme.

7. AN ECOLOGICAL CASE
Let us suppose that the significance representss “energy consumptidn(Uso-
Domenech and Nescolarde-Selva, 2012). We will nameéhe signal thinimum of

energy and « the signal hhaximum of enerdy Each one of these two signals would

correspond to two denotative significance8.,s®.that would correspond to two
imagesé¢, , £,in IDS. The connotative projection @f, can supposec— éf: minimum

well-being and the one af, "c-SP= maximum well-beifg Why does a certain

w
adressee chooses a connotation and not anotherasite? Experience has taught him
what @ may be hoped from the denoted situation and thempany of knowledge has
become stabilized. This cultural patrimony représanextra-semiotical remainder until
it becomes occasional or idiosyncratic, not commating with anybody. However,

without experience of being socialized, the cultai@a happens to be an element of a
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semantic system, with a connotative subcode thabkshes an imprisonment of pre-
fixed references, mediated by denotation, so agivat the connotationslitable

energy. The mechanism we can see in figure 3.

perstructure (MS)

Primigenial Base . (PB)
Ideal Values, Myths.

denotative-MS-projectio

mythical superstructural
image (MS-image)

connotative-SB- projection
(materialization)

Subject

doxical superstructural
denotative image (IDS-image). '

Structural [t tn] Structural [tn,tn]

Figure 3.

Now let us suppose the case of two ideologies . WWe suppose the existence, in SB
of two human groups, believing respectively in eaole of the two ideologies (figure
4).

Nevertheless, signal may denote, according to the adresseell*beind' or "dangert
(degradation of environment), being based on twaaldyg legitimate codes. We have
before a series of semantic systems at the secoledal that oppose values of the type

“desirable versus dandgerEach unit of these semantic systems—l‘éa'f: maximum

well-being and "c—2§5= dangetf becomes the connotative significance of the
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significant ‘a = energy consumptidrrepresented by the denotative significaragof

the semantic system in the first level.

connotative SB-projection2

HUMAN GROUP1 HUMAN GROUP2

HUMAN GROUP2

HUMAN GROUP 1
significant (message)

tn tn+1
STRUCTURAL BASE

Figure 4.

Thus there may exist for a human group 1 a connetabde forc—léa'f that establishes

/maximum enerdy= "maximum productivityand an other that establish@sakimum
energy = "maximum well-being sociétyand finally a subcode that establishes

/maximum well-being of the society "justification of any cost And there may exist
for human group 2 another connotative code defS° that establishesdspect for

environment/ = "elimination of all cost of unnecessary enérgyhese systems of
values are semantic systems that sometimes anedextimutually. When this is not the
case, they can be included in a more complete tiate offers transformation rules to

translate the more restricted systems in terms ofoae complete system. Now we
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suppose that somebody, belonging to human grougehtifying messager with the
connotation Well-beingd, uses it always in this way. Then, becomes a symbol, it is
the emblem of Well-being. The fixed connection between the significant="energy
consumptioh and Idea of Well-beingacts metaphorically. Then we were before a
rhetorical artificeor rhetorical figure We do not consider the case that somebody, with
a nonconfesable interest, issues messagehen the situation denoted habitually by
a does not take place in SB. In this case, we wowdehafalsification In this
falsification case, still it is not possible to sgeof ideological use of a language L, with
the meaning of ideology as a false conscience amiouflage (Eco, 1968). When
message a becomes a rhetorical figure connotingvell-being automatically,
conscientious or unconsciously, the believers ohdw group 1 reject the possibility of

applying the message, possibly with the connotatibfidangef. Due to an ampler

semiotical system, second connotattc)ffé,f,’ Is equally foreseeable, but the use of the

first connotationc—'S? , optimistic type, is imposed or induced, it giteshe message

a fixed ideological function. The message has mecan ideological instrument hiding
the other relations. Then the ideology takes tmetion of a false conscience from the
Marxist perspective. According to Eco (1968), frahe semiotic point of view a

messager exists that has happened to be a significant dratrbetorical subcode. This

significant ‘e = energy consumptidrconnotes a significance—'SP or a significance

c—zé,f,’, like a semantic unit of aitleological code In this case, the message hides

(instead of communicating) the material conditidingt it had to express. In addition,
this is because it has assumed falsifying functibpshiding the different semantic
systems in the totality from its mutual relations.

In our systemf —a two phenomena happen:

a) The units of significance minimum of energy; maximum of enegdyg
imposed as pertinent by the acquired experience.
b) The syntactic structure of the code is conditior®sd the pertinent

elements of the semantic system.

8. REFLECTIONS
A semiotic theory of systems derived from languageuld have the purpose of

classifying all the systems of linguistic expressighilosophy, ideology, myth, poetry,
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art, as much as the dream, lapsus, and free associa a pluridimensional matrix
where will be interfered many diversified field$n. each one of these discourses it is
necessary, in effect, to consider a plurality oésfions, that are systemically inter-
related. It will be necessary to ask about, infitet place, what will be the purpose of
this language, what function does it fulfil, and ¥ehat reason has it been constructed.
All solutions to the problem of Doxical Superstwet (DS) depends on language’s
constitution, because this will allow us to diffetiate the diverse discourses that man,
as subject and actor, maintains based on exhaugtteeia defining, in part, each type
of language, and in another part, isolating thece$" where it makes contact with

other spheres of reality.
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