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This Special Issue of Hortus Semioticus on the semiotics of nature offers the readers a
variety of papers about nature, more specifically on topics of meaning, representation,
signification, etc. Several international journals have already published special issues
on aspects of semiotics of nature. These include Sign Systems Studies’ Semiotics of
Nature (Vol. 29.1), Biosemiotics (Vol. 30.1), Semiotics of Jakob von Uexkill (Vol.
32.1/2), and Zoosemiotics (Vol. 37.3/4), and Semiotica’s Biosemiotica (Vol 127. 1/4)
and Jakob von Uexkiill (Vol 134.1/4). For one journal — Biosemiotics, with its full
focus on the questions of biological sign-relations — every issue is so to speak a special
issue on the topic. The current volume of Hortus Semioticus is in a sense a follow up
to those collections of semiotics of nature, mediating the research done by young
researchers from semiotics or other fields of the humanities close to semiotics. All of
the authors of the current issue are MA or PhD students, and their contributions
emphasize semiotic aspects in and of nature.

Biosemiotics and other brands of semiotics of nature have played, and do play,
a decisive role within semiotics in Estonia and Tartu, as they do in a number of other
semiotic centres in countries like Denmark, the Czech Republic, Italy, Finland, and
the USA. The last few years have seen several events in Tartu related to semiotics of
nature, organised by the Department of Semiotics and Jakob von Uexkiill Centre.
Another such event of international scope follows next year, when the conference
“Zoosemiotics and Animal Representations” is arranged (Tartu, April 4-8, 2011).1

At the occasion of this Special Issue, we are happy to have gathered a diverse
group of contributors based in Estonia, Germany, Sweden and the UK, with nationals
of these countries plus Italy, Norway, Ukraine and the USA represented.

The special issue starts with Remo Gramigna’s article, which addresses
“Augustine’s legacy for the history of zoosemiotics”. He proposes a reading of St.
Augustine’s philosophical writings which sheds light on his understanding of animal
communication and — even more so — human non-verbal communication. Gramigna
stresses that zoosemiotics deals not only with animal communication, but further with
human modes of communication which transcend natural language, such as gestures
and finger-pointing.

! Further information (also concerning the call for papers) can be found at the conference webpage,
http://www.ut.ee/SOSE/conference/2011_zoosemiotics/index.html.




The contribution by John Haglund and Johan Blomberg, like the previous
article, touches upon the human semiotics of nonlinguistic communication, and
attempts to use this focus as a vehicle for further reflections and analysis. The authors
introduce their notion of “The meaning-sharing network”. Meaning, they claim, is not
“in the head”, nor is it independent of the individual members that constitute it. It is
rather to be located in what they term the meaning-sharing network. Meaning, in
other words, is distributed. Their notion is explicated in terms of three characteristics —
first-person organizing of lived experience, the moments of natural and signified
meaning-sharing, and consensus. While apparently investigating the nature of
language, Haglund and Blomberg are in fact arguing that linguistic meaning does not
make sense unless we acknowledge that it relies heavily on norrlinguistic factors.

While the previous article was critical about the head-bound concepts of
meaning, the contribution by Silver Rattasepp further introduces critical views about
the skin-bound definitions of the organism. The article “The idea of extended
organism in 20th century thought” contends that the organism cannot be delimited
only on a morphological basis, and suggests instead an environment-bound, activity-
based understanding of the organism. The article provides a historical overview of the
authors who have developed the idea, starting with end of the 19th century pragmatist
philosophy and ending with the “extended mind” concept of modern philosophy of
mind.

A follow up to the question of the borders of organic forms is provided by a
reflection on the origins of natural forms in the next article. In her paper “On form,
function and meaning: Working out the foundations of biosemiotics”, Sara Cannizzaro
provides an insightful account of the congruency between the ideas of two authors,
important for cybernetics as well as biosemiotics: Jakob von Uexkiill and D’Arcy
Thompson. The paper discusses Thompson’s theory of form, which was to provide a
common mathematical grounding for natural forms, both living and non-living, and
sets it ona comparative ground with Uexkiill’s ideas about the meaning-based
relations of biological form and function. Although the theories of the two authors
were developed for different reasons, the article explicates the complementarity of the
two sets of ideas in understanding the causes and purposes of living forms.

Also Svitlana Biedarieva, in her essay "Reflections in the Umwelten”, builds
her reflection on the work of Jakob von Uexkiill. She discusses relations between the
reflected and the reflections. This perspective allows for incorporating reflections of
self to some extent into subjects’ own world and thus creating natural relations
between the subject and his reflection. When looking into the mirror, beings with self-
recognition and other-recognition have different perceptions and ways of acting on the
perceived. This creates relations between the reflected and the reflection which befit
each subject’s communicative abilities.

The problem of the familiar and non-familiar likewise comes forth in the
paper by Arlene Tucker. Her article "A metaphor is a metaphor” concentrates on
anthropomorphism as a means to detect common features that humans have with
other species. In this sense, metaphors used in anthropomorphizing are not figures of
speech but tools to clarify something strange or unknown through something familiar.
On the other hand, using anthropomorphism will always remain ambiguous; because
metaphors, when not backed up with scientific evidence and relying on culture-
specific perceptions, undermine the descriptive capability of anthropomorphism.

In the light of Tucker’s discussion of anthropomorphism, it is interesting to
read the next paper, by Patrick Masius, as a demonstration of how nonrhuman nature
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can at certain occasions obtain a more human character than humans themselves. In
his article, Masius analyses the meaning that nature acquires for humans under
extreme conditions of oppression, on the basis of two novels: Spark of Life by Erich
Maria Remarque and The Roots of Heaven by Romain Gary. The article discloses
the redeeming role other living beings may take in a situation where humanity has
discredited itself through violence and humiliation. The nonhuman animals and
plants thereby appear for the oppressed as signs of the not-fully-vanished dignity and
liberty; as heralds of the new beginning.

As a follow-up to the articles of this Special Issue, Riin Magnus and Morten
Tennessen interview professor in biosemiotics Kalevi Kull. The biosemiotic research
done in Tartu nowadays is largely based on the initiative and efforts of professor Kull.
He can also be considered as one of the keyfigures in the current international
biosemiotic community. The interview, entitled “The bio-translator”, presents Kull’s
academic biography with regard to biosemiotics, and dwells with his reflections about
the past and present state of the field. Kull’'s work is characterized by ongoing
attempts to make syntheses out of apparently contradictory positions, so as to advance
biosemiotic thought. The interview text — and the Special Issue — ends with Kalevi
Kull’s complete biosemiotic bibliography, which amounts to 165 titles, most of which
in English or Estonian.

The special issue ends with a reflection and two overviews. In her semiotic
meditation, Kaie Kotov reflects on the significance of habit in binding two human
related systems — noosphere and semioshere — and the role it plays in human-
induced environmental change. The final contributions provide an overview (in
Estonian) of two recent publications — Acta Semiotica Estica VII and a book by Anti
Randviir, called Ruumisemiootika: tidhendusliku maailma kaardistamine (Semiotics
of Space: Mapping the Meaningful World).

If we were to point out a few further trends, or commonalities, in these papers,
we could mention that several of them are in a sense searching for the hidden shapes
— determining forces, organizational principles — of meaningful reality. We can
further observe that some of the papers look to the past (including Masius’,
Rattasepp’s and Cannizzaro’s contributions), while others have no temporal (in the
sense of historical) horizon. But one could argue that it is not only the interview with
Kalevi Kull that has a view to the future. By re-reading past theories and re-framing
current terminology (no matter how experimentally), so do several other papers. In
sum this Special Issue aims to demonstrate that various strains of semiotics of nature
can be of interest in very different academic contexts — not only that of biology or
semiotics proper. We hope that for some of our readers, one of these papers will
trigger an interest in the field, or open yet new horizons.

The current work (this introduction, and the editing of the special issue) has been
carried out as part of the research projects The Cultural Heritage of Environmental
Spaces: A Comparative Analysis between Estonia and Norway (EEA-ETF Grant EMP
54) (Tennessen), Dynamical Zoosemiotics and Animal Representations (ETF/ESF
7790) (Maekivi, Tennessen) and Biosemiotic Models of Semiosis (ETF/ESF 8403)
(Magnus, Tennessen), and partaking in the Centre of excellence in cultural theory
(CECT).
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TOIMETAJATE EESSONA

Ajakirja Hortus Semioticus erivaljaanne looduse semiootikast koondab wvaliku
looduse tahenduste, representatsioonide, taju, jt lahedaste teemadega seotud
artikleid. Mitmed rahvusvahelised ajakirjad on juba avaldanud looduse semiootika
teemalisi erivédljaandeid. Siia kuuluvad ajakirja Sign Systems Studies erinumbrid
(,Looduse semiootika” (29.1), ,Biosemiootika” (30.1), ,Jakob wvon Uexkiilli
semiootika” (32.1/2) ja ,Zoosemiootika” (.37.3/4)) ja Semiotica erivaljaanded
(,Biosemiootika” (127. 1/4) ning , Jakob von Uexkiill” (134.1/4)). Biosemiootika
ajakiri Biosemiotics aga ongi spetsialiseerunud just bioloogiliste maérgisuhete ja —
protsesside alaste uurimistoéde avaldamisele. Loetletu jatkuks voib pidada ka antud
valjaannet, mis vahendab noorte uurijate t6id nii semiootikast kui sellega
kiilgnevatelt aladelt. Kéik erinumbri kaastédde autorid on magistri- voi doktoridppe
tudengid, kelle artiklid puudutavad looduse semiootilisi aspekte.

Erivdljaanne algab Remo Gramigna esseega ,Augustinuse péarand
zoosemiootika ajaloos”, mis tdélgendab Augustinuse filosoofilisi Kirjutisi loomade
kommunikatsioonist, seejuures ka inimese mitteverbaalsest kommunikatsioonist.
Gramigna rohutab, et zoosemiootika tegeleb mitte iiksnes loomade
kommunikatsiooniga vaid ka inimomaste lavimise viisidega, mis véljuvad loomuliku
keele piiridest. Taolisteks kommunikatsioonivahenditeks on nt osutamine ja Zestid.

John Haglundi ja Johan Blombergi kaastéo ,, Tahenduse jagamise vorgustik
keskmes on samuti inimese mittekeeleline kommunikatsioon. Autorite arvates ei ole
tahendus ei ,peas” ega ka lahus indiviididest, kes selle tahenduse kujundavad. Pigem
paikneb tahendus selle jagamise vorgustikus — tahendus on seega jagatud. Autorid
selgitavad tahenduse jagamise vorgustikku kolme omaduse kaudu: inimese enese
kogemuste organiseerimine, loomuliku ja tahistatud tdhenduse jagamine ning
konsensus. Kui Haglund ja Blomberg tunduvad esmapilgul uurivat keele loomust, siis
digupoolest vaidavad nad, et keeleline tdhendus muutub méistetavaks, kui tunnistada
tema tuginemist mittekeelelistele teguritele.

Kui eelnev kaast6é on kriitiline ,,peaga” piiratud tdhendusmaistete suhtes, siis
Silver Rattaseppa artikkel tutvustab kriitilist vaadet nahaga piiratud organismi
definitsioonidele. Tema ,Laiendatud organismi idee 20. sajandi métteloos” kaitseb
seisukohta, et organismi ei saa piiritleda ainult morfoloogilistel alustel. Rattasepp
esitab keskkonnasidusa ja tegevuspohise arusaama organismist. Artikkel pakub
ajaloolise {ilevaate autoritest, kes on seda ideed arendanud — alustades 19. sajandi
16pu pragmatistliku filosoofiaga ja lopetades ,laiendatud meele” modistega
kaasaegses vaimufilosoofias.

Taiendust orgaanilise vormi piiride kiisimusele pakub Sara Cannizzaro
artikkel , Tahendusest, vormist ja funktsioonist: biosemiootika aluseid valja tootades”,
milles Kkasitletakse looduslike vormide algeid. Cannizzaro artikkel {ihendab
kiiberneetika ja biosemiootika jaoks oluliste autorite — Jakob von Uexkiilli ja D’Arcy
Thompsoni — vaated. Artikkel arutleb Thompsoni vormiteooria iile, mis pidi
pakkuma {ihtset matemaatilist alust nii elusate kui elutute looduslike vormide
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analiitisiks. Samas vorreldakse Thompsoni vormiteooriat Uexkiilli ideedega, mis
kasitlevad bioloogiliste vormide ja funktsioonide tdhendustel pohinevaid suhteid.
Kuigi Thompson ja Uexkiill arendasid oma ideid erinevatel pohjustel, selgitab antud
kirjutis nende ideede komplementaarsust, vottes aluseks arusaama elusate vormide
pohjustest ja eesmarkidest.

Ka Svitlana Biedarieva essee ,Peegeldused omailmades” toetub Jakob von
Uexkiilli toodele, arutledes peegeldatu ja peegelduse suhete iile. Selline vaatenurk
lubab subjekti omailma moéningal maéaral kaasata enesepeegelduse ning analiilisida
subjekti ja tema peegelduse vaheliste suhete mitmekesisust. Olendid, kes tunnevad
enese peegelduses ara enda, ja olendid, kes tunnevad ara kellegi teise, tajuvad
peegeldust erinevalt ning moéjuvad tajutule erinevatel viisidel. Sellisel moel luuakse
subjekti kommunikatiivsetele véimetele vastav suhe peegeldatu ja peegelduse vahel.

Probleem tuttava ja tundmatu vahel kerkib esile ka Arlene Tuckeri artiklis
~Metafoor on metafoor”. Kirjutis keskendub antropomorfismile kui vahendile, mille
abil tuvastatakse sarnaseid jooni inimeste ja teiste liikide vahel. Selles méttes ei ole
antropomorfiseerimisel kasutatavad metafoorid pelgalt konekujundid, vaid vahendid
selgitamaks midagi veidrat voi tundmatut juba tuttava kaudu. Samas on
antropomorfismide kasutamisel alati ka teine tahk, kuna metafoorid, mida ei toeta
teaduslik materjal ja mis pohinevad Kkultuuriomastel tajudel, 6&6nestavad
antropomorfismile omast kirjeldusvéimet.

Tuckeri arutelu valguses on huvipakkuv ka jargmine kaast66é Patrick
Masiuselt, mis kannab pealkirja ,Mida teevad elevandid natsikoonduslaagris?
Looduse tahendus inimkatastroofis”. Artiklis kirjeldatakse, kuidas mitteinimloodus
voib teatud olukordades omandada inimlikumad jooned kui inimesed ise. Oma
kirjatoos analiilisib Masius tdhendust, mille loodus omandab inimeste jaoks, kes
kannatavad aarmusliku réhumise all. Autori t66 pohineb Erich Maria Remarque’i
romaanil ,Elusdde” ja Romain Gary teosel , Taevajuured” ning tostab esile lunastaja
rolli, mille teised elusolendid véivad omandada olukordades, kus vagivalla ja
alandamise tottu on kadunud inimlikkus. Loomad ja taimed ilmnevad réhututele
seelabi kui méargid veel taielikult hddbumata vaarikusest ja vabadusest — nad on kui
uue alguse kuulutajad.

Artiklite jatkuks intervjueerivad Riin Magnus ja Morten Tennessen
biosemiootika professor Kalevi Kulli. Suurel maaral tanu tema initsiatiivile ja
pingutustele toimub Tartus biosemiootika-alane uurimustés. Kulli voib pidada ka
iheks votmeisikutest rahvusvahelisel biosemiootika areenil. Intervjuu esitab professori
biosemiootikasse puutuva biograafia ja peatub pikemalt tema motisklustel antud
valdkonna minevikust ja olevikust. Kulli t66d iseloomustab kestev piitidlus stinteesida
vastakaid positsioone, et edendada biosemiootika-alast motlemist. Intervjuu l16peb
Kulli biosemiootika valdkonda puutuva taieliku bibliograafiaga — kokku 165 t66d,
millest enamus on inglise voi eesti keeles.

Kogumiku l6petavad Kaie Kotovi métisklus semiosfaari ning noosfaari
suhetest keskkonnaprobleemide taustal ning Katre Vali tilevaade semiootikaajakirja
Acta Semiotica Estica uuest numbrist ja Tiit Remmi tilevaade Anti Randviiru teosest
“Ruumisemiootika: tdhendusliku maailma kaardistamine”.

Mitmed kéaesoleva kogumiku artiklid otsivad tdhendusrikka reaalsuse varjatud
pohimétteid, olgu need maaravad joud voi organiseerivad printsiibid. Méned t66d
heidavad pilgu minevikku (nt Masiuse, Rattaseppa ja Cannizzaro artiklid), samas kui
teistel puudub kindel ajaline (ajaloolises méttes) silmapiir. Siiski voib véita, et mitte
ainult intervjuu Kalevi Kulliga pole tulevikku vaatav, vaid sama teevad ka mitmed
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teised kirjutised, mis pakuvad vanade teooriate uusi lugemisi ja paigutavad uude
raamistikku kaibel olevaid maisteid. Kaesolev erivaljaanne piitiab naidata, et looduse
semiootika mitmekesised valjundid véivad huvi pakkuda vaga erinevatele
akadeemilistele  ringkondadele, piirdumata bioloogia véi  distsiplinaarse
semiootikaga. Loodame, et lugeja jaoks aratavad need kaastotéd huvi antud
valdkonna vastu ja pakuvad véimalust avardada oma silmaringi.

Antud t66 (erinumbri toimetamine ja sissejuhatus) on labi viidud osana
uurimisprojektidest , Keskkonnaruumide kultuuriline parand: Eesti ja Norra vérdlev
analiiis” (EEA-ETF Grant EMP 54) (Tennessen), ,Diinaamiline zoosemiootika ja
loomade representatsioonid” (ETF/ESF 7790) (Maekivi, Tennessen) ja ,Semioosi
biosemiootilised mudelid” (ETF/ESF 8403) (Magnus, Tennessen). Uuringut toetas
lisaks Euroopa Liit labi Euroopa Regionaalarengu Fondi (Kultuuriteooria
Tippkeskus).
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