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Abstract. The study discusses the fundamental issues of semiotics. Semiotics still involves no
broadly agreed upon theoretical assumptions, models, or empirical methodologies. Faced with much
disagreement among notable semioticians about what semiotics actually entails, the study opens
up the way to its theoretical re-thinking. Starting from the analysis of the discussions of scientists
it indicated that the signs are not identical to what they represent this studies the issue through a
theoretical concepts analysis, literature review, combined with comparative analysis of the main
classical theoretical parameters of signs. The basic approach of this study is that signs, whether it is
symbolic, iconic, or indexical, are not what they mean. The nature of the sign, whether it is symbolic,
iconic, or indexical, determines the way it is used, and the same signifier can be used in different
ways in different contexts. The role of an interpreter should be taken into account. A sign meaning
is not inherent in it; rather, it is determined by how it is interpreted. The relevance of the research
is due to a new complex approach to statements about users, signs or referents that could never be
made in isolation from each other. A statement about one of those always contains implications
about the other two. Rather than specific «types of sign», we're talking about symbolic, iconic, and
indexical forms of relationships. The hypothesis is as follows: the nature of the sign determines
the way it is used. Moreover, the same signifier can be used both iconically and symbolically in
different contexts. The novelty of the research is related to the idea of the sign that can be interpreted
in different ways depending on who observes it: as symbolic, iconic or indexical. In other words,
signs cannot be classified according to the classical semiology canons, but only with regard to the
goals of their users and a certain context. Regarding this, we will propose a comparative analysis of
the classic models of the sign to prove the hypothesis. The hypothesis is proved due to the provided
comparative analysis of the classic models of a sign and modes of its relationship. The findings
of this study have to be seen in light of some major limitations. First, the main primary research
problem we have to solve was the semiotics of contemporary cartoons. Facing the lack of previous
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research studies and the theoretical foundations for the research on the topic, we decided that prior
theoretical research studies that are relevant to our specific topic are needed, which is why the
article is aimed at theoretical issues. Theoretical and methodological limitations are addressed
to our future studies. The research instruments and techniques used to collect the empirical data
will have to be identified. Intercultural specifics connected with the personalities of the authors —
Russian and Iranian researchers — influence the study but also limits it.
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AnnoTtamus. CEeMHOTHKA JI0 CUX TIOp HE 00JIaZiaeT COTIaCOBAHHBIMHM TEOPETHYECKHMMH OCHOBA-
HUIMU, MOJCISAMHU, MCTOHOHOFHeﬁ OMITUPUYICCKHUX HCCHC}IOBaHHﬁ. CTOJ'IKHyBI_HI/ICI) C MHOTI'O4ucC-
JICHHBIMH Pa3HOITIACHUSMH CPEAH BHIHBIX TEOPETHKOB O CYTH CEMHOTHKH, JaHHOE UCCIICIOBAaHHE
HAIEJICHO Ha €€ TEOPETHYECKOE MePEOCMbICICHNE. AHAIN3 HAYYHOH JIMCKYCCHH ONPEACISIeT HC-
CJIC/IOBATENIBCKYIO POOJIEMY: 3HAKH HE TOXKJECCTBEHHBI TOMY, YTO OHH NpeJCTaBisoT. [JanHas
mpoOieMa M3yJaeTcs Ha OCHOBAaHHWH aHaIM3a 0a30BBIX TEOPETHUECKUX KOHIEHINH, 0030pa Ju-
TEpaTypbl B COUCTAHUH CO CPAaBHUTEIBHBIM aHAJIM30M OCHOBHBIX KJIACCHUECKUX TEOPETHUECKUX
napaMeTpoB 3HaKoB. OCHOBHOU MOCBHLI JaHHOTO MCCIEIOBAHUS 3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO 3HAKU
HE COBIIAJAIOT C TEM, YTO OHM O3HAYAIOT. XapaKkTep 3HaKa, Oyab TO CHMBOJMYECKHUH, HKOHUYE-
CKUH MIIM WHJEKCAJIBHBIH, OIIPEeNsieT Coco0 ero ucnosib3oBanus. boiee Toro, 0HO 1 TO Xxe 03-
HAYalolllee MOXKET HCIOJIb30BAThCA IMO-PA3HOMY B Pa3HBIX KOHTEKCTaX. 3HAUE€HHE 3HAKa eMy
He MPHCYIIE; CKopee, OHO OIPeNeNsieTcs TeM, KaK HHTEPIPETUPYETCs, IO3TOMY POJIb HHTEpIIpeTa-
TOpa MPEACTABISACTCS CYIIECTBEHHOH. AKTYaJIbHOCTh MCCIECAOBAHMS OIIPEIEIIsIeT KOMITJICKCHBIH
HOJXOJ B U3yUCHUU OCOOCHHOCTEH MHTEPIPETaTOPOB/IONb30BaTENeH, 3HAKOB UIIH Pe(epeHTOB,
KOTOpBIE HE MOT'YT OBITH BBISIBJICHBI H30JMPOBAHHO APYT OT Ipyra. KoHcTaTalus CBOHCTB OHOTO
BCEr/a COAEPKUT KOHCTATAIMIO CBEICHUH OTHOCUTENBHO ABYX Apyrux. [lo cymecTsy, peub naer
HC O KOHKPETHBIX TUIIaX 3HAKOB, 4 O CUMBOJUYCCKUX, UKOHUYCCKUX U UHACKCAJIbHBIX (bopMax OT-
HoweHni. HoBU3HA HcclieNoBaHMS 3aKJII0YAeTCs B TOM, YTO ABTOPBI HA OCHOBE KOMITAPATHBHOTO
aHaJIN3a KJIACCHYECKUX MOJIEIIeH U IapaMeTpOB B3aUMOCHCTBHSI I0OKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO 3HAK MOKHO
UHTEPIPETHPOBATh MM0-Pa3HOMY B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT TOT'O, KTO €ro HaOJII0JaeT: KaKk CHMBOJIMYE-
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CKHIii, UKOHUYECKUI HJIM WHJICKCATbHBIA, — TO €CTh 3HAKU HEJb3s KIACCHU(PUIIMPOBATH 0 KaHO-
HaM KJIACCHYECKOH CEMHUOJIOTHH, a TOJIBKO C YIETOM I[eNiei UX TOIh30BaTENeH 1 OMPeIeIeHHOTO
KOHTEKCTa. Pe3yIbTaThl HCCIeJOBaHUS CIEAYET pACCMATPUBATh B KOHTEKCTE PsA/la OTPAaHMYCHUN.
OTCYTCTBHE HUCCIICAOBAHUN U TCOPCTHUYCCKUX OCHOB IS U3Yy4YCHHs 0a30BOIl TeMbI (CCMUOTHKH
KapuKaTypsl), 00yCIOBIIIO TEOPETUUCCKUI XapaKTep NCCICNOBAHUS Ha JaHHOM JTare U B Oyay-
meM — HEOOXOOMMOCTh OMPEISIHTh UCCIEIOBATEIbCKIE HHCTPYMEHTHI H METOMBI JUIsl cOopa
SMIUPHUYCCKHUX TaHHBIX. MEKKYJIBTypHAs CICIU(UKA, CBI3aHHAs C JUYHOCTSIMU aBTOPOB —
POCCHHCKOTO W MPAHCKOTO HCCIeNoBaTeNeil, — JenaeT McclefoBaHue 0ojiee MHOTOTPAaHHEIM,
HO W OT'paHWYMBAaCT ero. JlaHHbIC OCHOBHEIC OI'PaHUUYCHUS PACCMATPHBAIOTCS B HAIITUX ITOCIIETY-
IOIIMX MCCIICIOBAHNUSX.
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Introduction

Contemporary Semiotics could be considered as “the study of signs,” claiming
that “semiotics is concerned with everything that might be perceived as a sign” [1.
P. 7]. Beyond the most basic description of semiotics as “the study of signs,” there
is much disagreement among notable semioticians about what semiotics actually
entails [2]. Nevertheless, at the edge of 20* century, contemporary semiotics
has been co-founded by two significant theoretical traditions, which have been
independently established by the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure and
the American philosopher Charles Sanders Peirce. De Saussure and Peirce are
credited with developing the two most dominant models of what defines a sign.
Saussure defined ‘semiology’ as “a science which investigates the role of signs
as part of social life,” [3] in contrast to Peirce, who approached ‘semiotics’ from
a logical standpoint while aiming to construct a “formal doctrine of signs” [4].
While Saussure's catchphrase was “structure,” Peirce's model changed the spotlight
to “process,” suggesting that even our cognitive processes are social. According
to Peirce, “Nothing is a sign unless it is interpreted as a sign” [4. V. 2. P. 172].

Signs are examined by modern semioticians as a component of semiotic “sign-
systems,” such as a medium or genre. And it should be acknowledged that semiotics
involves no broadly agreed upon theoretical assumptions, models, or empirical
methodologies. The discussions of scientists indicate that the signs are not identical
to what they represent [5].

The nature of a sign, whether it is symbolic, iconic, or indexical, determines
the way it is used. Moreover, the same signifier can be used in different ways
in different contexts. The basic approach of this study is that signs are not
what they mean. The hypothesis is as follows: the nature of the sign, whether
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it is symbolic, iconic, or indexical, determines the way it is used. Moreover, the
same signifier can be used both iconically and symbolically in different contexts.
A sign could be interpreted in different ways depending on who observes it:
as symbolic, iconic or indexical. In other words, signs cannot be classified
according to the classical semiology canons, but only with regard to the goals
of their users and a certain context.

Regarding this, we will propose a comparative analysis of the classic models
of a sign to prove the hypothesis.

Saussure's and Pierce’s models of a sign

Saussure's dyadic model of the sign is a division of the sign into two necessary
constituent elements, which are: 'Signifier’ (signifiant) — the form which the sign
takes; 'Signified' (signifi¢) — the concept it represents. Saussure defined a sign
as being composed of the two above-mentioned parts, and a sign is the whole that
results from the association of the signifier with the signified [6. P. 67]. It must
be emphasized that both a signifier and a signified are necessary for a sign. The sign
is a recognizable combination of the signifier with a specific signified. Saussure
presented these elements as wholly interdependent, neither pre-existing the other.
The relationship between the signifier and the signified is called the “signification”.
There is an intention among contemporary commentators to explain the signifier
as the form that the sign takes and the signified as the concept to which it refers.
In the following terms, Saussure outlines this distinction: A linguistic sign is not
a link between a thing and a name, but between a concept [signified] and a sound
pattern [signifier].

Saussure stressed that both the signifier and the signified to be solely
psychological phenomena [3. P. 12, 14—15]. Thus, the sign is completely immaterial,
despite his didn't embrace of the term “Abstract” and accordingly any connections
with the external world are most probably created through the interpreter's
sensorimotor system [6. P. 12, 15, 65—66]. In Saussure’s association of signifier (the
‘sound pattern’) and the signified (the concept), both components were considered
in form rather than substance. Saussure's approach is helpful in highlighting the
idea that signification eventually relies on perceptions, not just on physical form.

Saussure emphasized that signifier and the signified (or the sound and
thought) like the two sides of a piece of paper are inseparable [3. P. 111] and they
are ‘intimately linked’ in the mind ‘by an associative link> — ‘each triggers the
other’ [3. P. 66]. Saussure's survey pivots around linguistic signs such as words and
the 'phonocentrically' adequate focus afforded towards the spoken word, precisely
referring to the image acoustique ('sound-image' or 'sound pattern'), perceiving
writing as a different, subordinate, dependent but comparable sign system.

Even though the fundamental “Saussurean” model is still widely adopted
and employed today, it is often more materialistic than Saussure's original
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model. The signifier is nowadays frequently viewed as the physical or material

representation of the sign; it is something that can be perceived through sight,

sound, touch, smell, or taste.

Later theorists have also used the term “signifier” to denote a sign's physical
manifestation, such as Peirce's representamen.

At roughly the same time, Peirce independently proposed a triadic version
of the model of the sign [4], 'semeiotic [sic]' and sign classifications, in the form
of a 'self-contained dyad', consisting of three parts as below.

1. Therepresentamen: the actual form that the sign takes, which need not necessarily
be in physical shape, but is usually perceived as such. Some theorists refer to this
form as a “sign vehicle.”

2. An interpretant: not an interpreter but rather the sense made of the sign; the
meaning that is interpreted (which is what an interpreter makes of the sign).

3. An object: something beyond the sign to which it refers; which is what the sign
represents (a referent).

The interpretant is not the audience, but what sense the audience makes
of a sign. It should be made explicit that an interpretant and an interpreter are two
different things. Peirce proposed a phenomenological distinction between the sign
itself [or the representamen] as an instance of “Firstness,” its object as an instance
of “Secondness,” and the interpretant as an instance of “Thirdness,” since he was
evidently attracted to tripartite structures. In this vein, all these three components
must be present for something to be recogznized as a sign. The object (what
is represented), the representamen (how it is represented), and the interpretation
(how it is interpreted) all contribute to the creation of the sign as a whole.

Variations of Peirce's triad are regularly presented as 'the semiotic triangle’,
which is a frequently encountered version that modifies the unfamiliar Peircean
terminology.

Discussion and Results

Peirce’s representamen and Saussure's signifier are equivalents in meaning,
while the interpretant is almost identical to a signified. But unlike the signified,
the interpretant has the quality of being a sign in the interpreter's consciousness.
Peirce observed that “a sign (...) addresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind
of that person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed sign. The sign which
it creates I call the interpretant of the first sign.” [4].

It should be noted that the term “sign” is frequently employed in an ambiguous
manner. Peirce himself regularly mentions ‘the sign’ when, strictly speaking,
he is referring to the representamen, and in the same way, in the Saussurean model,
some references to ‘the sign’ should be to the signifier.

Peirce's version of the sign contains an object or referent, which in Saussure's
model this part does not exist. The meaning and function of representamen
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could be compared with Saussure's signifier and the interpretant is similar to the
Saussure's signified. The interpretant, however, differs from the signified in that
it is considered by the interpreter to be a sign. “A sign addresses someone when
it creates in that person's mind an equivalent sign, or perhaps a more developed
sign,” according to Peirce.” The sign which it creates I call the interpretant of the first
sign” [4. V. 2. P. 228]. To put it bluntly, Peirce used the term “semiosis” (alternatively
semiosis) to describe the interaction between the representamen, the object and the
interpretant [4. V. 5. P. 484].

According to Roman Jakobson, for Peirce “the meaning of the sign is the
sign it can be translated into.” [7]. As Peirce was well aware of, this might result
in a sequence of succeeding interpretants, which is possibly ad infinitum, according
to Eco, who brings into play the term “unlimited semiosis” to describe this
possibility [1. P. 68—90]. Any preliminary interpretation may be revised and re-
interpreted. Peirce remarked, that “the meaning of a representation can be nothing
but arepresentation” [4. V. 1. P. 339]. Peirce did not feature the term ‘interpreter’ in his
triad system, and the importance of sense-making, which calls for an interpreter.

Whether a dyadic or triadic model is adopted, the role of the interpreter must
be accounted for. A sign's meaning is not inherent in it; rather, it is determined
by how it is interpreted. In view of this, David Sless outlines that “statements about
users, signs or referents can never be made in isolation from each other. A statement
about one always contains implications about the other two.” [8. P. 6]. Paul
Thibault believes that Saussure's seemingly dyadic model includes the interpreter
implicitly [9. P. 184].

The relatively arbitrary “symbolism” of the medium of verbal language, offered
by Saussure, actually represents just one type of relationship between signifier and
signified. Although Peirce noted the relation between the 'sign' (sic!) and the object,
the Peircean distinctions are most commonly applied within a broad Saussurean
framework. While Saussure stressed the arbitrary aspect of the (linguistic) sign, the
majority of semioticians underlined that signs varied in their degree of arbitrary/
conventionality (or, in contrast, 'transparency'). Whereas Saussure did not propose
a sign typology, Peirce was a compulsive taxonomist who presented multiple logical
typologies [4. V. 1. P. 291; V. 2. P. 243].

Peirce's basic classifications, which he considered to be “the most fundamental'
division of signs,” are actually relationships between a representamen and its object
or interpretant, and they are more useful as a classification of differing “modes
of relationship” between sign vehicles and their referents [10. P. 129]. Within the
Saussurean model, such inclusion tends to stress (though indirectly) the signified's
referential potential.

Peirce classified signs into three following types, and three modes
of relationships:

Symbol/symbolic: a mode in which the signifier and signified are essentially
different from one another. There is no similarity between the signifier and the
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signified in a symbol. The relationship between them is basically arbitrary or entirely
conventional.

Icon/iconic: the signifier shares or simulates (imitates) some characteristic
of the signified and is recognizably similar to it by looking, hearing, feeling, tasting,
or smelling. An icon resembles the signified.

Index/indexical: a mode in which the signifier is not arbitrary but is physically
or causally tied to the signified. This connection can be observed, deduced,
or concluded. Evidence of what is being represented is displayed in an index.

Thus, rather than specific “types of sign”, we're talking about symbolic, iconic,
and indexical forms of relationships. It's easy to confuse Peirce's three forms for “sign
types,” but they're not necessarily distinct; a sign can be thought of or interpreted
as a symbol, a symbol, an index, or any combination of the three. Peirce himself was
completely aware of this subject, as evidenced by the fact that he claimed that “it
would be difficult if not impossible to instance an absolutely pure index, or to find
any sign absolutely devoid of the indexical quality” [4. V. 2. P. 306].

In fact, these three modes emerged inside and as a result of the triadic
model of Peirce, and from a Peircean standpoint, transforming a triadic
connection into a dyadic one is reductive [11]. For example, Pierce speaks
of a “genuine relation” between the “sign” and the “object” that is independent
of only “the interpreting mind” [4. V. 2. P. 92, 298]. The object is “necessarily
existent” [4. V. 2. P. 310]. The index is really associated with its item [4. V.
4. P. 447]. There is 'a real connection' [10: 5.75]. There might be a “direct
physical connection” [4. V. 1. P. 372. V. 2. P. 281, 299]. “a fragment torn away
from the object” is how an indexical sign is similar to that. [4. V. 2. P. 231]
An index, as opposed to an icon (whose subject may be fictitious), stands
“unequivocally for this or that existing thing” [4. V. 4. P. 531]. The signifier
is “actually modification” by the signified, even though “it inevitably has
some characteristic in common” with it; there is an “actual affected” involved
[4. V. 2. P. 248]. There is more to the relationship than “mere resemblance”
“indices (...) have no significant resemblance to their objects” [4. V. 2. P. 306].
Also Eco has a lengthy discussion and critics of iconic mode of relationships
between signifier and signified [1. P. 191]. According to Lyons, iconicity
is “always dependent upon properties of the medium in which the form
1s manifest” [12. P. 105].

Theorists — and an individual — might regard a sign as symbolic, iconic,
and indexical. The nature of the sign, whether it is symbolic, iconic, or indexical,
determines the way it is used. Moreover, the same signifier can be used both
iconically and symbolically in different contexts. And “when we speak of an icon,
an index or a symbol, we are not referring to objective qualities of the sign itself. But
to a viewer's experience of the sign”, argues Kent Grayson [13. P. 35].

Both Pierce and Saussure were fully aware of the mutable nature of the signifier-
signified relationship in language [8. P. 74]. Nowadays, a historical change from one
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sign mode to another frequently takes place. This implies that modes of the signs
can also change as time passes. According to structuralist theorists, the relationship
between signifier and signified is dynamically changing: Any “fixing” of “the chain
of signifiers” is temporary and socially driven [14. P. 6, 8, 13].

Conclusion

To bring the subject of “three modes of relationships™ to a close, it should
be emphasized that the manner in which a sign is employed essentially determines
whether it is symbolic, iconic, or indexical. The same signifier could well be utilized
both iconically and symbolically in different contexts.

Without taking into account the goals of their users within certain contexts,
signs cannot be categorized in terms of the three modes. As a result, a sign may
be interpreted in different ways depending on who observes it: as symbolic, iconic,
or indexical.

Thus, the sign can be interpreted in different ways depending on who observes
it: as symbolic, iconic or indexical. In other words, signs cannot be classified
according to the classical semiology canons, but only with regard to the goals
of their users and a certain context.
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