CHAPTERIII

THE HISTORY AND THE ELEMENTSOF SEMIOTIC

A. TheHistory of Semiotic

Semiotic comes from Greek languag8etmeioh means sign. Sign is
something which had represents other thing basexboial convention. Term
of semeionwas derived from hiprocratic or aspeliadic witldoncerned on
symtomatology and inferensial diagnosic. In theetirsign means something
which has represented to other thin§emiotic is an analysis method to
explore more about sign and everything which hdaatiom with sign. So,
semiotic is a science that discussed widely abbijetots, events and cultural.

Term of semiotic was used by Germany philosophamtert in the
eighteenth century as synonym of logiBut term semiotic was first used in
English by Henry Stubbes (1670) in very precisesedn denote the branch of
medical science relating to interpretation of sigmhn Locke (1690) used this
term in the fourth book, chapter 21 An Easy ConiogrnHuman
Understanding.

Semiotic is the branch of new science. Using sigd averything
which has relating to sign had discussion serioasly systematically at 20
century. According to expert of modern semioticds#iat beginning of
modern semiotic comes from linguistic science whiws popular figure
namely Ferdinand De Saussure (1857-1913) as therfat modern linguistic.
Because he limitation his thought only on linguisaussure more popular as

father of linguistic than semiotic.
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Modern semiotic has two figures are Charles SanBersce (1834-
1914) and Ferdinand De Saussure (1857-1913). Tlaeg mot recognize
between other, according to Zoest, this is cause difference thought
especially on applying the result of figure betwekaussure’s and Peirce’s
follower. The difference is caused by the basicugi are Peirce is a
philosopher and logic, while Saussure is an exgfageneral linguistic.

At glance, both are contradiction in their basiought. It is caused
that they lived in the different place and neverembetween each other.
Saussure lived in Europe or called as continemtiadictic and Peirce lived in
America or called as American semiotic. The existeof the school of
semiotic can be reduction based on binary opposiimong signification
versus communication, static versus dynamic, caiwesl versus
progressive, dogmatic versus revolutionary, repctodo versus production,
langue versus Parole, Theory versus Praétice.

But, rereading which had been by some semiotic rexpethe both
concepts especially Umberto Eco and Paul J Thibabtiwed that the
exclusive difference and binary opposition did hi¢ the previous opinion.
Precisely, the deeply reading to Saussure andePiiotght showed that both

have not opposition, but fill up and comprehensive.

B. TheDevelopment of Semiotic

Semiotic had been being since™@entury, but the development is
getting on 28 century. The development of semiotic divided isoone period
is ancient era, middle era, renaissance era, atgmerd.

In the ancient era was being some expert of semistich as Plato
(427-437 pre-Christian), Aristotle (384-322 pre-iStan), Stoic group (300-
200 pre-Christian), and Epicurean group (300 prastan until the middle
era of Christian). According to Plato, semioticsign which has convention

meaning in the certain society and as a not péyfeepresentation of idea.

> Alex Sobur Analisis Teks Media op. citp. 110
® Alex Sobur,Semiotika KomunikasRosdakarya, Bandung, 2006, p. v
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Whereas, according to Aristotle, semiotic is theittem sign, such as
expression symbol and sound symbol which has meantatession; it is
resemble of the really object.

In the middle era, the development of languageopbiphy directed to
the second ways is focused on grammatical aspectheadasic of Latin
language education and Latin language as the dootreducation. At the
time, system of thought and education philosopHgted to theology, so,
philosophical analysis expressed by language asalyke specific character
of the time is the golden age of Christian phildsap especially patristic and
scholastic group. Education in the middle era wai$t based on 7 systems
and has a liberal character. These are divided htparts are trivium
belonging to grammar, logic, and rhetoric) and givagm such as arithmetic,
geometry, astronomy and music.

Renaissance era is nothing innovation about sigrs iB caused that
many research of semiotic is part of linguistic @epment in the previous
time.

In modern era, there are two figures of semiote @harles Sanders
Peirce ((1834-1914) and Ferdinand De Saussure {1853). Both are
different background. Peirce is a philosopher aadsSure is linguistic expert.
This difference was being on applying concept. Akbere are two schools
from this difference. The first group is followirRReirce thought that did not
take the basic thought from language science. €hersl group is following
Saussure thought with language science as the thasight.

Besides that, there is Muslim figure that focused tmought on
semiotic; especially on language semiotic is Muhaahrmi\rkoun. This is
caused background his education focused on langaladéene has ability to
some language. His observation to the language smaported by some
discussion about language from philosopher, antiogyc, scientist, and
western theologian. Therefore, Arkoun used the ldpweent more of science,

even social, humanities, and science in the wesis $cience helped the
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human to remapping of scientist work and human eepee in the whole
area.

From many social modern treasures in the west,thosight was
influenced by some figures of France philosopheichsas Paul Ricour,
Michael Fucoult, Jackques Derrida, Ferdinand DesSane,Rolland Barthes,
etc® Arkoun combined some concept of each figures.it3e,found that the
point of Arkoun though is rebuild religious thougigenly without theological
a priori deed to religious experience of the hunmwith understanding

language problem widely.

C. Theschoolsof semiotic
In the development of modern semiotic have somardig within their

concepts are:

1. Ferdinand De Saussure

According to Saussure, definition of semiotic ie thourse in General
Linguistics is a science that discussion about sigrthe part of social life.
Implicitly, these definitions said that semioticp@@ded on main rule or social
code which obtained in the society, so, the signlmaunderstood. Whereas,
according to Saussure, sign is uniting between @awaas which cannot be
separated are signifier and signified. Relatiorwien signifier and signified
namely signification. Saussure said that thisti@aemphasized to social
convention in the society so can understand thaifgigtion of sign

collectively?

Signifier + signified = sign

Saussure was popular as the pioneer of Structoraliseory.

Generally, structuralism is a philosophy that vidwbe world as structure

® Arkoun takes the mythology concept from Ricour dedonstruction concept from
Derrida. While, semiotic was taken by Arkoun froauSsure and Barthes concept.

° Tommy Cristomy dan Untung YuwonoSemiotika Budaya Pusat Penelitian
Kemasyarakatan dan Budaya Universitas Indonesiartda p. 88
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reality. Saussure linguistic contribute to the stuwalism philosophy greatly
because Saussure linguistic introduced about tersy In the scientific field,
term of “structure” and “structuralism” used in tligferent place. These
terms was used in Math, logic, physic, biology, gieyogy, sociology,
language, and humanitie$.

The difference between Structuralism and Semiotie &emiotic
becomes one of the useful concepts in the workutiirostructuralist
moreover in the past decennial. The basic is the Biterpretation namely
conventionally; semiotics can replace and represewmther thing. While,
Structuralism, according to Davis E. Apter is thesin interdisciplinary
among other approaches. Structuralism itself waemfr linguistic,
anthropology, philosophy and sociology.

According to Yasraf, at least there are six prilegpof Saussure
thought concerning on semiotics theory: the first, structural principle.
Saussure sees the sign relation as structuraiomelabheans the sign is viewed
as a unity between signifier and signified. In tihedation, the semiotics
improved by Saussure usually is mentioned as stralcsemiotics. Then, the
structural thought is mentioned as structuralism.

The second is the unity principle. A sign is thetythat cannot be
separated between the signifier area (sound, wgritpicture, object), and
signified area (concept, idea, meaning) like twaesifrom a piece of paper
which is impossible to be separated.

The third is conventional principle. The structurgation between the
signifier and signified is so dependent on the emtion, namely social
convention about language (the sign and meaningpngmlanguage
communities.

The fourth is synchronic principle namely the sgjady as a constant

system in the time context which is consideredlstaéind unchanged. The

1% Alex Sobur, Anallisis Teks Media., Op. cip, 103
" Ibid, p. 43-46
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structural semiotics ignores dynamic, change, sthnguage transformation
in the society?

The fifth is Representational principle. The stuwat of semiotics can
be seen as a form of representation, in which @ isigrpretation represents a
reality, and become reference (its representatidn)sign of flower, for
example, represents something in the world of wealintil the relation
between the sign and reality is more representafind the sixth is continuity
principle, namely the relation between the systésign and the user socially.
This principle works in the language and has caniyncharacter and never
change, till it is impossible to change radically sign, code, and meaning
except a little change.

Historically, structuralism was promoted by FerdiddDe Saussure in
general linguistic. His thought based on moderguistic. This made him
popular as the pioneer of linguistic. His thougitused on linguistic study.
He is a figure of semiotic who has influenced otirerthe developing of
semiotic with structuralism concept. StructuralismSaussure was followed
by other many figures, such as Chomsky with thdéiaguistic structure, Levi-
Strauss with structure anthropology concept, Rdll&darthes who was
developed his thought with mythology concept, Jasql.acan, Roman
Jacobson, and Michael Foucatilt.

Dichotomy concept of Saussure which had applied tlom sign
(signifier and signified) influenced the Europe satms scholar. There were 3
schools of semiotic that were declined from Sawssineory** Firstly,
communication semiotic viewed the sign as part @hmunication process.
Here, the signification of sign likes the underdliag of communicator and

communicant. In other word, communication semistiowed only denotation

? There are two analysis models in the language aisatamely diachronic analysis and
synchronic. Diachronic analysis is an analysis &danguage historical change, namely the
language in the time dimension, development, andhiange. Synchronic analysis is an analysis in
which we take ‘historical slice’ and take the laaga structure only at a certain time, not in the
context of its historical change. Tommy Christonmd &Jntung YuwonoSemiotika Budayaop.
cit., P. 88
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meaning of sign. The follower of this school is Bsgns, Prieto, and Mouvin.
Secondly, connotation semiotic is focused on thenotative meaning of sign.
The sign delivered to the communicant, but theyirad the sign different
with communicator. The main figure is Rolland Bagh Thirdly, expansive
semiotic with the figure is Julia Kristevactually it is a school in connotation
semiotics. In this semiotics, the sign interpretativas lost of its central place
because changed by the interpretation of the mgamimduction. The dream
of expansive semiotics is to chase total sciendechange philosophyThese
schools developed in West Europe, especially imdgaWhereas, in the East
Europe focused their research on cultural.

2. Charles Sanders Peirce

If we well know Saussure with his dichotomy cong¢épée difference
sign that is consist of signifier and signified,iree popular with trichotomy
concept; sign seess the sign which cannot be separated from objectsof i
reference and the understanding of subject towagd. sSThe semiotic of
Pierce, like Umberto Eco explains in A Theory oiniiatics is the trend to
emphasize on the aspect of sign production mone sign system. The sign
according to Pierce is the unity frorapresentamenobject andnterpretant
The basic principle is a sign has representatiwaddter. It is mean a sign as

representation of something.

Representament + object + Interpretant = Sign

Representament is physically formed of sign. Actwydto Peirce,
something can be a representament through somexdyrdinere are three
possibilities between representament and grourguaisign, signsign, and
legisign. Qualisign is a phenomenon which potelytiaécome a sign, but still
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isolated from external factors. Sinsign is a phesioom that related to external
factor. Then, legisign is being sign based on cotiga!®

Interpretant is sign which is being on human’s matzbut object®
Inerpretant has important role in the interpretatietween representament
and object. So, sign not only representative charasut also interpretative.

Sign is something which stands to somebody for $loimg in same
respect or capacity. According to Peirce, signaig pf object and interpretant
(understanding of subject to sigh).

In the Peirce view, sign always gets on unlimitedn®sis. In the
semiosis process, interpretant made the new regesent and object so
have the new interpretatit.So, semiosis is signification process on three
levels is index, icon, and symbol.

The thought of Peirce more influenced in Unitedt&taespecially on
psychology and psychoanalysis. While, in Europe tiheught of Peirce
influenced in Italy and German. In the west Gerrbaing Max Bense and
Elizabeth Walter as the follower of Peirce thoudFterefore, the school of
German closer with pragmatic semiotic; it discusabdut relation between
sign and user in one part, and using sign in te@bkarea in another paft.

Here, we have to know that the significant semgotithich is based on
the Saussure’s thought pay big attention on the agga system and structure,
but it ignores the subject as the agent of changdahguage system, while
Pierce emphasizes on ‘sign production’ socially aadfinal interpretation
process gemiosis It also sees that the subject as a part whicinatabe
separated from the signification procé%s.

The thought of two figures of this semiotics wasited the response,
critics, and protest from many figures, moreovex thought of Saussure’s

semiotics. Saussure’s semiotics was consideredtas, sdogmatic, and

 Ibid, p. 120
' Ibid, p. 121
" Alex Sobur,Analisis Teks Media, Op. Gip. 115
¥ Tommy Cristomy dan Untung Yuwon8gemiotika Budaya, Op. Gip. 56
19 .
Ibid, p. 84
2% Alex Sobur,Semiotika KomunikagsDp. cit.,p. vi and xii
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mechanistié} till be considered as weakness. ‘Saussure’s siaicsemiotics
approach seemingly succeeded to criticize the ipstic sciences. But, if
semiotics stops there it will become the new pastic science which is
satisfied with taxonomy, classification, and seattol structure and system
from the examined objeé. The structural semiotics was also considered too
leaning on the unchanged structure and system, ttherloses the human
roles as subjects who have the potency of creatwitl productivity to change
the languagé® Then, the structuralism approach (structural séosip has
potency to deliver text analysis creations demaradsithigular meaning. A text
only can be uncovered by a kind of meaning. Thesaeais there is an
established system behind the signs on the’text.

The protest of the experts addressed to Saussukesntsaussure’s
argument about theory of semiotics which is buitHim seems weak, even
wrong. Saussure’s semiotics was regarded not bleeto anticipate the sign
improvement in the contemporary era, like todayil uhts necessary for re-
observation toward structural semiotics approach umderstanding the
problem in the modern society.

The Saussure critics find the ideal figure on theught of Pierce’s
semiotics. They understands Pierce semiotics asopip@site of structural
semiotics. For Pierce, the sign is always in thangeable process without
stop. It is unlimitedsemiosis namely the creation process of unlimited
interpretant connecting structure in the production chain angdn s
reproduction in which the sign gets its life plaoegrow and imprové® The
Pierce’s opinion was agreed by a lot of Saussunéis. This group regard
that the signified which is the core of structuleays moves forever. Then,
the core is nothing and there is no definite nasoerce. All will go to the

“bid, p. x

23T, SunardiSemiotika Negativd§anal, Yogyakarta, 2002, p. 31

23 Alex Sobur,Semiotika KomunikagDp. cit, p. x

 The meaning according to Saussure is arrangeddatermined by the circle of
language community. One word has certain meanioguse there is social convention.

» Tommy Christomy and Untung Yuwon@p. cit.,p. 172-173
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unlimited signified game, because the signifier hasdefinite relation with
the signified. The relation between signifier arghgied is arbiter.

According to Eco, however sign is the original Basom the process
of semiosisThen, there is no opposition betweensbmiosisauthorship (and
interpretation activity) of Pierce; and sign stéfss of SaussuféFrom here,
we can see that Eco’s view is analogously with &bits view seeing the
characteristics of Saussure and Pierce which apeandic, progressive, and
transformative Thus, it means that significanceis#os and communication
semiotics are two semiotics process which fill amtlence each another in
reciprocal, and cannot be separated just like@stitonomous dométh

According to Barthes, the signified always has mar@anings. There
is no intern relation between the concepts showeiithd sound referring to it.
Then, there is no definite signified for the sigeif The signifier igpolisemy
has double meanings and the signified can moveireanisly from the
signifier® whereas Jacques Derrida, a post-structural plpfeoand the
pioneer ofdeconstructionalismmentions that all texts have the fundamental
ambiguity which is a cause from the language nhttgelf. The meaning for
him is not only the meaning of word, not only sigtenvinced by a lot of
people, but how the people interpret those.

Roland Barthes also explains that the sign is detexd by the implicit
and explicit main role from the convention of cudlucommunity members, or
social role. Due to that, system sign can alsoycdne message and encoded
meaning which the people understand that codeezh For him, the reading
is not to search but to postpone the meaning,msearch the structure but to
structuralize, not to consume but to produce t€ke reading, in short is not
to search the certainty engaged by structure, boéntainty when the power

of text ‘explodes’ to search sign and structurelit®

" bid, p. xiii

28 |bid, p. xiii

»Ali Romdhoni, Analisis Semiotika Terhadap piagam Madin@ thesis), IAIN
Walisongo Semarang, p. 43

%0 ST. SunardiQp. cit.,P. 36-37
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According to Hirsch, the meaning given by the readeghe meaning
(significance) given toward text, while the meanmgant by the writer is ‘the
meaning’. So, the meaning given by the reader maostbe same with the
meaning meant by the author/ the writer. The mepmeant by the author is
permanent, while the meaning given by the readehimgeablé' Whereas
Derrida, with theory of his deconstruction, wardgree manuscript, text, from
the legitimate singular meaning which is maybe troiesed by the certain
hegemonic culture. He is strongly declares thatettage many ways to read
and understand the te¥t.

What are missing from the thought of structural s¢ics improved by
Saussure are possibilities to modernity, creativagd productivity in the
language. Saussure’s interest on structure andrayisas closed the door for
combination and language game. The consequent@dsusal semiotics only
can face with the conventional and legitimate sfjns

Based on the both opinions above, other scholdeseist to explore
more about these thoughts in depth. They are RPaliibault and Umberto
Eco. Two figures did not see the opposition betweem.

Thibault and Eco argue that Saussure’s Semioticsios static,
dogmatic, anti mechanistic, anti- change, improvenaad transformation. In
this case, Thibault proves Rereading Saussure: The dynamics of Sign in
Social Life He read in depth on Saussure’s opus and drewoa that
Saussure surely is not anti —change, as the caticas€’ Thibaoult writes.
‘There is strong enough flexibility character on uSsure’s language
philosophy observing that structure and languagstesy can change
accordance with social improvement and the miligpite of that, the change

is not arbitrariness and anarchies.

31 Rachmat Djoko ProdopoKritik Sastra ModernGama Media, Yogyakarta, 2002, P.
40-41 in Ali RomdhoniAnalisis Semiotika Terhadap piagam Madifa thesis), IAIN Walisongo
Semarang, P. 44

%2 Noeng Muhadjir Metodology Penelitian Kualitatif Rake Sarasin, Yogyakarta, 1996,
p. 166

% Tommy Christomy and Untung Yuwonop. cit, p. 17

** Alex Sobur,Semiotika KomunikasDp. cit.,P. x
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The language system (langue) in the view of Saessuthe condition
must be in the every using of sign concretely (lgdrdevery user language
will refer to that language system. But, in thengsprocess if that language, it
is opened for a first point change in system. Télation between langue and
parole is not a static relation and unchangedirbtiie opposite, it is exactly a
basis from language dynamic character. Still adogrtb Saussure as Thibault
says langue is social product. It means thatmasufactured continuously in
the using practice by community, in which the bgsimciple of langue is
protected but all at once it is changed evolutignd&ut the change that
Saussure means is not arbitrariness and anarchiesutwoles. That change is
based on social dialectical principle itself, inighhthe process of thesis and
synthesis works as a way to the direction of emmeht, perfection and
language complicity continuously.

The view of Saussure about the dynamic and thegehdrialectic as
Thibault explains clearly rejects the justificatitmat Saussure through his
semiotics shackles the subject as the languagebydeegemony of structure.
As Pierce, Saussure admits that parole is a smpacihd taking place of the
change. But he did not only focus himself on thzce, but on the language
system (langue) which is a pre-condition from pardl means that Saussure
admits not only the significance aspect of semsptibut also its
communication aspect. But he do not enters toohdepensely as Pierce
does®

Umberto Eco as the mediator for Significance seigsobf Saussure
and Communication semiotics of Pierce sees thhast been big wrong in
seeing the model of significance semiotics and camaoation semiotics as
binary opposition relation.

According to Eco, sign system (langue) and the ggsaf unlimited
sign interpretationgemiosiy cannot be seen in the frame of binary opposition.
There is a wrong understanding that seemingly theple cannot unite
between ‘doctrine of sign’ andemiosis’as unlimited interpretation process.

% Alex Sobur,Semiotika KomunikagDp. cit.,P. xii
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Here, the people seemingly must choose betweemytlodéasignificance and
theory of semiosis The necessity to choose between two theoriekeishig
wrong in semiotics which makes that seemingly Sanesand Pierce are two
groups of war who cannot be resolved peacefully.

According to Eco, however sign is the original Bafsom the process
of semiosisThen, there is no opposition betweengbmiosisauthorship (and
interpretation activity) of Pierce; and sign stéfss of Saussur&From here,
we can see that Eco’s view is analogously with &bitis view seeing the
characteristics of Saussure and Pierce which apeandic, progressive, and
transformative Thus, it means that significanceis#os and communication
semiotics are two semiotics process which fill amitbence each another in

reciprocal, and cannot be separated just like@stitonomous domai.

D. The Basic Elements of Semiotic
Using semiotic method in the research must be basechderstanding
about the basic elements of semiotic compreherysi¥dlhe basic elements of

semiotic are:

1. Sign

Actually, the main focus of semiotic approach ignsiAccording to
John Fiske, there is being three areas of semsttidy aré’ first, the sign
itself. This consists of the study of different ieéies of signs, of the different
ways they have of conveying meaning, and of the wey relate to the
people who use them. Second, for signs are humastraots and can only be
understood is term of the uses people put thermihe.codes or systems into
which signs are organized. This study covers thgsvilaat a variety of codes
have developed in order to meet the needs of a&tyoer culture. Third, the

culture within which these codes and signs operate.

% Ibid, P. xiii

37 Ibid, P. xiii

% Tommy Christomy and Untung Yuwonop. cit.,p.90
** Alex Sobur,Analisis Teks Media, Op. Gip. 94
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Observation of sign in a message made we know dheutxpression
of emotion and cognition of the message contemh filke communicator, even
denotative, connotative, and mytholo§ywithout knowledge about sign, the

researcher will difficult to understand about it.

2. Sign action
Sign action consist of 2 kinds are paradigmatic agdtagmatic.
Paradigmatic is vocabulary that is being on dicign Syntagmatic is manner
to choose and combine the sign based on certam oulcode so has
expression. Code is rules about combined sign tonoanicate the message

with other*

3. Sign level

Relation between signifier and signified did notdaanaturally, but it
is being convention. So, signifier opened to someamng of signified.
According to Barthes, staggered system divided itwo categories is
denotation and connotation.

Denotation is relation that is used in the firstggfered in the signifier
process directly or description about signified nbB&tion is sign which has
signified in the high level convention. Connotatisrsignifier relation which
has implicit and uncertain meaning (received soossibilities meaning from
interpreter). This signification built the meanimg the second staggered
implicitly namely connotative meaning.

Besides that, Rolland Barthes also saw the deepgnimng, but more
conventional. It is the signification which hasatedn to myth. According to
Barthes, myth is codification of the meaning andiaovalues as a scientific
thing *?

Sign — denotation — connotation (code) — myth

“bid, p. 122
* Tommy Cristomy dan Untung Yuwon@®p. cit.,p. 91
*1bid, p. 94
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4. Sign interaction
There is interrelation form which has divided inteo kinds is
metaphor and metonymy. Metaphor is a model of sigaraction which
contained a sign of system and has function toaéxghe meaning of other
system. Metaphor was used in the some product mesigd visual
communication. Metonymy is sign interaction whigsaciated the sign with

other that contained part relation of whéle.

E. Semiotic AnalysisIn ThisResearch

Semiotic was used in some researches and has saydelsmof
analysis based on character and objédtherefore, the researcher will use
specific analysis with semiotic method must detasrthe model of semiotic
which will use and considering that many varietad branched of semiotic.

According to Charles Sanders Peirce, sign can éstifced by view
the relation to the referent. The manner is undadihg relation among sign,
referent, and interpretant. These relations betango unlimited process
which has stopped in the one meaning, but the fagtion still continuing
based the interpretant knowledge. This process Iyasemiosis process.
The sign after got the firstness significationisitcontinuing with secondness
signification from the first interpretant. Becaudethe concept of interpretant
will become the new sign potentially. Then, the regn has the new referent
and interpretant again.

Semiosis is signification meaning in the thirdnetsygered is index,
icon, and symbol. Index is relation between signifand signified from
resemblance. Icon is relation between signifier amphified from causality
relation. Symbol is relation between signifier asignified based on social

convection.

*bid, p. 95
* Ibid, p. 99
* bid, p. 148



