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Abstract 

In 1Ight of the recent clalms that SemH'ltlc-s has talled 
because of the In,:lppilcablllty of SClè'!ltlt1(~ mè'thods to th!'> 
"human SCIences." the semIotlC' theorv ,-,l'Umberto Ec("I 1~3 
examIned from the perspectIve of the "S~phlst lcated rnethod-
ologlcal falslfIcatlonlst" phl}()S,:,!=,hy ,-"If SCIcnCf> I.)t 
Laka tos Eco' s A Theor\1 of Seml 0 t 1 cs ,:lnd Spm 1 ot l,~S lnd the 
Phl1osophyof Language' are found to surt!?r frnm ,1 t,:\\.llty 
crIter10n for sClentlflc1ty. mlsuse of svmbollsms :\nd (~~l­

CUll. and overall lack ot elarlty F.:CO"3 centr-11 ttH'Oretl' 
cal construct. the Model Q of "InfInIte semIC'SIS." 15 t~,und 
to be erroneously derIved. trom Eco's SOUl-ces. rI' entc\ll 
several absurdlt1es. and to be lacklnçr ln emplrlcal con­
tent. Wlthout detractlng t'rom Eco's f?Ssaylstlc and praq-' 
matIe merlt5. lt 15 concluded that the Lulure ot SClen­
tIflC semlotlcs 1,3 best ascnbed to these fauIts. and thdt 
thlS l'allure should not be taken to dlscredlt the SClen­
tlflC method ln the human SCIences 

Résumé 

A la lumIère des récentes assertIons que 1,:\ sémIotIque a 
échoué en raIson de l'Inappilcablllté de la méthode SC"len­
tlflque :l.UX "scIences humaInes." A Theory of Semlotlcs et 
Seml ot 1 cs and the Ph11osophy of Language d'Umberto Eco sont 
'S'xamlnés selon la persrectlve de 1,:\. phllosophle de 1" 
sc 1 ence de Laka tos . Il est démontré que ces oeuvres sou r­
frent d'un crItère erroné de SCIentIfICIté d'un dbus de 
formalIsme, et d'un manque général de clarte L'êlément 
centra,l de la théorIe d'Eco. le Modèle Q. se révèle ~tn~ 
basé sur une InterprétatIon fautIve de ses sources, entraî­
ner des absurdItés. et ~tre défIcIent en contenu empIrIque 
Sans rIen en 1 ever aux autres mér l tes d'Eco. Il r:'st cone 1 u 
que l'échec de la sémIotIque sCIentIfIque est attrlbunble à 
ces défaIllances. et qU'lI ne devraI t ~trr:' perçu comme 
un dIscrédIt a la methode SCIentIfIque dans les SCIen­
ces hurndInes. 

Il 
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Introductlon 

Th~ SC"lentlflC" 3tr:nn ln s~mlotlcs.l after lts heyday ln the 

1':)fj05 .::1nd 70s. 13 now otten held to be lnadecllne. to 

havI" t.:tlled tl) tultll Its promIse. to have been founded on 

d u\ 11 d (~y. 1)1" even t 0 have been revea 1 ed as the 1 ast gasp 

of an ,:.ut-ia.ted. nalve. and Ideologlcal ratlonallsm (ct .. 

L.r fC'yamplt'. FInlay 7 and 264. Polan 87. Derr1da passlm. 

'lnd Angenot '-1) Whlle sClentltlc semlOtIcs lS by no means 

e~tlnct. newer approaches to the range of problems formerly 

wl<iely lcknowl edged as the doma 1 n of seml ot 1 cs abound. each 

(~lalmlng t0 ha'le overçome the crlppllng deflclencles of the 

semlOt I c met hod 

Semlotlcs IS taken by the maJOrIty of the practltloners 

·)f the V,3rJOUS stralns of deconstructlon and of the many 

D')st-modern neo-Freudlanlsms to have falled because of Hs 

attempt tù adapt the 5upposedly relfylng. ahlstorlcal. 

ratlcnallstlc methods of the natural SCIences to a domaln 

to WhICh they 

to have falled 

were unSUl ted. In short. semlotlcs 15 held 

because I t attempted to be the SCIence of ::1 

domaln WhlCh would admIt of no such thlng. 

l shall clalm ln what follows that thlS VIew of the 

matter 15 mistaken. My argument wlll be that the qUlte 

re;~l methodologlcal falllngs of sCIentlflc semlotlcs are 

not those lust Cl ted: that. on the contrary. the shortcom­

Ings of SClentlflc semlotlcs Ile preclsely ln Its noncon-

f 0 rm 1 t Y t 0 the s CIe n tIf 1 cId e a 1. More provocatlvely. my 
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cialm WIll be that the fallure of SClentltlc semIotll~S 

ought ~~ be put down to Its havlng falled to he a S~lence. 

rather than ta ItS havlng trIed ta be 0ne 

Althaugh my IntentIon IS to make a pOlnt .1bClllt an P[1-­

tIre theoret 1 ca 1 movement. l sha 1 1 dl SCUSS the work (1 f "In 1 y 

one wr l ter' Umberto Eco Morenver. l sha Il not a t tempt .j[) 

exhaust Ive coverage of Eco s wr 1 t 1 ngs . but sha 1 1 rest rI ct 

my attentIon to two books and a few artIcles The ratIon­

ale for thls concentratIon lS that Eco's posltlon as a (If 

n0~ the) preemInent theorlst of the sClentlflc semIotlc 

movement. hlS reputatlon for rlgour and exactItude (even 

for exceSSIve exactItude. ln the mlnds of soml=! (e g Po!."-n 

87) ) . the genera Il y acknowl edged pos l t Ion of hl S A Theory 

of Seml0tlcs as the sIngle central work and the major mod-­

ern synthesIs of semIotlc thought. the wIde dIffUSIon ot 

hlS Ideas to such varled dISCIplInes as legal stUdl~S. 

1 economlcs. phIlosophy. soclology. and polltlcal SCIence. 

and the hlgh frequencyof CItatIon of hlS works ln the 

semlotic Journals. 3 combIne to make Eco the ObVlOUS chOIce 

of subject for thlS klnd of Inqulry. 

Eco 1 S range of theoret 1 ca 1 l nterests l s. however. ex-

tremely broad. and for the purposes of th19 thesls sorne 

narrowlng was requIred. Rather than takIng a chronologlcal 

sect Ion of Eco' s work. l t seemed a sounder stra tegy to 

choose a ma Jor area of hl s the oret 1 ca 1 concern. Eco' s own 

segmentatIon of A Theoryof Semlotlcs Indlcates that the 

major dlVISlon ln hlS theoretlcal output 18 between the 
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"theory of slgnIflc:atlon" (aiso "theory of codes"). and the 

(also "theory of slgn product-

l' n") It WIll be the former WhlCh recelves the greatest 

pt~rt 'jf rnyattentlon ln wh,:it follows. for three reasons. 

1 t 13 Hl the theoryof c:odes that Eco clalms the 

1n::'atest '3CIentlflc rlgour: "[tlhe Idea of the Interpretant 

mdkes a theory of SIgnIfIcatIon a rlgorous SCIence of cul-

t ura 1 phenomena" ( TS 70) Further. the "speclflc" sem-

lotICS for Wh1Ch Eco agaln explicltly cIa1ms the status of 

a srlence lS the semlotlcs of SIgnIfIcatIon of a specIf1c 

(',-,dl" "Cl specIfIe semlot1cs lS the 'grammar' of a partIcu-

lar slgn system" (SPL 5). Second. It lS here that Eco 

rleploys the greatest concentrat1on of the accoutrements of 

SCIence: technlcal termInology. spec1al notatIons. dIa-

o,1r,'1ms. and so on FI na Il y. 1 t lS ln the theory of codes 

that Eco's work lS most strongly t1ed to a number of re-

lated SC1entlf1c dISCIplInes. such as Ilngu1stICS. Art1fI-

Clal IntellIgence research. and cognItIve psychology. The 

flrst of these pOInts permlts me to take Eco at what he 

would conslder hlS sClent1f1c best: the second and th1rd 

help to make my task somewhat easler. ln that the apparatus 

" f the ph 1 losophy of sc l ence can more easll y be brought to 

bear on a subJect wlth close methodologlcal and substantIve 

tles to better-establlshed SCIences. 

Accordlngly. It lS to those of Eco's works that are 

most preoccup1ed w1th thIS aspect of semlotlc theory (the-

~")ry of codes). as weIl as to those works that expllcltly 
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address questIons of method 

·:-eed 1 ng chapt ers These are 

of Semlo,-lcS (afterwards TS). 

of Language (afterwards SPL); 

Re 1 net" .\ 

that l '3hall attend ln suc-

fI rst and f,:"lremost. A Thf> ,"'Ir v 

Semlot1cs and the Phllo:'>(lph~' 

the e a r 1 1 ta r " CI n F' 1 S h ,,\ n d 

Buttons. SemIotlcs and the PhIlosophy ,:,t Lanquage" (,3ttPl­

wards "FB"); "The Slgn ReVIslted" ("SR" 1; and flnally "~~em-

10tlCS' A DIscIplIne or a Method?" ("SflIM") The most 

notable omISSIon here lS the collectFm of essays The Roie 

of the Reader. examInatlon of WhlCh wIll be omltted due to 

the fact that 1t lS almost exclusIvely concerned wlth the 

theory of communIcatIon 

It should be stressed that what follows 18 not an at-­

tempt to brIng Eco's work lnto contact wlth the phllosophy 

of language4 (WhICh Eco has hlmsel f attempted ln SPLl. or to 

crltlclze Eco on the basls of arguments trom the phllosophy 

of language. Nelther lS It an attempt to assess the Inter­

na 1 coherence or the genera 1 fru l t fui ness 0 f the who 1 e (") t 

Eco's theoretlcal output It 15 rather- an attempt to as­

sess Eco's methodology from the perspectIve of a modern. 

reallst. failiblilst phllosophy of SCIence. A largp. part 

of the lnterest of thlS proJect derlves from the tact that 

Ilttle attentIon has thus far been pald to the valldltyof 

Eco's clalm to sClentlflclty. Apart trom sorne brIef re­

marks on Eco by F. W Galan. W. O. Hendnc:ks. and G1IJIIO 

Lepschy. a short general commentary by Paul GarvIn on the 

relatIon of semlotlcs to the SCIence of IlnguIstlCS. a tew 

remarks on Sau5surean methodology by Naoml S. Boron. and a 
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short cha pter on the l Ogl ca 1 structure of semlot 1 c theory 

( ln ,:1 longer work on concept forma t I on ln the soc l al 

'3CI'~nces) by Tadeusz Pawlowskl. 5 l am aware of no treatment 

of sCIentIflc semlotlcs ln these terms. 

Two quest Ions ar 1 se about such an enterprIse. Flrst. 

'")ne mayasK whether It IS faIr to demand of a semIotlc 

th~orï that It adhere to the methodologlcal strlctures of 

the phllosophy of SCIence. However. Eco leaves no doubt 

that he conslders hlmself (at least ln part) to be elabor-

.:ltlng the proJeC't of a SClence of semIotlcs He wrl tes 

that "a specIflC semlotlcs can aspIre to a SClentlflC stat­

US" (SPL 5). and that semIotlcs lS "slmply the SCIence of 

r the l ayman . s J cu l tura lly performed (1 f unexpressed) com­

petence" (TS 72).6 Obverse l y. as l have noted above. the 

st.:lndard "post-modern" cntIclsms of semIotlcs cialm that 

snentlflc semlotlcs fal1ed becduse lt WdS d SClence. Tc 

thls several reJolnders are possIble: one mlght clalm. 

~qalnst the eVldence. that sc lent 1 fIC seml0t I CS has not 

f,uled: one mlght construct a successful scientlflc sem­

lotlC theory, thereby demons~rating that the fallure of 

prevlous theorl es was due to other causes. an enterprlse 

.)bVlously beyond the scope of the present work: flnally. 

one mlght show that thlS supposedly sCIentlflc semlotlcs 

W,'lS no SClence at aIl. as l propose to do here. If suc­

cessful. the present attempt could therefore vlndlcate at 

least the posslblllty of a sClentlfic semlotlcs. 
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ReIner h 

one may ask about the approprlateness of a 

partIcular phllosophy of SClence. ln thlS case a "SOphlst 1-

eatE'd" falllblilst reallsm (Lakatos. Methc")dology 31ff). fe-.r 

thls task ThIS Vlew lS the latest phllnsophlc.11 responSf> 

to the fallure of JustIflcatlonlsm (also called foundatlon-

-3.11sml. the demand for a fInal "ground" for knowledqû 

Justlflcatlonlsm took many forms. Includlng bath classIcal 

Intellectualism and classlcal empIrIcIsm. as well as scep­

tIclsm. WhlCh accepted the Justlflcatlonlst crlterlon of 

knowledge. but held that It could not be met.' Earller 

attempts to 3ûlvage the categorIes of knowledge and SCIence 

from the faliure of the JustIflcatlonlst program lncluded 

probablllsm (the be llef that no theory can be known Wl th 

certaInty to be correct. but that varlOUS theorles never­

theless have dlfferent degrees of probabliltyof truthl. 

WhlCh was refuted by Popper (who demonstrated that a Il 

sCIent 1 fIC theorles have zero probablll ty. no matter what 

the eVldence). and varIOUS forms of falslf~.catlonlsm. 

Falslflcationlsts hold that. although theorle8 cannot 

be known to be true. lt 18 nevertheless ratIonal to hold a 

theory provided that It has not been falslfled. The sev­

erai varIetIes of falslflcatlonlsm dlffer on what constl­

tutes the crlterlon for reJectIng a theory. 

"NaturallstIc" or "dogmatlc" falsIflcatlonlsm held that 

pre-theoretlcal facts are avallable ln experlence. and that 

these may be called upon to dlsprove theorles qUIte defl­

nltely. Early Popperlan "nalve methodologlcal falslflc-
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atlonlsm" abandoned lustlflcatlonlsm entlrely by recognlz-

lncr t}j,:lt rjlsproof 18 no more avallable than proof: lt ad-

rnltt,S'd rhat ",=,onventlonallst stratag~ms" (Popper. LOgl C. 

r:fô',-tlnns 19 and 20) are always avallable to save a theory 

ln ~he face of 3ny eVldence whatsoever Popper acknowl-

I!riqed. "t he need for de C lS Ions to demarca te the theory under 

test from unproblematlc background knowledge" (Lakatos, 

Me t h,-,do 1 ogy .~ 3) The results of attempted falsIficatIons 

are therefore not wholly rellable' a "falslfled" theory may 

yet be true. Popper argued that. If the bellefs WhlCh 

temporarlly C'onstltute the "background" (that lS, those 

bellefs WhlCh a declslon of the klnd Just mentloned has 

temporarlly separated from the theory under test) are suf-

tlclently weIl conflrmed. a theory WhlCh has fal1ed appro-

prlately severe tests should be deflnltlvely and permanent-

ly reJected. slnce no better crlterlon for the acceptabll-

Ity of ,;t theory can be had. 

The latter Popper's and Lakatos' "Sophlstlcated method-

ologlcal fa 1 ~n fIC a t Ion l sm" (Lakatos. Methodology 31). a 

verSIon of WhlCh l adopt here. attempts to reduce the rlsks 

of the "dare-devll" and "arbltrary" falsIfIcatIon rules of 

nalve methodologlcal falslflcatlonlsm (Methodology 28, 30) 

by reduclng Its conventlonallst element ThIS lS done by 

provldlng strlcter condItIons WhlCh must be met before a 

falsIfIcatIon lS accepted: 

For the SOphlstlcated falslflcatlonlst a theory T 

lS falslfled If and only If another theory T' has 
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been proposed wlth the followlng characterlstl~s. 

(1) T' has excess emplrlcal content over T that 

IS. It predIcts novel facts. that lS. tacts Improb­

able ln the llqht of. or even forbldden. by T. l~) 

T' explalns the preVI0US SUC cess of T. that lS ,,,\11 

the unrefuted content of T 13 Included (wlthln the 

llmIts of observatlonal error) ln the content of 

T': and (3) sorne of the excess content 0 f T'l s 

corroborated... Sophlstlcated falslflcatlonlsm 

thus Shlfts the problem of how to appralse theorles 

to how to appralse senes of theones . .. (32) 

And further: 

Of course. there lS nclhlng wrong ln saylng that an 

lsolated. sIngle theory lS "sclentlflc" .. as lonq 

as one recognlzes that ln thlS formulatIon we ap­

pralse the theory as the out come of--and ln the 

context of--a certaIn hlstorlcal developrnent 

(34-35) 

Lakatos develops thlS Into a theory of the ratlonall~y of 

sc l ence based on the not l on ')f the" research programme" 

rather than the lsolated theûry. H~ does t.hIS ln a cr;n­

SCIOUS (and successful) effort ta counter the psy~holoq­

lStlC obJectIons of Kuhn to Popperlan falslflcatlonlsm Icf 

Methodology 90-93) . 

l can offer only a rather local ratlonale for adoptlng 

thlS vlew ln the present work. Slnce the varIants of tall­

lbll1sm have been serlously debo.t3d ln the phllosophyof 
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On the other hand. whlle the case for falllbliism 

~g~lnst ~h varlOUS forms of foundatlonallsm or JustlflC­

atlnnlsm cannot be rehearsed here ln any more detall. the 

'1l'"r:rurnents al' e very we Il known. Phllosophers of SCIence are 

no longer dlvlded on thls lssue. and to sorne extent the 

sTnf)ke has cl eared: Laka tos was ab 1 e ln 1970 to wrl te a 

reconstructlon of "the sItuatIon as lt was ln phllosophy of 

'~Clen('e after the breakdown of Justlflcatlonlsm" 'Methodol­

ogy 10) A debate contInues. however. about "nalve" (early 

Popperl,)n) versus Lakatos' "sophlstlcated" verSIons of 

falslflcatlonlsm. as does another about whether the sorts 

(lf ,3ssurances that can be provlded by fa III bi Ilsm are 

enough to 

edge and 

warrant our contlnued 

SCIence. l cannot 

use of notIons llke knowl­

argue thlS pOInt here. and 

8hall slmply assume that they are. 

As for sClentlflc reallsm. thlS has. Slnce TarskI 's 

vlndlcatlon of the correspondence theory of truth. been an 

Integral component of the falllbl11st Vlews of both Popper 

and Lakatos rather than a separate posItIon. and l IlSt It 

separately only for clarlty. Slnce nonrealist posItIons are 

common ln the human and socIal SCIences. Re a Il sm rema I ns . 

ln ItS several modern varIants. even though beleaguered by 

postmodernlsms and relatlvlsms of aIL sorts. the maJOrlty 

opInIon ln the phllosophy of sClence. 8 A crltlcal reallsm 

appears. moreover. to be Eco's own Vlew. Although there 

are passages ln Eco's work. especlally ln the IntroductIon 

ta SPL. where he seems to espouse a relatIvlst eplstemo-



logy. hlS theoretlcal practlce remaIns reall'3t: he 18 ,3Dl€' 

to wrl te Wl thout se 1 f-consc lousness 0 f "f,::tct s" (TS .2 ~~) MId 

"the actual state of the ObjectIve world" ("SDIM" ~6). dnd 

to state blandly that a certaIn state of materIal atfaIrs 

"lS the case" (SPL 70). 

reference." he wrltes that "one mayeaslly admIt thal the 

slgns transmltted through the Watergate Model havp a corre-

spondlng 'obJect.' that lS. the state of the water at the 

source" (TS 58). Agaln. ln Introduclng PeIrce's concept of 

the Interpretant. he wrItes that "If one assumes that the 

Bedeutung lS an actual state of the world. whose verIflco-

tlon valldates the Slgn. one must aSK oneself how th13 

state of the world lS usually grasped or analyzed" (TS bl) 

These examples should sufflce to show that Eco IS a real-

ISt. 

In the places Just clted and elsewhere (e.g. SPL chap-

ters 1 and 2 passIm). Eco attacks the nalve reallst Vlew 

that the world lS wholly knowable Clearly. therefore. he 

holds that there are actual states of the world. sorne but 

not aIl of which may be known: thlS IS crltlcal reallsm ln 

a nutshell. 

My methodologlcal perspectIve specIfIes a few mor~ 

contours of my proJect. Includlng the followlng: l sha 11 

devote speCIal attentIon to Eco's contacts wlth semlotlcs' 

T 
nelghbourlng SCIences. especlally Ilngulstlcs and the work 

1 ln Artlflclal IntellIgence. as a means of explorlng Eco's 

relatIons wlth the scientlflc malnstream. l shall be r:on-
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cerned wlth substantIve Issues ln Eco's theory only lnsofar 

as they prove relevant to methodologlcal questIons. or to 

the relatIons of hlS theory wlth lts theoretlcal nelgh­

bours. or when Eco's handllng of them can be crltlclzed ln 

purely loglcal terms. Flnally. l shall not be concerned 

wlth crltlcIsm of Eco from perspectIves other than that of 

the phIlosophy of SClence: ln partlcular. l shall take 

notIce of deconstructlonlst. 

psychoanalytlcally orlented 

method only Insofar as they 

"dlalectlcal." relatlvist. or 

attacks on Eco's theory or 

prove useful as dIagnostIc 

IndIcators of faults of the sort l am lnterested ln. 

It should be ObVIOUS that l am assumlng answers to a 

number of questIons Whlch are to varylng degrees contested. 

Although the se Issues are not expllcltly discussed ln thls 

theslS. thelr Influence can be felt throughout what fol­

lows. l shall try. therefore. qUlckly to pOInt out a few 

of the more Import,::l.nt ones. l cannot defend these Vlews 

here. and. unllke Eco. l am not wllllng blandly to assert 

that my philosophlcal tradItIon lS "hlghly rellable" (rS 

7). thus restlng the credlblilty of my phllosophlcal Vlews 

on an appeal to authorlty.4 Each of the followlng posItIons 

lS defenslble on ItS merIts. 

defended. 

and each has been extenslvely 

Agalnst the deconstructlonlsts and certaIn relatlvlsts 

and dlalectlclans. l am assumlng a correspondence theory of 

truth. and the adequacy of the cognItIve safeguards bUIlt 

Into the practIce of SCIence to protect It from reductIon 
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to 1 nterests . des Ires. or economl CS. 10 

Relner 1.2 

l am assumlng the 

reallty of what 18 often mlsleadlngly called SClentlflC 

"obJectlvlty." as agalnst those \<'rltel~s of the "soclolclgl­

cal turn" ln the phllosophy of SClence who clalm that thE' 

notlon of SCIence lS exhausted by sorne combInat Ion of ex 

trlnsic soclologlcal and psychologlcal factors Il Agalnst a 

common psychoan.:llyt1c Vlew. l am assumlr.g the reduClblllty 

of mental states to neurologlcal. and uitimately to phYS1-

cal. ones. Agalnst sorne wrlters ln the ContInental dlalec­

tIcal tradItIon. l am assumIng the superseSSlon of "dlalec­

tlcal loglC" by the ordinary kind 

In Chapter One l reVlew the crItlcal llterature on TS 

and gPL. paying specIal attentIon to m~tter~ of method In 

the next two short chapt ers l examIne sorne of the general 

contours of Eco's work. Chapter Two examInes Eco's Vlew of 

the deflnlng characterl8tlcs of a SCIence and compares thlS 

to standard realist accounts. with speCIal attentlon glven 

to the roles of deflnitlons. "pOSItS." and theoretlcal 

terms. In Chapter Three. l examine Eco's use of tormal 

devlces (lncludlng symbollsms. dl(~g:rams. and graphs of aIl 

klnds) . In the longer fourth chapter. l study 1 n deta Il 

the complex of theoretlcal concepts surroundlng the centre­

plece of Eco's semlotlcs. hlS Madel Q of semant1c theory. 

lnc l Udl ng " J nterpretant" and "code." as we Il as the sub-

sidlary concepts 

tent-unIt." and 

"cultural unlt." "cultural world." "cr:m­

"expresslon-unlt. " After explorlng the 

usefulness and coherence of Model Q. l ralse sorne questIons 
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Flnall y. ln the 

[1 l ': ç 11 S SIC' n .:1 t the ~ n d ') f the thesls. l reVlew the work 

~r~sented ln the eariler chapters and draw from It sorne 

'~r:mr:-lIjSI0nS r~g"3.rdlng the sClentlflc status of Eco's work. 

the ~rospect of a genulnely sClentlflc semlotlCS. and the 

usefulness of the phIlosophy of SCIence to young dISCIP­

lInes llke semlotlcs 
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1 Crltlcal Llterature on Eco 

1.1 Goals of thlS chapter 

In thlS chapter l shall try to accompllsh tWCI thln';Ts My 

flrst goal wIll be to glve eVldence for a number 0f rlalms 

made ln the IntroductIon. the acceptance of WhlCh 15 re~U1-

SIte to my takIng.;\ small number of tltles by Umberto Eco 

as sole subJect of what IS meant as an argument about the 

sCIentlfic straln ln semlotlcs as a whole. ThIS WIll be 

done maInly by a survey of the InternaI crltlcal Ilterature 

on A Theory of Seml0tlcs and Seml0tlcs and the Phllosophy 

of Language. By "Internai crltIcIsm" l mean crltlclsm 

orlglnatlng from wIthIn the dIscIplIne of semlotlcs fthough 

not conflned to wrIters of the school l more narrowly dp­

flned as "Sclentlllc semIotlcs" above) .~s weIl .~s from 

wlthln several dIscIplInes related and sometlmes sympath­

etlc to the proJect of sCIentIflc semIotlCS. Trlese Include 

anthropology, soclology. communIcatIons. 1lngulstlCS. 

speech communIcatIon. phllosophy, aesthetlcs and art GrItl­

Clsm. and consumer research. 

The artIcles surveyed, It can be sald wlth sorne confI­

dence. include nearly aIl of the reVlews of the se booKs 

publlshed between January 1976 and January 1988 ln Engllsh 

or French. 13 As the number of these artIcles IS somewhat 

large (24 reVlews ln ail). l shall select representatl'/e 

examples for detalled presentatIon. and merely Indlcate the 

affInItIes of most others. 
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SInce my goal here 15 to Investlgate the self-concep­

tl l)n f.lf ''Oclentlflc semlotlcs. as l''1ell as Eco's rank wlthln 

It. ln revlewlng thlS body of work l shall attempt to 150-

late the pOInts of crltlcal near-consensus. Consensus. l 

sha l 1 try ta show. obtalns wlth respect to at least the 

iollowlng assertIons: 1. that semlotlcs 1S a SCIence. and 

has clGse and vItal connectIons Wlth other SCIences. 

") that 

of the 

works 

Eco lS an exemplary and central theoretlcal worker 

school of sClentIflc semlotlcs; 3. that the two 

that WIll occupy most of my attentIon ln the follow-

Ing chapters. TS and SPL. are basIc texts of the school. 

and are Import~nt and successful syntheses of the work of 

Eco's most lllustrlous forebears. and that TS and SPL ln 

partlcular do ln fact constltute sClentlflc research. 

These pOInts. taken together. constltute the mInImal baSls 

needed la show that ln the followlng chapters l shall not 

be tllt:ng at w1ndm111s--tha~ l have not Imposed terms of 

debate altogether forelgn to my sub]ect. and that the POSI­

tIons l shall argue agalnst are ln fact held by many work­

ers ln the field. 

Slnce what lS wanted here lS to establlsh the approprl­

ateness of tak1ng Eco as my su.oJect ln relatIon to my larg­

er goals ln the thesls. rather than a comparatIve assess­

ment of Eco's Indlvldual works. l shall deal wlth crItI­

CIsms of TS together wlth those of SPL. 

In thlS sectIon l shall attempt to refraIn from comment 

on the Vlews quoted. although. as WIll become clear later. 
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l regard most of these as Ill-founded and mIsleadlng For 

reasons mentloned eariler. substantIve Issues ot semlotlc 

theory (as opposed to methodologlcal Issues about semIotlc 

theory) ralsed ln the reVlews wIll not often be dlscusspd 

The purpose of the fIrst half of the present ch.':lptèt' 1:3 

largely hlstorlcal and pragmatlc: l am concerned to pstab-

11Sh sorne features of the subdlsclpllne l have been call1ng 

SClentlflc semlotlcs As dlscussed ln the IntroductIon. my 

purpose lS to reVlew sClentlflc semlotlcs from the external 

perspectIve of the phllosophy of SClenCA. and Internai 

theoretlcal dIsputes wIll be of Interest only Insofar as 

they 11lustrate features of theory or theorlzlng ln SClen­

tlfle semlotlcs Whlch are relevant from thlS perspectIve 

My second goal ln thlS ehapter WIll be to extract trom 

thlS corpus of crltlclsm on Eco sorne IndIcatlons of POSB­

lbly frultful dIrectIons for a fuller methodologlcal crl­

tJque from the perspectIve of the phllosophy of SCIence. 

WhlCh l shall develop ln later chapt ers Slnce the number 

of works incorporatlng su ch a perspectIve lB extremely 

smalt, l shall dlSCUSS eaeh ln sorne detall 

1,2 Survey of the CrI t lClsm of TS and SPL 

1.2.1 Tho majority Vlew 

ThIS group of 

of the 24. or 

crI t J ca 1 wr lt Ings 0n TS and SFL 1 nd udes 15 

63%. of the works surveyed. As WIll be seen. 

thelr consensus 15 unmlstakable. 
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Arthur Asa Berg~r's short revIewof TS manages ln Its 

1000 w0rds to glve the flavour of the consensus ln SClen-

tIf] c seml ot l cs ,3.beou t Eco and hlS work bet ter than most 

Berger beglns by Inforffilng the reader that Eco 

"h,3.S an InternatIonal reputatIon, and has wrltten brlll-

l~ntly over the past de cade on almost every subJect con-

ce l'/ab 1 e ," and t hen goes on to enumera te Eco 1 s academl C and 

pro fess 1 ,)na 1 acco 1 ad es . A Theory of Sem1 ot 1 cs. he asserts. 

"WIll be of consumlng lnterest to a growlng number of scho-

lars Interested ln IlngulstlCS. structurallsm. semlology. 

3.nd r~lated enterprlses." and lS a work of "awesome com-

pl~xlty and ,1stonlshlng erudltI0n." "hlghly technlcal and 

phllosophlcally Sophlstlcated" (217). Later Berger stress-

es the sCIent1flC character of the work. a quallty WhlCh he 

3pparently holds to follow trom the formal preCIsIon of 

Eco's work. Berger argues that Eco carrles forwar~ the 

pt0Ject for a SCIence advanced by de Saussure. and con-

eludes that TS lS "the most slgnlflcant text on the subJect 

publlshed in the Engllsh language that l know of" (218). 

Hope Hamllton-Farla's reVlew of TB ln the Modern Lan-

qUdge JourndJ carrles on ln much the same veln. TS lS "an 

all-encompasslng tour de force." Furthermore. the success 

,~f SClentlflc semlotlcs glves hope to the 1lterary scholar. 

who. "after havlng been seduced by the faCIle promIses of 

formallsm. structuralIsm. the New Crlticlsm. and hermeneut-

les .,. may ralse hlS head once more and dare to hope that 
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methods and paradlgms are at last avallable through 'sem­

lCltlcs'" (~981 

RIchard L. Lanlgan. ln evaluatlng TS. '~mpha!:n::es lU, 

SClentlfIC preCISIon and ItS relevance for s~holars ln the 

connect Ion hetween conununl~atlon theory ;:\nd rhet,)l" 1 c,'\ 1 

theory wlth a systematlc set ofaxIoms grounded ln 

emplrlcal eVldence" (345). Eeo's chapter on code theory (a 

chapter about WhlCh l shall have much to say later) has. 

Lanlgan wrltes. the character of a "palnst.:lKlng proof" 

(345) 

Robert E Innls' "Feature Book Revlew" of TS ln the 

Internatlonal Phllosophlcal Quarterly pralses TS as a major 

step ln the "glgantlc effort to brlng a full-fledged 

SCIence of sIgns lnto eXIstence" (~21l. saylng that thlS 

"marvellous" book. WhlCh lS an attempt to "constr1Jct a 

comprehensIve framework 

mIne of InformatIon. 

[forl seml0tlcs." IS 

hInts. clues. heurlstlc 

"a gold-

pOlntF:rs. 

theses, arguments. and Sophlstlcated questIons bearlng upon 

the semlotlc proJect" (2221. Innls especlally appreclatp-3 

Eeo's work on the theory of codes: "Eco's dIScussIon of the 

notIon of a semantlc system IS brlillant and 1111Jmlnat­

Ing.. Eco IS extremely good on these Issues" (227). as 

we Il as Eco' s "at tempts ta genera Il ze the best 0f crmtem­

porary Il ngu l st 1 cs l nto a genera 1 mode 1 of codes" (227-28). 

Ronè'ld L. Bogue's revIewof SPL ln Phllosophy ilnd Llt­

erature pralses thlS book as a worthy sequei to the "seml-
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nal" TS (245). wntIng that It embodles "a compelllng dem-

0n2tr~t10n of the usefulness af semlotlcs as a framework 

fe'r llngulstlc analysls and for understandlng the hlStory 

(,f the phIlosophy of language" (245). Bogue also stresses 

the synthetlc character of Eco's work: 

The InternatIon,~l and 'nterdlscIpllnary scope 

of Eco's work. WhlCh coordlnate= dIverse Vlews 

wlthln ~ theory that seeks formallzatlon wIthout 

totall~atlon. lS lmpresslve and InvIgorating. 

Whatever the fate of hlS grand synthesls. we should 

be thankful that wlthln hlS work the dlsparate and 

scattered VOlces of contemporary theory are brought 

together and engaged ln a sIngle dlScusslon. (246) 

GIlles ThérIen's "Semlotlcs and the Phl1osophy of Lan-

,Juage de Umbert 0 Eco. Un sommet ou un temps d'arrêt?" 

pOInts out what he calls "le caractère achevé. et d'une 

certaIne façon termInale" of the book (125). and conslders 

whether the thoroughgolng character of Eco's achlevement ln 

SPL mIght not preclude the posslblllty of Eco dOlng further 

work along the same Ilnes. presumably because Eco's works 

exhaust the truths obtalnable ln the dISCIplIne. Later. he 

speculates whether the cause of thIS mIght not be that. 

[lla sémIotIque solIdement ancrée dans le VIngtIème 

SIècle avec ses conSIdératIons sur la bIologIe. la 

neurologIe. l'IntellIgence artIfiCIelle. les 

SCIences cognItIves. l'analyse computatlonnelie. la 

proxématIque. la kInésIque et la zoosémIotIque 
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n'est peut-étro:-

,( Illt· Ilt'\\ 

"phase 2" 0f Seml,)tlC'S, WhlCh ,it~::H>I\'t':~ t" bt' 1.'\""1\ "'\ 1,'1\:: 

ly by anthr r)pologlsts and whleh 8\)"\1\,\ ~\)"I\ "1'PtJII\ (" 

produce ,;:t SOlld body of emplrlc<'IJ w"ll<" l 'It,) 

Frank EX, Dance, wr 1 t 1 ng 1 n rhé' (,)U,1l t r'r /,~ ,', >lIt n"I ,,/ 

Speech, lauds Eco for attemptlng "thp '""<l!)}t Ivply lIt>rcHlt l ,"I11 

task of outllnlng a broad theory WhlCh \';' "l'"bit' I)f hOlllq 

partltloned and recast Into testable 

Robert Scholes' short rCVIPW 01 ,',,//11/,'1/ , '1 

Aesthetlcs and Art Crltlclsm acclàlfT\!J l:rr)''1 ,,'1 "tllf' !JII",t 

est contrIbutIon to the flEdd" 31nçe P~1Yf""': oIlld MI); ri:; Il .. 

pralses Ecc's "lOgIC and lucldlry," 

perbly acute and senslble" (4'1f,,) 

hands." he c:ontlnues, 

and cumulatIve fIeld of studj' "_han 

flndlngs. he Wl"l tes. "res!: Ilp0n ~ 

observatIon. reason. and learnlng" (477, 

Thomas E. LewIS' re'IlP.'N r.)f SPL 13 t-.fI,; ·l(~t.t.JrI'l t . ,r ., 

~:on, 

1 

F 
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10tlÇS of slgnlflcatlon should be made to govern a semlot-

1 ';3 '-:.,f ç!)mmUmcflt Ion" (50)) 

::=;,)llac-E' MItçhell notes the confusIon and dIssent ln the 

"~hFO:'r,r8tlcal base" ()85) of semlotlcs. and halls TS as a 

~~~p ~ow~rds unIt y Vlrglnla H Fry. John Lyne. WIllIam 

Ray, P :=)wlggers. a,nd Thomas W Benson a Il wrl te exposltory 

l'ev l ews ()f .:t 'Jenera Il y sympa thet l c tone. Benson Cl tes the 

"nrder, !I..lcldlty. and tact" of Eco's prose (214). 

1 ~ ~ Dlssentlng oplnlons 

The dlssentlng from the maJorlty Vlew are more heterogen-­

eous than thelr antagonlsts, ThlS group lnc 1 udes propon-

ents of mutually exclusIve phllosophlcal outlooks. and l t 

may be blsected lnto two subgroups. The flrst can be 

l,y,sely labelled "postmodern." a term WhlCh l use ln an 

IncluSIve sense to mean contemporary relatlvlstS. l rrat-

and deconstruct 1 on l st s 0 f aIl sorts, l l nc 1 ude 

hel'e a few favourable reVIews WhlCh pralse Eco's work ln 

terms to WhlCh. one mlght presume. a partIsan of a SClen-

tlflC semlotlcs would obJect, l shaii also mentIon under 

thlS headlng a few remarks of a postmodern klnd made by 

authors of the maJorlty camp 

The second group l have labeJ.led "methodologlcal per-

speC'tIves tram the phllosophy of SCIence." These wr l ters 

conslder Eco's cialm to sCIentIflc status to be (to some 

extent at 1 east) dubIOUS. and they share my general phIlo-

sophIcal posItIon. they make only moderate and reasonable 
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demands of SCIence. and fInd thal It sometlmes meets them: 

from thIS perspectIve. they pOInt ()ut fallures Qt lC"'IqlC -"nel 

desIgn ln Eco's work. These essays WIll form the Jumplnq­

off pOInt for my later chapt ers 

1.2.1.1 Postmodern CrItIcIsme 

Ml chae 1 McCan 1 es' "Convent ) ons of the Natura 1 ànd the N.:! tLi-' 

r::ilness of ConventIons" represents a relatlvely 

stralghtforward Derrldean or deconstructlonlst crItIque of 

Eco' s TS. Al though I do not trust my own a t tempts to para­

phrase argumenta t Ions of th 1 f3 type. McCan 1 es seems to be 

cIalmlng that Eco' s notIons of "natural" ônd "arbltr,1ry" 

turn ln a VICIOUS clrcle of sorne klnd. each requlrlng the 

"closure" (a term McCanles does not deflne) of the other. 

McCanles 

verbatlm. 

argues. ln a manner 

that thlS produces 

cept of unllmlted semIOSlS: 

WhlCh 1 can only reproduce 

a contradl ct 1 on 1 n Eco' S ron-

It IS preclsely the dlfference between slgnlfIer 

and slgnlfled that Eco seeks to break down. whIle 

at the same tlme he treats the slgnlfler/slgnlfled 

dlfferential as "natural." Unllmlted semlOSIS lS 

thus an unresolved paradox. a self-contradlçt0ry 

anomaly . [T]he lnflnlte cIrculatIon of slgns 

necessarlly requlres that each 

of naturallzatlon . a closure 

relay become a pOInt 

of the meanIng to 

WhlCh the preVlOUS relay pOInts. otherwlsP the 

chain could not Itself eXIst. (60-1) 
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ThIS lS nct a fauit of Eco's theory but a feature of the 

w0rId. and one WhlÇh haB apocalyptlc consequences: 

The aspnatlon ta closure always flnds ItS (Illu-

.30ry) fuIfl1m€nt ln a text. a closure t:lat 18 not a 

c10~ure. besause meanlng 15 always found. as 

Derr Ida says. el sewhere . Because dlscourse contln-

ually asplres to c]0sure .lt contlnually pursues 

unllmlted semlOsls .... So It wouid seem that 

whether we afflrm or deny tr.e process of unllml ted 

semloslS we have ln elther case destroyed any un-

derstandlng of how we constltute meanlng through 

'. 
the creation of codes and the productIon of slgns 

from these codes .... U 1 t Ima te 1 y A Theory of Sem-' 

l()tlCS speaks nct ln the mode of knowledge but of 

deSlre. a thwarted demand rather. that human slgn 

systems ref l ecl a determlnate and r.aturd 1 order of 

thl ngs. (61-62. emphasis ln orIgInal) 

McCanles goes on to descrlbe TS as an attempl at a "unlfled 

fIeld theory of structura llsm. post-structurallsm. and 

semlology" (54) ;13 later he draws an analogy bet-ween Eco's 

concept of unlimlted semlosis (about WhlCh much more later) 

,:tnd "e l ec trons ln an electrical circuit" WhlCh "move for-

ward through and by means of [SIC} ... ohml:: of reslstance" 

(60) StIll later. he crlticlzes Eco's work as a remnant 

of a OI pre-Elnstelnlan lO world Vlew (63). 

ThIS concern wlth phySICS and mathematlcs i5 not aCC1-

denta 1. or unIque to McCanles: Robert E. Inms wrl tes that 



Eco presents us wlth "the sem~.otl(' analngue of l~0del 'f' 

Theorem" ( 228) . Tere-sa D8 Lauret 1 s wr l t es th.::\. t t h(" "spm-

lot:: c apprcach 1 S governed by cl sort of 1 ndet 0rml nacy pn n-

cIple" (380). !)avld Glen M1Ck dlscusses at lenqth "th\:' 

semlotlc challe'1ge" to "the Recelved Vlew" ( 207) HI the 

phIlosophy of :::;Clence. a VIe'''' ,lhH::h MICk belleves to pmbody 

d set of fundamental eplstemologlcal mlsconceptI0ns about 

"form~, of SClerltlflC' research (other than semIot.lcSJ. IlJ.:e 

exper Iment a t Ion or survey resedrch." amount I ng to a "me th-

oaologlcal dogmatlsm that seeks to govern what IS know-

able---hence. what can Ol~ cannet be true (SIC]" (207).14 

SebastIan ~)haumy~n. in the chapter on the methodology of 

semlotlc8 and the phllosophy of selence of hlS A Semlotlc 

Theory L'r Language. states that "modern IInqu1stlcs faces 0 , 
sem10tlc problem !.hat anses frofn sItuatIons deflned by 

Bohr's Compl·?ment.'!nty Pnnclple. Orlg1nally thls pnn-

clple was formulated for quantum mechanlc8. but soon 1 t. 

became elear that It Cdn be applled to other fIelds 0t 

human knowledge as IHell." (312)15 

InnlS approvlngly argues that Eco's semantlc theory 

entai 19 a fOt"m of "framework relatlvlsm" (cf. Llv1ngston. 

Llterary Knowledge 22ff and 56). "Meanlng 18 0nl)' determl-

nate wlthin d framework. but there 18 no ultlmate framewori': 

to ground the semant l C Unl ts . Truth becomes truth wlth-

Hl a framework." (Innls 288) 

1 A related cla1m lS made by Teresa De Lauret1s ln a 

lengthy reVlew artIcle on Eco's TS Wh1ch 13 amongst the 
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After summarlzlng Eco's general argument 

ln 30me rletall. De Lauretls then goes on to dlSCUSS "other 

aspects Qf the book that l conslder Just as Important for 

theIr methodologlcal. Ideologlcal. and metatheoretlcal 

ImplIcatIons WhlCh 

semIotlcs to aIl 

extend beyond the ImmedIate lnterests of 

theoretlcal research and. ln partlcular. 

to the fIelds of esthetlcs and crltlclsm" (369) These are 

agaln prlmarlly eplst~mologlcal. and. after Involved argu­

ment. De Lauretls concludes that" [tJhe historlcal model 

takes precedence over the Kantlan model. and semlotics 

establishes ItS clalm to be a sClentific dIscIpline at the 

very moment ln Whlch It voluntarlly reJects aIl aSpIratIons 

to an absolute form of knowledge" (382) .16 

AlI these wrlters are concerned to show that Eco's work 

has ln common wlth the most up-to-date work ln modern 

SCIence a SOCIal constructedness. a relatlvlty to "forros of 

Ilfe" or "frameworks" (Innls. Bloor). 

held to have been demonstrated by 

Furthermore, thlS is 

work ln the physlcal 

SCIences as weIl as by work ln semlotlcs: SCIence lS sup­

posed. ln standard deconstructlonlst style. to have brought 

about the demlse of sClentlsm. 

Dana Polan's reVlew of SPL stresses the reconclllatlon 

wlth deconstructlon WhlCh Polan dlscovers in this book. in 

comparlson wlth the more sClentlstlc TS: Eco's latter work 

IS "open to the fluxes and drives 

tory." "far from the ClIChés of 

of sUbJectlvlty and hlS­

[the] fIeld as a ratlon-
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allst. ahlstorlcal. 

(87) . 

Relnel' ~6 

C"odlfylng system of relfled analysl::;" 

Jane A. NI cho 1 son. rev I eWI ng the 8dme boo)<. st resses 

what she sees as Eco's attempt to "combat t.h08e who wc.uld 

make 03. formallsm [SIC] or a SCIence c)f semIotlcs" (lUS) 

ThIS. l would cialm. lS the postmodern posItIon (as we have 

seen It above) ln embryonlc form. before It dares to de-

no un ce the enemy SClentlsm for NIcholson 15 deluslve. but 

the dIstInctIon between SCIence and somethlng else stIll 

stands. 

John 

ln that 

A. Walker's reVlew of TS 1S slmllar to NIcholson's 

Walker too retalns (pace the deconstructlonlstsl 

the tradltl0nal Vlew that SCIence and humanlstlc scholar­

ship are fundamentally dlfferent sorts of actlv1tles 

Walker. however. sees Eco as being on the slde of SCIence 

He crltlclzes what he sees as Eco's ahlstor1cal mode nt 

theorl~lng (cf. Polan's OpposIte Vlew above) and demands a 

theory "for art rather than of art. developed by concrete 

historical subjects." and argues that "theoretlcal 'Ilews 

separated from practlce. [andJ crltlcJ.sm separated fr0m 

production are allenated forms of actlvIty" (319). 

1.2.2.2 Methodologlcal PerspectIves from the Phllosophy 0f 

SCIence 

Three reVlews of Eco' s books a t tempt an assessment of tht:lrn 

ln the terms of the phIlosophy of sc l ence. 17 l sha 11 sketch 

the arguments of each. and try to IndIcate the dlrectlons 
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ln WhlCh I shall develop these crltlclsms ln the followlng 

F, W, Galan, aft~r notlng that Eco's TS IS "the flrst 

rompr~hensIv~ account of the probl~matIcs of slgns and 

(355) . attacks lt on several 

;3cores Eco. clalms Galan. "exhlblts less Sklll as a the-

·:,nst ,if semlotlcs than he does as lts propagandlst." 

(~alan argues that Eco lS unclear on whether semlotlcs i9 to 

be ~ nomothetlc or an Idiographlc dIscIplIne. due to an 

"lnabIllty to work out a satJsfactory defInltlon of what 

constltutes the realm of the semiotlc" (356). Eco's at-

tempts at a deflnltlon of the semlotlc are contradictory: 

hlS defInltlon of the domaln of semlotlcs as "everythIng 

than can be used ln order to 1 ie" (ln TS 7) fai ls when 

appll~d to zoosemIotlc phenomen~_ and Eco's alternative 

formulatIon that the semlotlc is "everythIng subJect to 

('0mlC or tr;:l.glc dIstortIon" (ln TS 64) falls when applled 

ta "red spots on a patIent' s face WhICh are the sign of 

measles" (Galan 355-57) . 

Eco's theory of codes 1S "a mlsgulded proJect" (357): 

"although the book's organlzatlon largely corresponds to 

the competence/performance dlchotomy. Eco sidesteps the 

concomltan~ dlchotomy of deep and surface structures" 

( 357) . After crItlc1z1ng one of many semantlc theorles 

(that of Katz and Fodor). Eco pl umps for the Model Q of 

"InfInIte semantlc recursIvity." WhlCh "has the force and 

attractIon of poetlc visIon. but can hardly be expected ~o 
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be of any explanatory value" (35'7) Cf Chapter Four bp!0w 

for ~ dIS~ussI0n of the SClent1flC credentla!s of Mode! Q 

Galan notes that Eco's key term "cultural unIt" 15 

poorly and c()ntn~dIctorI1y defIned (358). ,:md suqgests that 

th"? "cardInal flaw" of Eco's book lS that It lS an attempt 

to bUI1d a metatheory pr10r to the eXIstence of any sat 1::;­

factory t heory (358). makl ng TS "a fruIt 1 ess exerc 1 se 1 n 

scholastlc taxonomy. gro11plng varlOUS and related flelds of 

endeavour under arbl trary headl ngs" (358). ThIS set of 

problems. concernlng the relatIons 0f theory. metatheory. 

method. and phIl osophy. form the focus of my Chapter Two. 

Flnally. Galan clalms that "Eco falls prey to what may 

be ca Il ed 'dlagrammania.' a bellef that If somethlng can be 

conveyed ln a dlagram It automatlcally acqulres SClentlfl~ 

valldlty" (358). ThIS lS the tOplC of my thIrd chapter. 

WhlCh deals wlth the eplstemologlcal role of fonmallsms. 

IncludIng dlagrams and !:3ymbollc notatIons. 

GIulIO Lepschy. wrItlng ln Language. also suggests that 

Eco' s attempt at an overarchlng theory 13 premature' "more 

work on Indivldual fc'cets and aspects of semlotlcs 1S ner.­

essary before a satlsfactory systematlc treatlse can be 

produced" (712). As noted à propos of Ga 1 an. l sha 1 1 t-.rea t 

thlS matter ln Chapter Three. Lepschy also pOInts out the 

defects of Eco's specIal notatIon uSlng slashes. gUllle­

mets. and double slashes to r~present re~pectlvely express­

Ions. contents. and" obJects. Images or behavlour l ntended 

as si gns" (TS Xl) . Lepschy argues that thlS notatIon do~s 
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less well what the conventIon of puttlng a word mentloned. 

rather than used. ~ nto 1 nverted commas a.ccomp llshes Wl th 

'Jreater economy of means. "Sure ly l t IS perverse." Lepschy 

·,.,rItes. "to Introduce a specIal not.:ttlon for the word 'au-

t?mOblle' dependlng not on whether It mentIons Itself. but 

'Jn whether the obJect It mentIons lS used as a means of 

] ':,("omot Ion or as a status symbol" (712) 

WIllIam HendrlckR. a IlnguIst. shows that Eco has only 

partlally understood the semantlc theory of Katz and Fodor, 

oml t t I ng a Il dl scuss Ion of the pro J ect Ion ru 1 es Whl ch con-

trol the amalgamatIon of the senses of polysemous lexical 

Items. and WhlCh therefore determIne "the forro and content 

('If ct 1 ct Ionary entr les ln the KF theory" (293). l sha II 

extend and generallze thlS cialm ln my fourth chapter. 

showlng that Eco' s mlsunderstandIng of Qui Illan' s work 1S 

of a kInd slmIlar to thIS. and that both m1sunderstandings 

pOInt to a set of deeper conceptual errors. 

Eco also underplays. Hendricks clalms. the Importance 

of double artIculatIon. and dlsregards the empIrIcal ques-

tlon of whether natural human languages are slgn systems of 

a type dIfferent from that ùf other slgnlfylng systems 

(~94). ThIS questIon WIll be treated ln Chapter Two. as an 

Issue about "poslts." or the a prlorl commltments of scien-

tl fIC theory. 
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2 Eco's Concept of SCIence 

2.1 Eco's SceptIcal Justlflcatlonlsm 

In thlS short chapter l shall examIne Eco's Vlew or the 

~haracterlstlcs of a SCIence. taklng It as establlshed that 

Eco understands hlmself as elaboratlng a SClence of sem­

lot l CS. l sha Il try to show tha t Eco' s concept 0f sc 1 ence 

rests largely upon a somewhat erratlc JustlfJcatlonlsm. dnd 

that It may therefore safe1y be replaced by a more adequate 

Vlew when l later come to assess the sClentlflc credentlals 

of Eco' s work. 

Lakatos has dlscussed the IntImate InterrelatIon of 

Justlflcatlonlsm and sceptlclsm (Methodology 10. 166)· 

sceptlclsm lS Justiflcatlonlsm dlscouraged by the fal1lln~s 

of Its efforts to flnd ultlmate grounds for certalnty It 

lS along thlS aXIS that Eco's Impllclt phllosophy 0f 

SCIence wavers. He dlscusses the "me thodologlcal fault" of 

thlnklng that even a hlghly successful theory has "graeped 

the format of the world (or of the human mlnd. or of SOCIal 

mechanismsl as an ontologlcal datum" (TS 47) . ThIS 18 d 

valld point agalnst Justlflcatlonlst clalms to certaInty. 

but Eco ignores the falsifIcatlonlst solutIon to the prob­

lem of knowledge. and lapses lnto a ml1d form of sceptl­

cism. 

Eco warns agalnst attempts to (~onstruct "çr'lstai-llke 

and unchanglng model [s1" ln semlotlcs. Slnce semlotlcs 

dea Is Wl th Il soc la 1 phenomen [a J subJect to changes and rl3-
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structur I ng" (TS 28-9). a.nd ,~t varlOUS places ta 1 ks of the 

"lnrj"Jt~rmlnacy pnnclple" WhlCh "rules" semlotlc research 

(TS 29. 129: SPL 5. "SDIM" 83) ThIS constltutes an a 

Dt'l'jrl llmltatlon on the possIble scope and preCISIon of 

3E'ml,)tlC'S. ,)ne Whlch 15 comprehenSIble only If one assumes 

~h~t the ~lternatlve 1S a false JustIflcatlonIst certalnty. 

A falslflcatlonlst methodology would preserve the posslbll-

Itv of exact theory by denyIng the need for and the possi-

bllltyof certaInty. Eco. ln standard sceptlcal style. 

1(~'::-ept3 the requIrement of certa i nt y , and denles that it 

(~an be met 

'. 
WhIle a Justlflcatlonlst sceptlclsm constltutes the 

C'ol~e clf Eco's phllosophy of SCIence. hlS Vlew has many 

,:,ther Interestlng features. In the remalnder of thlS chap-

ter. l shall look ln more detall at Eco's formulatIons of 

h13 pOSItIon. Agaln. my goal shall De to show that Eco's 

vlew need not further be taken lnto account ln my subse-

que nt chapters. 

2.2 Oeta lied Crltlclsm of Eco's Phllosophy of 

SCIence 

In hlS short artlcle tltled "Semlotlcs: A DIsclpllne or an 

InterdlsClpllnary Method" ("SDIM." later partly Incorpor-

ated Into the Introductlon to SPL). Eco gives hlS most 

1 
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explIclt account of what he conslders to be the ess~ntlal 

~haracterlstlcs of a SCIence' 

What .:ire. ln facto the CrIterIa for a dIsc1pllne: 

FIrst. one needs to have a pree 1 se sub Ject : and 

second. a set of unIfled methodologlcal tools Wp 

C'ould also IISt among the requlrements--Slnce a 

dIscIplIne IS a sCIence--the r.apablllty of produc­

Ing hypotheses. the possIbIllty of maklnq predIC­

tIons. and--as ln the hard sciences--lhe possIbll­

lty of modlfylng the actual state of the (lbJectlve 

world. (76) 

1 shall try to show that aIl three of these crIterIa are 

wrong. that IS ta say that each lS base~ on a serlOUS mlS­

conceptIon. and that. even If a unIque branch of real huma.n 

actlvlty IS glven by the1r conJunctlon. ~t lS not what we 

wou id wan t to ca 11 sc lence . Al though I sl')a Il use these 

three pOlnts as a framework for my dISCUSSIon of Ero's 

phl1osophy of SCIence. l shall draw on the meth0dologlcal 

remarks made by Eco throughout hls works. and espe~lally on 

the largely methodologlcal Introductlons to TS and SPL. 

2.2.1 liA Preclse Subject" 

When Eco surveys the range of present day sem10t le r~-­

se arch . he conc 1 udes that Il one rea llzes tha tIn every case 

the core of the problem revolves around the process f"Jf 

referrlng back ... " ("SDIM" 76>. ThIS remark 0ccurs ln the 

context of a dlScusslon of the CIrcumstances Whl~h Justlfy 
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In the more recent 

Jrtlr-l~ "SR." Eco asks a. serIes Jf questIons about "the 

rlature of the slgn" (267). In both these cases. he takes 

,lS gl'/en the eXIstence of. ln the flrst case. a "process of 

ref'?lTlng back." and ln the second of "the slgn"; that 1S. 

0f the phenomena WhlCh constltute 

These formulatIons make 

the subJect matter of hlS 

1 t plaIn that Eco consld-

ers the subJect matter of semlotlcs to pre-exlst the SClen-

ce 

In an lmportant sense. however. a SClence lnvents!ts 

sub]ect matter rather than presupposlng it. As Fodor has 

pOlnted out. "the ldea that lt 15 posslble to enumerate a 

pnorl the klnds of facts a sClentlflc theory lS requlred 

ta aC'count for." although 1t has an illustrlous phllosophl­

cal hlstory. depends on the bellef that the "tacts" to be 

accounted for can 

language. ThIS IS 

be glven ln a pure. atheoretlcal 

a pOSltlVlstlC posItIon that had 

data 

long 

aqo to be glven up ("Sorne Notes on What Llngulstlcs IS 

About" ln Katz. ed.147-48), In other words. Eco lS en­

tltled to clalm that there eXlst "processes of referrlng 

back" or "signs" only insofar as hlS semlotlc theory lS 

SUCCE'SS fuI ln sho,"nng that there eXlst regu 1 arlt l es to 

WhlCh he can then glve these names. Theoretlcal notIons 

l1ke "slgn" and " re ferring back" cannet forro part of the 

condItIons of eXlstence of a SCIence; on the contrary. they 

are. when we 11 conf lrmed. sorne of i ts most hlgh 1 Y va 1 ued 

results. 
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Eco has. however. a dt?fense. 

Ef>lner ,-\ 

l n the f 1 r st ra q e S 'J f 

SPI. he sets forth hlS dIstInctIon between ô ":Jpecl .. l[ :-,"pm­

lotIes." WhlCh lS the theory of sorne part lcular ':-ystern !:-of 

slgns. and "general semlotlcs" A specHtl :Jeml<:)tl(~~J "'~,ln 

aspIre to a 'SClentlflC' status" (5). Dut 

The task and nature of a genera l semlot l cs C\re 

dlfferent. [Tlhe basIc problem of a gpneral 

sem10tIcs Spllts mto three dIfferent q\lestl0ns: 

(a) Can one approach many. and apparently dlffer­

ent. phenomena as 1 f they were a Il phenomena of 

SIgnIfIcatIon and/or of communIcatIon? (bl Is 

there a unI fl ed approach ab let 0 account for aIl 

these semlotl e phenomena as 1ft hey were based on 

the same system of rules (the notIon of system not 

being a mere analogIcal onel? 

2 'sclentlflC' one? 

(c) ls thlS approach 

If there IS somethIng WhlCh deserves the nn.me 

of general semlotlcs. thlS somethlng IS a dlscourse 

dealing with the questIons above. and th151115-

course lS a phllosophlcal one. 

loties i9 slmply a phllosophyof 

A general g,:;rn­

language WhlCh 

stresses the comparatlve and systematlc approach ta 

languages. (SPL 6-8) 
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:C0'S dIstInctIon between SCIence ~nd phllosophy appears to 

be that Dhl1osophy m~kes truth clalms only ln relatIve 

What lS "true" for Hegel lS radlcally dlfferent 

fl"Om wh~t lS "true" for TarsKI. and. when the 

Schoolmen sald that truth lS the adaequatlo rel et 

lntellectus. they dld not descrlbe entltles that 

were recognlzable as su ch before that deflnltlon. 

The deflnltlon decldes what a thlng lS. what under­

st,3ndlng 18. and what ddaequatlo lS. A phllosophy 

cannot be true ln the sense ln Whlch a scien-

tlflC descrIptIon ... lS sald 

osophy lS true lnsofar as lt 

to be true. A phll-

satlsfles a need to 

provlde a coherent forro to the world. so as to 

allow ltS followers to deal coherently wIth lt. 

(SPL 11) 

Furthermore. SCIence depends on phllosophy (as speCIal 

seml ot l cs does on genera 1 ): every sc lence "star ts by pos 1 t­

lng phllosophlcal categorIes" (SPL 11). Eco clalms that 

even su ch baSIC theoretlcal terms of the natural SCIences 

as "obJects" are oIlly (arbltrary) pOSltS (SPL lU. The 

consequence of aIl thlS. WhlCh Eco does not expllcltly 

draw. lS the lrratlonallst Vlew that every SCIence lS 

founded on deCISlon. 

ThIS Vlew rests agaln on a Justlflcationlst demand for 

certalnty. What Eco calls "phllosophlcal categorIes" are 

slmply theoretlcal tenms. and. although theoretlcal terms 
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cannot be "Just1fled." (Jood reasons C,'in stIll be had fc'r' 

thelr ~cceptance 0r reJectlon they need not be men"lv 

"pOSl tad. ,. ThIS lS a central falslflcatlonlst VlèW 

P0pper' s famo 11s "demarc,:tt 10n cr1 ter1o:'n" betweAn Gr 1 en(~e "nd 

metaphyslcs gl\eS the form of such reasons: a thenretlc~l 

term lS to be preferred lnsofar as 1 t e'(cèeds 1 t.3 c"ror)l';'t 1 -

tors ln ltS ablilty to produce testable and well-ronflrmed 

assertIons about states of the world. 

This lS also one of Lakatos' maIn concerns ln hlS large 

body of work on sClent1flc research programmes A research 

programme may have a "metaphys 1 ca l" not Ion a t 1 ts core 

(Lakatos. Methodology 41-42). but thls can be e'laluated. 

and accepted or reJected ln the long run. aeCordlnq to 

whether It produces a "progressIve problemshlft" ln the 

body of theory surround1ng It. As Chomsky puts It ln a 

dl fferent context. "the best way to clan fy . . assumpt 1 <)ns 

and to evaluate them IS to construct specIfIe models gUlded 

by them ln part1cular doma1ns. then ta ask haw these models 

fare when lnterpreted as explanatory theorles" (Rule:=; ]). 

thlS is poss lbl e because "any theory of 1 anguage. grammar. 

or whatever carrles a truth 

the supportlng argument 1S, 

clalm If It lS serlous. thaugh 

and must be. l nconc 1 us l'le" 

(Rules 109). In short. what Eco calIs "pOSlts" are 

of state and 

Just 

proposaIs of posslbly useful 

posslbly real entltles. and 

stralnt that "(tlhe vlablllty 

RH] depends ultlmately on lts 

varIables of 

these are subject to the C0n-

of any '/arlable [or ent l ty--

potent lai to appet:1r 1 n f>0rne 
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g~nerallzatlon or- other" (Bunge. Llte 180). At on~ pOInt 

Eco r:~~ms almost to recognlze thlS. and states that "[tlhe 

~~S~ of a general semlotlcs lS that of traclng a SIngle 

f':,rmal structure WhlC'h underlles aIl these phenornena ... " 

(SPL 38l. Her~ the conjectural and empIrlcal nature of the 

.iSSttmptl')nS of g~neral semIotlcs lS nearly acknowledged 

Furthermore. Eco's "speclflc semIotlcs." to WhlCh he 

attrlbutes the status of specIal SCIences. are nothlng of 

the kInd. If a specIflC semIot:.cs "lS. or alms at beIng. 

the 'grammar' of a partIcular slgn system" (SPL 5). rather 

than the theory of some klnd or class of slgn system (e.g. 

vlsuaJ slgn systems). then It IS a descrIptIon. not a the­

ory.~ Slnce descrIptIons must be selectIve and can never 

be complete. descrIptIon only makes gense as an asslgnment 

,-,f V.:l.lu0S to the varIables of state made pertInent by a 

theory. A major component of any theory IS a specIfIcatIon 

':'If WhlCh features of phenomena are pertInent and WhlCh 

lrrelevant SInce Eco belleves that a general theory of 

slgn systems lS possIble (SPL 6-8). a speciflc semIotlcs 

WIll be unable to glve descrIptIons wlthout drawlng upon 

thlS general semIotlc theory. Any predictIons It may yleld 

WIll slmllarly depend upon the general theory. Only If no 

general semlotlc were possIble could a speclflc semlotlcs 

ln Eco's sense count as a SCIence. A speCIal semIotlcs ln 

the other sense (the theory of a class of s Ign systems) 

mIght. on the other hand. be counted as a sc lence . The 

crUCIal dIfference lS that a speCIal semlotIcs of this 
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second kInd would rest upon a t~stable conlecture lwhl~h 

would Itself be a part of the genr:-ral the,)ryl' that o.'y~~tf'ms 

of a certa 1 n cl ass have common propert les not sh,,:\l"pd Dy 

EC'o's dIstInctIon between general ,:tnd speCltlr- sennot-

les thus falls: there lS no more need for r)r posslbll1ty ,-.f 

two levels of semlotlc theory ln hlS sense than there lS 

for a "genera 1 mechanl cs" and api ethora CI f separa te and 

quasl-lndependent dIscIplInes of "speclflc mechanlcs'" the 

mechanlCs of stIcks. the mechanlcs of stones. etc.: or the 

mechanlcs of stIck A. the mechanlcs of stIck B. ptc. What 

remaI~S of hlS dIstlnctIon lS only the Qlfference between ô 

theory ,3.nd Its ,':\ppllca'tlons. 

::.~.,] "Unlfled Methodoloqlcal Toois" 

Eco publlshed a paper explalnlng ln detali hlS V18W ot the 

precondltlons for the eXIstence of a SCIence of semlotlcs 
. 

not long after TS. HIS paper "5emIotlcs: A D13cIplln~ r.J1" 

an InterdisClplinary Method?" constltutes hlS SIngle ('laaY--

est dIScussion Hl abstract terms of the nature 0f SCIence 

and of his own dISCIplIne. In I t. Eco glves ,., long llst (Jf 

the "methodologlcal tools" he has ln mlnd' 

Let me Ilst among the paraphernalla of thlS method-

ologlcal kOlné the followlng' the over'whelmlng I1se 

of the synonymous terms slgndns/slgnatum. slgnlf-

la nt / S 1 gn l f 1 é. expreSSlon/content. slgn-

vehlcle/Slgnlflcatum. and so forth. to descrlbe the 
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semlotlc relatlonshlp ln any slgn system: the Iln­

'JttlSt:1C C'rlterlon of pertlnence as applled t0 other 

code 3yst~ms fram gestural to folklorlstlc: the 

J:.,syçh,)JoglC'al notIon of frustrdted expectatlon. tl-)e 

mathematlcal one of lnformatlon. and the poetlc one 

of devultlon frt]m the norm. appiled together to the 

a.n3.1ysls of messages: the llst of the functions of 

language from Buhler to Jakobson as applled to any 

form of communIcatIon: the extensIon of the notIon 

of blnarlsm to certaIn syntactIc systems and even 

to structural semantlcs: the c0ncept of dlstlnctive 

feJture worklng outslde the domaln of phonology. 

trom vlsual sIgnaIs to genetlc unlts: the OppOSI-

tlon between selectlon and com.blnatlon to expialn 

phenomena of val'lOUS languages. from mOVles to 

mUSIC: the unIfled use of the Peircean notIon of 

1 nterpretant. wh I ch. even ln 11ngulst~CS. does not 

work If not vlewed as an lntersemiotlc SubstItutIon 

of a slgn by another slgn and so on: and. flnally. 

the paIr code/mess,jge orlgl na 11 y derl ved from the 

mathematlcal theory of communicatIon .... The llst 

could go on and Include other categorJes that come 

from other d1sclpllnes and are wldely used today as 

"pansemlot IC" categories. ("SDIM" 81-82) 

ThIS 15 a IISt nelther of methods nor of techmques: 19 It lS 

.:\ llst of theoretlcal terms. each of WhlCh may be Judged 

useful and acceptable. or otherwlse reJected as lil-con-
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If Eco presL>nt s 

them ;~8 "methodologH'al tools" whlch ar'2' presllmably beyond 

dIspute. he palnts a pleture of an orth0doxy. n0t .)f c\ 

SCIence. 

Even 1 f an argument cou id be made for a necesf:~,",ry dIt 

ferenee ln rnethod between the human and t he na tllr;,\ 1 

SClences. Whlch Rudner and many others have shown not to be 

the case. w Eco's ]8 a llst of substan~lve rather than meth­

odologlcal posltlons. To clalm that the dlstlnctIon "slgn­

an5/slgnatum" 15 useful lS to clalm that a cerL'l.1n class of 

~ntltles lS composed of two sorts of thlngs wlth dlfferent 

propertles. ThIS lS an emplrlcal clalm. and as surh must 

be establlshed rather than presupposed by a SCIence. Else­

H'here Eco glves a 11St of the "methodologlcal àssumptlons" 

of 

(b) 

semiotlcs WhlCh beglns "(a) meanlngs are cultural unlts: 

the se units can be lsolated thanks to the chaIn 0t 

thelr Interpretants as revealed ln a glven culture." and 

goes on to Il st four other equa Il y substant 1 ve cl a Ims (TS 

83) . 

It is clearly clrcular to take substantIve clalms whJ~h 

can only be the flndlngs of a theory as the "methodologlcal 

assurnptions 1 of that sarne theory. Eco mlght respond that 

these are the results of other the0rles (ln Ilngulstlcs and 

other dlsclpllnes). but If semlotlcs 15 to be a SCIence 

WhlCh carrles on work begun ln these dISCIplInes It must 

not adopt thelr results dogmatlcally as "methodologlcal 

assumptlons." but must on the contrary accept them t8nt-
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dtlvely and subJec~ to the posslbillty (and even llkeli-

ln th!? futun~ Borrowlng 

refuted or at least Improved upon 

from other theorles lS perfectly 

dccept~bl~. but Jnly sa long as the eplstemlc status of the 

borr'-'wl?d ce,ncepts lS kept cl ear. Fer Eco to ,:tccept these 

b(Jrrowln'Js Ilnquestlonlngly lS to foreclose the posslblllty 

':.f 1 ncr':',3sed understandlng. A borrowed the oret 1 ca 1 term 

mu~t Plther remaln open to doubt. ln WhlCh case It can 

hardly be taken as a "methodologlcal tool. Il or else be mere 

dogma 1\ 

:; .J 3 "Hyp·:>theses." "Predlctlons." and "lrfodlfying the State 

Qf the World" 

These three requIrements form a rather uneasy 

group. The fIrst two seem ln Ilne wlth a falslflcatlonlst 

phllos~phy of SCIence. although ln Eco's artIcle they are 

nnly loosely and Inadequately speclfled Both Popper and 

Lakatos requlre a sCIentIflc theory to be adventurous. to 

make bold and testable assertIons. Although Lakatos lS 

more Incllned to be lenlent towards young SCIences. and 

does not belleve that refutatlons can be as Instantaneous 

as Popper seems to have It. both hold that the emplrlcal 

lontent or verlslmliltude of a theory lS the property by 

WhlCh lts worth may be assessed and compared to that of 

others n Eco's formulatIon lacks the notIon of thlS 

"quasl-measure-theoretlcal" (Lakatos. Methodoloqy 101) 

crlterlon of the goodness of predIctIons. There lS nothlng 
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ln hlS formulatIon WhlCh would prevent hlS requHement th,:'\t 

1 SClentlflC the ory ought ta prodLce predIctions tr0rn bplnq 

met by vacuous or unfalslflable predlctlons. P g. pure 

eXIstence statements 

n.e 'abl1lty to cr,ange the state of thlngs "t Whl,'h It 

3peaks" ("SDIM" s:n. the th 1 rd t e rm 0 f E c () 's C (1 n J LI n ct 1 (1 n . 

however. has Ilttle to do wlth the SClentlflclty of a the­

ory. To see thlS. we need only notIce that 1 f thlS were ., 

crlterlon of the sClentlflclty of a dlSCIpllne. we should 

have to say that astrophyslCS lS not a SCIence. Slnce pre­

sumably astrophYSlcists cannat (yetI modlfy the states of 

stars and galaxles. In Eco's formulatIon thlS requlr~ment 

appears ta issue not from concerns about the crltarla for 

adequate theory ln hlS dlsclpllne. but from hlS apparently 

a prIorI bellef that seffilotlcs "lS (or 'ought to be'--RRJ a 

form of SOCIal practlce." a "sClentlflc carrefour. SIffil­

lar to medlclne. WhlCh does not Ilffilt Its task t0 d 71ven 

state of affalrs but attempts to lmprove 1 t" ("SDIM" 7~). 

82) . 



'. 

ReIner 43 

3 FormaI DevIces Symbollsms and Caicull 

31 Formallzatlon 

In th13 ~hapter l shall dlSCUSS Eco's use cf formaI dev­

lC'I?S. the r:hl~f IngredIents of the "technlca.l SOphIstIC3.­

"Fln" :lnd "preCISIon" for ·,.[hICh Eco has so 0ften ar:d so 

hlghly bl?en pralsed (Berger 211. Lanlgan 345. and many 

others: C'f Chapter One abovel. l shall try to show that 

most of thlS pralse has been mlsplaced: that Eco's ventures 

Into f0rmallsm are generally defectlve and that. far from 

contrlbutlng to the "determlnacy, unlversalIty. flexlblI­

Ity. and abËtractness" (the four vlrtues of "the mathemat­

Ical klnd of language" llsted by Wallace 116) of hlS work. 

they are fIt to serve 

on-:-s. In so dOlng. 

few purposes other than obscurantlst 

l do not mean to suggest that full 

formall~atlon lS a Slne qua non for the sClentlflclty of a 

theory ThIS lS clearly false: a falllbillst holds that 

the condItIons for the sClentlflclty of a theory are those 

given by Popper's demarcation crIterlon of falslflabl11ty 

and reflned by Lakatos ln hlS notIon of progressIve prob­

lemshlft (cf. my IntroductIon above for references). and 

whlle falsIfiablllty and progresslveness demand a certaIn 

explIcltness and deflnlteness. they do not demand formal­

lzatl0n. Nevertheless. there IS no doubt that. wherever lt 

IS possIble. formallzation of a theory (or part of a the­

ory) Improves It.~ l have shown (ln Chapter One) that 

Eco's work has generally been understood wlthln sClentlflC 
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semlotics as embodYlng an appreclable forma] cnmponent 

What 1 shall try to show ln th1S chapter 13 that Eco's 

~entures Into formall=atlon cannot be construed ln d manner 

whlGh l'?nds credIt to hlS theorles. 

In assesslng Eco's uses of formal1sm. l shall make ll~)(> 

of the standard crIterIa of formallzatlon. and make no 

a t tempt t.o take account of the concepts of "part laI forma 1-

lzatlon" sometlmes encountered ln the llterature of the 

phllosophy of socIal SCIence. Rudner. although a proponent 

of the posslbll1ty of partIal formall=atlon ln the soclal 

SCIences. has glven an eloquent account of the serlOUS 

problems Wh1Ch must stIll be solved betore th18 ~10udy 

notIon can be made sense of and usefully applled (47ff) ~ 

Pendlng solutIons to these problems. It seems as wei l to 

let the concept ~le. 

As Lleb has pOlnted out. there are three relevant 

senses of "formaI method": 

a. FormaI methods conslst ln the 11se (mostly 

informaI) of eXlst1ng mathematlcal theorles. 

b. FormaI methods conslst ln the use of a formaI 

(constructed) language or of a reg1mented form 

of a natural language. 

c. FormaI methods conslst ln systematlc theory 

constructIon. ln partlcular ln theory con­

structIon IncludIng (1) or (11) or bath (1) 

and (11): 
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(con-

a reglmented 

Il. formulatlng a theocy ln aXlomatlc form. 

l WIll nct dlSCUSS those elements of Eco's work WhlCh fall 

under (al. Slnce these are Infrequent and somewhat InCIden­

t,il fthey C'onslst mostly ln the oeeaslonal use or mentIon 

of mathematlcai InformatIon theoryl. On the other hand. as 

we shaii see. none of Eeols work f~lls under (e). sinee 

n0where does he attempt ta frame a signlfleant portIon of 

hl S seml ot I c rheory e lther Ina constr1.1cted language or in 

aXl0matlc form. Eco does. however. frequently make use of 

formallsms of type (b): formallsms WhlCh are not models (ln 

the loglcai sense) of a theory. but whleh are used as ad­

Juncts. amplIfIcatIons. or examples. 

Of the three maIn types of formaI devlce which appear 

ln Ecols work--typologles. symbollsms. 

shall dlseuss only the latter two here. 

Ecols typologies as nomInal or ordInal 

and dlagrams--I 

The status of 

seales (that lS. 

Beales based respeetIvely on a sImple relatIon of ldentlty 

or non-ldentlty of Items. Wlth no orderlng. and seales 

based on an orderlng relatIon. but wlth no eomparlsons of 

Intervais or magnItudes) IS clear. and Eco does not ln gen­

aral attempt operatIons upon hlS typologIes beyond the 

"permlsslble statlstlcs" for these types of seale (Rudner 

36ff. Stevens 142). QuestIons could be asked about the 

adequacy of the semantles of Ecols typologIes. as weIl as 



about thelr usefulness. but these Issues cannnt be crone 

Into r.ere 

Eco's use .')f symbollc çaicull and ,')f dlagrams. howevl3 r. 

exhIblts grosser flaws. and these f':>rm the sllbJert of t hl" 

present chapter. l 5 ha Il dl scuss them 1 n tllrn 

3.2 Symbollsms and Calcull 

Alon:::o Church. ln hlS artIcle 0n "The Need for Abstract 

Entitles ln SemantIc AnalysIS." glves the elements of an 

aXIomatlc system as follows: 

As the prImItIve basIs of a lOglStlC system It 

sufflces to glve. ln famlllar fashIon. (1) the llst 

of prImItIve symbols or vocabularyof the systf.\m 

(together usually wIth a claSSIfIcatIon of the 

prImItIve symbols Into categorIes. WhlCh WIll bp 

used ln statIng the formatIon rules and rules of 

1 nference) ; (2) the formatlon rules. determlnlng 

WhlCh fInlte sequences of prImItIve symbols are to 

be well-form~d expreSSIons. determInIng certaIn 

categorIes of well-formed expresslons--among WhlCh 

we shall assume that at least the category of sen-

tence lS Included--. and determlnlng (ln case varl-

ables are Included among the prImItIve symbolsl 

WhlCh occurrences of varIables ln well-formed ex-

preSSIons are free occurrences and WhlCh are bound 

occurrences; (3) the transformatIon rules or rules 

of lnference. by WhlCh. from the assertIon of cer-
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taIn sentences (thE' premlsses, fInlte ln number) a 

~~rt~ln 3enten~e (the c~nclusl0nl may be lnferr~d: 

(41 certaIn asserted sentences. the a:ooms, (Fodor 

"lnd Katz, 8ds., 437) 

Rlldner 'Jl';es ;':In essentlally ldentlc-l1 account (13-141, and 

notes that a formallsm ln an emplrlcal SCIence takes the 

f,:,rm of an lnterpreted deductlve system. WhlCh lS an aXlO­

matlc system Whlch fulflls certaln technlcal condItIons 

~nsurlng that 

[for] each pOSSIble InterpretatIon of the calculus 

(by semantlcal rules) that makes the aXloms true. 

e'lery theorem (that lS every wff derlvable from the 

aXloms ln the calculus by applIcatIons of the 

transformatIon rulesl Ilkew1se IS true (18), 

and WhlCh has been provlded wIth an InterpretatIon conne ct­

Ing theoret1cal terms to observables (17-18).~ It lS to 

thls plcture of formallsm that l shall compare Eco's ef-

The flrst pOInt to be notlced about Eco's uses of sym­

bollsm 19 that they do not ever serve as theory: ln no case 

does he estabilsh a calculus for the purpose of obtalnlng a 

formaI devlce permlttlng the deductlon of new statements 

WhlCh are then lnterpreted as the predIctIons of an cmplrl­

cal theory. He lntroduces and subsequently drops a pleth­

,:ora 0 f symbo Il sms: e. g , TS 49, where a new and unexp laI ned 

notatIon 15 used for one llne and then dropped: the several 

varIatIons of hlS notatIon for componentlai analysIs (TS 



i 

1 

91. 114. 171 and SPL '70 

ReIner ·l8 

118-19\. the tt~mpon:n-y ldc'pt Ion ,-,f 

the cryptIc dlagrams of 2PL 97 and 98 and "SDIM" '78 

~re u!lrelated to one anc,tht'r. :\nc1 '-:;er\lP ~·nmply lS rathf-t- tif 

hoc and unsystematlc amplIfIcatIons ot Eco's t~xt ~s ~ 

sort of symbollC shorthand. 

ThIS lS not as harmless as l t m,3.Y 3011flct Wh 1 1 (> ,;\ 

translatIon to symbols of a pOInt mad'? ln the text could 

pot~ntlally lend preCIsIon or clarlty to Eco's argument. 

thlS would be possIble only If he were to speclfy formally 

(for each ca 1 cu 1 us he mea nt to emp 1 oy) the '/ocab'll ory of 

symbols. the well-formedness (foY"matlon) rul~s. ,lnd 1"ht:" 

rules of Inference (transformatIon rulesl as 'Nell as an 

InterpretatIon of the calculus connectlng It wIth the mfl.t­

ters dlscussed ln hlS text--ln short. only It he wer~ ta 

make use of an Interpreted deductlve system as hlH symb01-

lsm. Eco does not do thlS. and the results are dls~str0u~ 

In many cases he slmply adopts a few vocabuldry ItPffiS fr0m 

a well-known formaI '3yste:n. :3u~h 0'13 the prOposltFJno'll r;,~l­

culus. and employs them as If they possessed dn Intrlnslr: 

meanlng WhlCh would somehow be preserver! wherl they are 

applled ln arbltrary ways.» 

Whlle examples could be multlplled. two WIll h~'/0 '_0 

sufflce. The flrst example occurs HI Eco's dlSCUf;SJ0n (jf 

the Inferential quallty of the s:gn. 

Let us attempt an analys18 of a typlcal sem10tl~ 

maze. A red flag wlth a Hammer and Slckle 18 egu1-
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'la 1 ~nt to ('ommunlsm rp:< q) But If someone 

'nr-:'·s a r8d flag wlth a HaInr:1er :1nd Slckl~. 

th3.t p~rS0n 15 orobably a Communlst (P : 1) 

1 ~ ) 

t:hen 

(SPL 

App~r~ntly WP ar~ to tak8 p and q as varIables atandIng tor 

,=t rl?d fl,:tg and ':ommunlsm respectIvely (c.-r for "a red flag" 

-tnd "e ,rnmlln 1 2rn" , Eco does not tell us the type or level of 

these '/'3rl1blesl. Substltutlng for p and q ln the flrst 

~"'preSS1{în we ,)btaln elther"a red flag ;: Communlsm." or 

""03 red flag" :; "Cornmunlsrn ,," Whatever these rnean. they 

r::-lp,wly do not mean that a red flag and Commun1sm (or "a 

t'>:>d flag' and "Communlsm") satlsfy the truth tables 

for 5 or =. Slnee none of these Items has a truth value at 

aIl. unless we take them as (non-standard) varIables of the 

pt-Opcsltl(,nal c,31(';ul'Js, ThIS move 1S precluded by the tact 

th.:ü Eco lS here dlscusslng "s1gns." and varIables of the 

Slnce 

E20 glves us no deductlve system w1thIn WhlCh the symbols 

"E" and "J" are deflned. the1r relatlonshlp lS absolutely 

unspecIfIed. Eco's Lisage of them provldes contextual clues 

allowlng us to conclude that " ii " lS to be taken as a syn­

onym of sorne sense :)f the Engllsh expressIon "lS equlvalent 

t,,)." that ":" lS to be taken as synonymous wJ.th the Engl1sh 

2,)nstnlctl()n "lf .. then." and that "p" and "q" are to be 

taken as var~ables of sorne Jond. If th1S lS aIl we can 

make ,:-f the symbols, then theyare entlrely redundant. 

.nnee each occurs adJacent to ItS deflnlens; therefore 
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Eco's IntroductlCm ,::of the :3ymbollsm 13 'F:\t1l1t,")llS '\S f\t"'st 

At WI)1'.::":, It lS serl ')uslv mls1e3d1n<;r, ln -:\\ 1''',1~.:;t tw(~ t" 

sp'S'cts. f lrst, 1 t JI '.'es a "\lld 

sec,:md l t 13 

S l ne€:' the symbo 11 C '~Xpl t"'SS l .·,n~~ 

depend upon Impllclt (arld therefore Imprp,cls",,) rlt"'tlnltu'n:i 

ln terms of th~ ôlready ImpreClse Engllsh text. 

Another eX3mple dlsplaYlng the dame tlaws even morp 

c l e a r 1 y ,') ecu r SIn Eco . S 11 sc us SIl) n .) f rh et 0 t- 1 cal 

changlng: 

code 

Suppose that there 18 an ôXlS c0ntalnlnq two 

zemantlc '.lnJts (u! and 4), that are usually ('on­

sldered mutuôlly IncompatIble. because thelr flrst 

respectIve denotatIve markers are unlts dArlved 

from an Opposltlonal aXIS (0~ vs. r~), but t l'lat, 

through al ' have a connota tIan , 1 n common 

Let us now Sllppose t ha t, through a ser 1 F:S ,) t 

rhetorlcal substItutIons a sememe can be named 'dnd 

therefore render~d rhetorlç~lly equlvalent al 

el ther (1) by one ,)f l ts markers 1 a case of meV,­

nynncal substItutIon, represented by mtn. fol10wed 

where necessary by the marker '/la WhlCh the connec-­

tlon lS made). or (11) by another semerne wlth whl':h 

l t shares a 

SUbst1 tut 1 0n 

marker upon 

284-85) 

g l ven marker (a case (; f mF:taphor 1 sa l 

n~presented by mt t. fI) 11 owed bï t,he 

WhlCh l:.he Substltutlon relleg) (T8 
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ThlS lS then rendered as 

(ru, l 'l1tn Cf,) =: ',) • (', (mtn C'Cz1 s,..!.,)) - ru, 'mtf ") = U) 

Whl~h I~ ~xpl~ln~1 as f~llows' 

rrr:"l1ded +:.hat the rulAs not c,f f':·rmal 

both markers q and al Whlch were 

seen to be antonymlcally Incompatlble. 

( .28'51 

fh.-:r p arp s8veral thlngs te notIce here. Flrst. the sym­

be,ls 3.nd "-" ,:lrE' not ~ven lnformally def1ned. desplte 

the filet that the rules of formal lOglC are expllcltly said 

n,:)t t,) be "ln pl ,1. Y " Second. the symbols ":=" "mtn" and 

"mtf" .:ire çl1ven InterpretatIons, but no formaI defln1tlons: 

thpy 'l.j'"'P ~,'lld to represenl:. "rhetorl ca l equ l'la 1 ence. " "meto­

nynllcal substItutIon" and "metaphorlcal Substl:utlon." 

n>spectlVely. but the propertles of the symbols "s." "mtn" 

3.nd "mtf" Hl the calculus arE' totally unspeclfled.:17 Thlrd. 

thp notIon of "antonyrmcal Incompatlbll1ty" 1S sald to be 

n'presented by thls symbollsm. but no symbol or comb1natlon 

of symbols lS lnterpreted as standIng for 1t. 

It 18 qUlte clear here that the transformatlon rules of 

thlS symbollsm are glven only ln terms of the supposedly 

'llrf'ad.,>' cle3.r propert les of "rhetorlcal equlvalence." 

":net0nymlc.:\1 substItutIon" and "metaphor1cal substItutIon": 

.;\ USf'r ':'lf thlS symbollsm can know how to manlpulate It enly 

Insof3r as she already knows ln detall the propertles of 

these theoretlcal terms The formatIon rules are even less 
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clearly speclfled. t~ey are nothlng but a tu::::y ;'1malg,'\m "t 

+:.he formatlon rul,=s cf the oredlC'.:1te calculllS and t.h!.? t,',t 

mat:l,~n rules of Engllsh. A numbel' (if v,)cabulary Item:;.,: Jl'p 

llsted. but ~lnce deflnltlcns of these mllst t.'\k,~ rh.' t"rm 

of f~rmat1on and transformatIon rules. they ar p n0 m01P 

preC'lsely 'Jlven than the rules être. Flnally. E,~o ll~1t-S [l" 

aX10ms what80ever 

3.3 Olagrams 

Eco uses dlagrammatIc devIces 

18ms. but hlS use of dl agrams 

dlfflsult1es Wh1Ch plague hlS 

even more often thùn symbol­

succumbs to m,:lny 0f the same 

use of symbo11sms Whlle 

d1agrams are ln general merely heurlstlc rather than theor­

e+:'l,:al devlces. and therefore less 3ubJect t-r) rl!J"Y"',IlS 

condlt.I')nS for thelr pr0per usage than calcull thlS J.3 nr:,t 

t~ say that they may be Indlscrlmlnately employed Anal0q' 

.:usly +:'0 the rules for calcull. at a mInImum. f':.r ,,. t '!la' 

t1vely preCIse use of a dlagram. the followlng choul~ h~ 

glven: 1. a vocabulary of graphlcal Items. 2 ."1 ll:::;r c,f ttv" 

features of graphIcal Items and of +:'he relatIons bptwp,~rl 

graphlcal Items WhlCh are to be C'onsldered pertInent (~g 

31::e. adJacency. pOSItIon about an aXIS. ')! parêllll"c'll:;mJ. 

3. an lnterpr~tatl0n mapplng features of graphIç~l ~l~mpnt~ 

and relat10ns between graphlcal elements 0nt0 

terms. 

Eco repeatedly uses dlagrams WhlCh meet few or n0ne 0t 

these requlrements. and WhlCh are thus so open to Intl"c'rpr~-
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tatlon (ln the non-logE'al s~nse) .:l.S t r) be of no help ln 

:13rltyl~7 hlS ~h~0r~tlcal stataments. Ex~mples could 

":1':'11'1 0~ rnllltlpll~d. but f·)ur sh0uld be sufflcler.t. A gond 

l 3 T ~ b 1 8 3 t'j r) f TS (14:2). E c r') , ::: 1) ft en - r e pro duc e d 

At least ~he 

!'r::,llcwlng ,He 'lnspeClfled ln Eco's use ,)f thlS dl3.gram: the 

~h~l)r~tlc~l concepts (If 3ny) represen~ed by the arrows. by 

(jr dIstance between) fIgures. and by the 

sh~pes of fIgures One mlght also assume that sorne trans­

formatIons take place each tIme an arrow tr3verses a fIg­

ure. but thIS lS nowhere made expllc I t FIgure 3 5 of SPL 

1 (:)8) Ip.avE's us t.i') guess the reference of the arrows (do 

t~ey st3nd f'Jr a relatIon of contalnment. reference. or 

JOmethlng else?) and of the vertIcal placement of Items. 

Even when Eco reproduces a dlagram from another author who 

13 mnre careful to specIfy the pertInent features and the 

InterpretatIon ln theoretlcal terms of the dlagram. as 13 

':.he case of Table 25 of TS (123). WhlCh IS 09. reproductIon 

of FIgure 4-1a of M Ross QUllllan's ,:irtlcle on "SemantIc 

Memory" (Mlnsky ed 225). he does not reproduce the dIS­

CUSSIon of these. In thls case. he omlts QUIlllan's FIgure 

,~-l (224). WhlCh IS a careful enumeratlon of the pertInent 

SlTaphlcal unlts and thelr theoretlcal InterpretatIons. 

c,)nst 1 tut 1 ng .:\ Key to the dlagram reproduced by Eco He 

also omlts QUllllan's dlScusslon and explanatlon of the two 

fIgures 12~3-26).~ 
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In none of these ~ases 10es 

what theoretl~al ~erms ~re 

')nes), and ,;;e are left ~C' ]UI?SS the rert1n€'nt 

r~sentat10ns of 1lfferent entltles N po e die s s t 0 :::;.) 'r', th 1 :::; 

procedure 18 far tram rellable We have even l~ss to go on 

Interpret.:\t l'-'n::; ,-,f these ft/he n we attempt to guess the 

gr.3.phICal Items. 

In o:;renera l . Eco's use ~f dlagrams lS ~vpn 11)0ser than 

h:s use of symbollsms: he only r.3rely Indlcates any of the 

per-t:lnent graphlC'n.l elements. and he never bothers tn app/-­

Ify elther the pertInent relatIons between gr~phlr~1 el-

~ments. Interpr~tatlon Qf these element-g ln the'-,r-

e tIC 3. l t:. e rms . 
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4 Eco 1 s Mode l 0 

4 1 IncluSIons and Excluslons 

Ir: thls ('h~ptpt. r sh.:111 examIne Eco's Model Q of "unIImIt-

,~(i ':'-l?rJnc,s l s" (TS 69. 71ff) 0r "InfInIte semantlc r-9CUrSI'/-

It:y" (TS 121ff). ':l.nd the c0mplex 0f concepts surroundlng 

Eco presents hlS Model Q as the rul-

mlnatlng ~olutl0n ta the complex of problems he IdentlfIes 

';urrr:'undlng the Kat:: and Fodc\r theory of ':1 dIctIonary-llke 

spmantlc competence. Model Q 1S hlS fInal move. which he 

,nt r': d' :r::e::; a. ft I? r ha'./l ng fI rst proposed and t hen re Jected 

the "Re'/lsed M,:'del" (TS 105) WhlCh attempts to augment the 

by means of an InsertIcn of cIrcumstantIal and 

,'(,n+- E' ;.:t uô l se l ect ors Into the semantlc analyses. 

r-pma 1 ns ':" l'? nt rë.\ 1 to Eco' s most recent 'N0rk (e.g 

Model Q 

SPL ~. 

<l2tf. 113 12 7 ) 

Model Q seems therefore an approprlate element of Eco's 

semlotlcs to subJect to closer and more detalled scrutIny 

than 1 have been able to aftord ln preVIOus chapters. pre-

occupied as those chapters were wlth global features of 

Eco' s work. By means of thlS detalled examInatIon 1 hope 

ta show that at a lower levei Eco's work suffers from flaws 

related to the hlgher-level ones dlscussed ln my prevIOus 

chapt ers that hlS flawed lOglC of Inqulry leads to Inad-

equate and poorly thought out theory constructJon. The 

fll"St part cf thls chapter cons lstS ln a comparlson of 

EC0'S Mode l Q t0 lts source ln the work of M. Ross QUll-



r 

11 an. 30 In th1S part 

stocd 

lc'ns ':r) Q'Jllllë1rt'S me'dei ,If 

rl':-m :hlS rnlsunderstar.dlng ,-3.n:~ fi ,'H"ed 

'1"\r l c'us ways. In t he tr~d l :.)W} ng pa rt l s h a l l ,1 t '1 u." t Il, \ t 

'J n a s cep t :l b 1 e . These two parts C,)nSlst larqply r)f ,jl~;-

CUSSlc'ns "f :he many 

Madel Q, Its components. 

In l:he 1 ast part 

~how t. hat 

small :lnd rnedl\lm-S13~d ,:'\porlae 

and the related roncppts 

of the chapter l shall try 

of a theory wlth rertaln of 

ln 

to 

the 

features 0f Model Q IhavIng to do wlth lts relatl0nshlp te 

lts predecessors and ItS low empIrlcal content) 1S ril~:;al, 

lowed ,)n purely methodologlcal grounds. ThIS p,jrt WIll 

dra.w 0n the arguments of the precedlng two parts t,', r:;how 

that Model 0 lS not slmply substantlvely Incorrect. bill' ln 

fac+: 'JnaC'C'eptabl e as :1 (true ':)r fa 1 se, cr,nf 1rrned or 'J 1 r;r;r)rl 

f1rmedl SClent1flC theory. 

In arder to be :tbl e to roncentrate e,n the '3ubJr:~(:t -::.; 111::;t. 

ment1oned, l WIll not toueh on ,jny Gf the followlng 1831JP':; 

aIl of which deserve detalled dlScuSSlon' Eco'3 theory Gt 

meanlng and denotat10n, hlS posItIon on semantlc IJnI'/er';al::; 

and +:.he "str'Jcture of the Human Mlnd" ITS 126) 

~f performance and ~ompetence (Eco takes M0èel Q ~o r~pr~' 

Si'O'nt ,3, portl')n of the "Semantlc Unlver8e" [TS 1251 

OU11l1:tn's 18 a performance model [Qulillan 220-21J), hlS 

somewhat surprlslng adoptIon of the well-aged ~atz ~nd 
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Fc,ior semant let heory ,:tS the so 1 e r':?presenta t l '/e of ::he 

~ n'~,rm(,IJ3 t.c1cty 0f 'Nod: ln semant 1 cs by lu-:gu 1 sts, :!nd rus 

rlc,tlcln ,:'f model ,:lS dlstlngulshed fr0m theory On thlS last 

[Y'lnl. l shall say only thi1t Slnce Ec'"l's Model Q does not 

~e~m ta be the sort of thlng meant by any of the standard 

IJ..::',1·J P S 'Jf the t~rm "model" (c f Bunge Forma.i 79-83 for 

ct" ::;rU3S 1 ,')n and re ferences). and SI nce Eco does not spec 1 fy 

'Nh,:!t (hstlnctlon he means. If any. l shall treat Model Q as 

:heory. the form ,)f WhlCh It resembles more closely 

4 2 Relatlons of 

Semant le Memory 

Mode 1 Q to QUllllan's Model of a 

Alth')I.lgh Eco cltes QUllllan's artlcle on "Semantlc Memory" 

1:3 the source of the theory he calle Model Q and reproduces 

,:l .j l'l.gram from 

Mod,.:'l Cl dlrectly 

thlS artlcle." and 

t 0 Qu l 1 11 an (TS 

although Eco attrIbutes 

12:2). hlS Model Q has 

llrr!p ln common wlth QUllllan's model of a semantlc memory 

DtO'y:)nd a superflclal termlnologlcal resemblance due to 

Ec-o's adoptIon of a number of QUllllan's terms (e.g. "ass­

OCIatIve Ilnk." "head node," "token node." "type node"). 

In facto Eco'g assertIons about the propertles of the net-

\.,r()rk of aSSOcIatIve lInks constltutlng the semantlc model 

contradJctlons of 1 n many cases constltute dlrect 

\:ullllan's. and ln a number of other cases are Incompatlble 

\nth them. l shall examlne a number of these confllcts. 
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1 

-i ::.1 Fln1 teness 

3"?ml':)SlS" 

Tlw 

from the 

::-ent~)r +:"~ the f,:l.r+:hest perlphery, the wholp unl'/erse of 

C' 1.1 l tu r :11 1.1 n1 t S " (TS 1 2 2) , 

In QUll11an's eXposItIon, howe\,u,:,r, ,:\11 0t t:h'è' tol1ow1nq 

are fInI te: the 31ze of the nf':'twork (.221), the number of 

other nodes r~achable by traverslng ! Inks ~5tùrt Ing 1 t " n 

,~.r'!:-l tr'3.ry noda (226-27), and the number of types of a3~0C 

13tlve Ilnk 1229-30) 

3.S l shall 

These are not mer,,:, 1 y ct 1 t f "'r,,:,ncps ,', f 

show, these .3.1 tarat 10ns l ntroduce ';(Irne 

severe defects Into QUllllan's model, ,1nd 1 ead 

COn:3eq 'lences, 

If Eco' s suggestIon that the network 13 of 

Slze lS taken serlo1.1slv, we are forced t0 3.ccept 

Inflnl tp 

"t l '! a ::] t 

one of two patently false 'news. 

the network 18 a competence model 

Slnce ln Eco'~; )rC'''lnt 

and 31nC"e cl)rnpetpncF~ léj 

a component of perf0rmance,'13 we are left. wlth the pr")r)ll"~rn 

Gf howa.n Inflnlte compe+:ence (not lUSt the usual w)tl(~n 1)+ 

3. ~ompetenC"e capable of generat1ng an InfInIte number Gt 

sentenC"es, but a competence WhlCh IS 

31::e) may be reallzed ln a flnlte mInd Clearly It cannot, 

Eco's suggestIon forc:es US t0 c:oncl 1lr1p. 



1 

1 

Th 1 s ':" ') n '::" IIJ S 1 0 n ': a n b e 

lnt1nlte t_,)l-ll c~mç~tenGe IS reall=ed ln each speaker. 

ThIS le~ds howev~r to ~he c~nclu81on that there 18 an Infl­

r::r'ê' "lmb'?r ':,f speakers. SInGe -:he ,]lsJunctl,)n of a fInI te 

number )f fInIte sets 'the Indlvldually realI=ed subsets of 

Jlob~l competence) 

h'lt 3t 1 l l \ 

could yleld only 

Eco' s ,assert Ion 

1 (posslbly large 

that the network 

r~presentIng C0mpetence lS InfInIte must therefore be re­

Jected as entalllng false consequences: elther that the 

htl:11.:l.fl m1r.d 13 InflnIte. ,:>r that there .are 1nfInItely many 

~peaYers (of each language). 

-, ~1 .4C'l~eEslbl1l ty of Nodes 

Eco expialns that the lInks ln the network represent 

rh-:: l"elatl,)n Interpretant-of (TS 1"", cf below for d1S­

·':::.-::.-::,n' 3nd he further asserts that every node lS reach­

,bl~ by traversIng the chalns of Interpretants begInnlng at 

any arbItrary node. (Let us calI the dyadlc relatIon ob­

~alnlng between nodes a :l.nd b when node b lS reachable by 

tl"aVers1ng an arbl trary number of Interpretant l:nks fram 

n,:ode a "I-access1blllty." wrl+:.ten as "Iab" Eco's clalm lS 

then that. ror ail nodes a and b. fab holds).» QUIlllôn. 

~n ~he 0t~er hand. specIfIes that the meanlng Irepresented 

1 n +- he mode 1 by the "fu Il concept") of the term represented 
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------------- ------ - ------------

Rplnet' r>ll 

by anode lS glv~n by thE' subspt o! nc'des I-a(-':-E'S~31hlt:' t' ')n1 

ü: 

Let us deflne a fI.!! 1 word cc'ncept. 3~, ;i1st Inqlll,::;ht"d 

;:r';:>m ItS (l13ne or "ImmedIate deflnItl()n." Ge' '\3 to 

Include a.ll ':he token and type nodes t,ne ,-,:tn 'let: h', 

bl' st.:~rtIng at the In1t1al type node. ':'1" pùtnan'h. 

and movlng fu'-st wlthln ItS ImmedIate dptlnltlon 

plane te> aIl the token nodes found the1"e. then on 

"thrc'ugh" to the type nodes named by .?ach 0t the8e 

token nodes. then on to the token nodes 1 n each of 

thel1- lrnmedlate defInltIon pli~nes. and 50 "n untl1 

every t0ken and type node tha t can be reached hl' 

thlS process has been trt1ced throul}h ,'it Ip<'\st: 

once .. 

To surrunarlze. a word's full concept 15 rieflnerJ 

ln the memory model ta be all the nodes that can be 

reached by an exhaustlve traclng process. orzglnjt­

lng at lts lnltlal. patrlarch type node. together 

with the totdJ sum of relatlonshlps amonq these 

nodes speclfled by wlthln-plane. token-to-token 

links. (226-27. emphaSls ln or1glnal) 

On pa1n of trlv1allty. the set of nodes reachable ln Uns 

be. ln genera l. wal' must be assumed to 

the full set of !Iodes. Slnce If ln general every node Here 

I-accesslbl e trom every other, aIl wO'll d. by th 18 

Eco, ln assertlng that lab ho11s 

d.':'CQlm t .. 

fCi):" aIl be synonymous 

nodes a and b. 0wes us a new account of meanlng. 81nr:e 
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QUIlllan'g representetlor. of meamng by "full C'oncept' can 

,\,_, 1 :,n';'?r be l..!sed. ,~3 1 t HOU l d render ,111 nodes synonymous. 

ThIS. howE''1er. Eco does not provIde It would seem that a 

D)SSlbl~ ~01~tIon woul~ be t~ droc the specIflcatlon of the 

:::;IJbset of nr:,des from OUllllan's verSIon of the "full C'cn­

~i?pt" r,:.ta,lnIng only the conflgur.3tl0n C'f nodes ,:md the 

le])tl,)nshlpS betw€l':'n themspeclfled by the token-to-token 

! lnks i\tt,:,mptIng thlS ln Eco's verSIon of the network. 

h0we'/er. st l Il 1 eaves a Il terms synonymous: SI nce the en­

t: 1re nE' twnrk lS 1 nc 1 uded ln each "fu Il concept." the con­

fl']uratl0n of nodes ln each "full concept" lS the total 

C"onflgur.3.tlon of the network. Further. as we sha l l see 

below. Eco's verSIon of the network lS totally homogeneous. 

WhlCh means that even If he were to alter hIS theory so 

that fab would not hold for aIl a and b. stIll no sectJon 

[-,r the network would have a unIque configuratIon. and a 

gri?3t ~any dIstInct terms would stJll come out synonymous. 

Qullilan also llmlts the number of types of aSSocIatIve 

llnk to SIX (230). Eco. on the other hand. understands the 

lInks ln the network to represent the Interpretant rela­

tIon. Whlch. as we have Just seen. he belleves holds UbI­

qUItously It lS not clear whether we ought to take the 

1 nterpretant re lat Ion to be a 

'Je!leral kInd. or the dlsJUnctlon 

n!tp) number of more narrowly 

sIngle relatIon of a very 

of a large (posslbly lnfl­

deflned relatIons. such as 

thos~ llsted by QUIlllan. WhIchever way we construe thIS. 

the extreme breadth of thlS notIon causes certaIn further 



dIfflcultles for Eco's theory 

te 1 cw . 

. ; :: 3 Struct'lr.-: (l{ thé' Né'tWt ... yk 

As W~ have .;ust seen. Eco's network 13 ë\ m..1:Js c't n,~,(1"'::~ 

connecte1 by lInks of only ,)ne type. that WhlCh l"'''prl''f3ents 

the Interpretant relatIon. He states furthprrnore thal 

Indlvldual nodes can be slrnultaneously b~th ~0ken- and 

t ype-nodes: 

T"!1e deflnIt10n of a type A foresees the cmplnyment.. 

as l ts 1 nterpret ants . of a s("r l es of othe:i- ::319 n­

vehlcles WhlCh are Included as tokens (~nd WhlCh ln 

the model are other Ipxemesl Th e r:: 0 n f ,g u rat 1 ') n (, f 

the meanlng of the lexeme IS glven by the mult1-

pllclty of!ts 11nks wlth var10US tokens. e.~(~h Qi 

Whl ch. however. becomes ln turn a type B. that lG 

~he patrIarch of a new conflguratlon Whlr::h Includ~s 

as tokens many other lexemes. sorne of WhlCh weT~ 

also tokens of type A. and Wrll(;lj r;an Inr::lud0 '-'S 

tokens the sarne type A (TS 122) 

ThIS 15 again at varIance wlth QUllllètn'S '/e!~JorJ. 111 v/rncrl 

t0ken nodes have a spec!al type of Ilnk ~ack t0 the rnrr~­

spondlng type nodes. but arFJ not Ident 1 r;'ll ta them ;~nd ,-je, 

not functlon as type node:? for any r;r)ncept:. (223) F(;0 rJLv, 

drops wlthout dIScussIon QUIIJ~dn's quantl~Y. nurnber and 

crlterlallty quallflers (23l-'32). ~s ;..,ell as hlS rJararrl<"::h;r 

symbols (233). The result. IS thdt ln Eco's '/~rS)0n r.,f ~he 
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'lre cf ,)ne k l nd 

~- .=. '1 • 'r: ",' t r! 1 r~' t l- ~ t ~ l l n c d ~:; -:t r e r. 0 ~ d l r p ':: t l Y ~ l r. k e ct (Eco 

.. ,-,! i .. 

3!1/j Ir. f3ct :Y!3.k'?s lt 3e~m lr~~'/~t::.;:_tl~. 

lt lS totally 

4 3 "Code" and "Cultural UnIt" 

t".:, Wl'"lt·:S tr.,:\t :\ "~)de 13 ':,cnstltut<?d of the "crosslngs" of 

sj'stems 

flpl,is) , WhICh are rnatched ln dlfferent ways Wlt~ 

~he p<preS:21Ve unlts Thus the system of semantlc 

fIelds l n'lo 1 '.'ed a.s It 13 ln multIple shlftlrgs. 

by VarlOUS paths from each 

The '3um cf these crossIngs makes up 

Model Q. (TS 1:::5) 

Eco then elaborates ~n thIS relatlor.shlp ln the followlng 

way' 

A code as "langue" must therefore be understood ·3.S 

a sum of notIons (sorne concernlng the comblnatlonal 
• 

~ules of the content Items. or semantIc markersl 

wh 1 ch can be v h'wed as the C'ompet ence 0 f the speak-

er However. ln rea Il ty th l S competence l s the sum 

of the IndIVIdual competences WhlCh constltute the 

code as a collectIve conventIon. What was called 
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":he C'0de" 

• - ,- t . ., ..... 

pt hers 

S'Jch :l S 

1 -;S 1:25' 

.:: .< r- l .3. 1 n'3 +- h 'i t 

- .= 

:5 1'"4' 

:=:ttter tay.~ 

wr. l l ~ 

1 ln 

'~:1 l! J t "'1 

t'..- (~ 
~ .. - -' 

": :-: D r p s S 1 '-:' n - IJ n l t_ • ~ 

the 

l e:··eme3 (TS ~) l 

have seen. 1: :-. e .-: ,- n t ~ n t -- , l 'lIt J 

l ng of a 

spec::.fled ln Mode} 'J by 

;lcture ln wh l ,:,h knowl edge 

, Î t 

whl 'h 

1 n the f 0l !Tl 

-, r l " '] r' ,1 1-

he lti 



mus+~ 

: . ;-, l' 1 1 , . t , '_' ... --,', :"1 

,::ir3.Wlng ':.f!l::3 r:'CnClUSlOn. 

dlSCUS-

ln ~ par3!lel way frnm '11 S bellef ln the 

unlts ( lmpllc1t Ir. hlS whole 

pC'SSI!::-1 l l':.y of K~t= and Fodor-style 

If meanlngs are glven ty 1 rre'j,..le' l b l e 

mUEt be dlr~~tly 3pprehe~ded 

un l ts 3re sllch t:llngs as "unc-le town. bIu€' 

d hunch, the ldea of progress. hope ~nd ar':" 

SchneIder S Amerlcan Klnshlp .~ Cu 1 t ura 1 

~e;c':'31 :':ems of Amerlcan Engllsh {for 

1[; Amer1canl Eco lS fcrced to be lleve. then. that leXl":'al 

Items of Amerlcan Engllsh ~re dlrectly ël ppre hended by r: he 

Engllsh-speaklng Amerlcan, 

Eco's later development of the concept of cede merlts 

~n aSlde at thlS pOInt Eco's chapter on codes ln SPL 

,',""r.st l :utes concept of code 1 n 

fav:ur ~,f the concept 'er.cyclopedla," WhlCh "lmproves and 

1 
~~tter artlculates the ',:,ld' concept of code" (SPL 164) 

In thlS chapter. Eco reVl~WS the hlstory of the concept of 

~ode ln ~rder to explore "t he reasons for wh l ch [1 t. 1 en-
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J 

1 t ~ l ~'t_' r-h, l'~' 

n, t~ ,i 1 t t l ,', 1 1 • 

--: :1 :: ':: '.: 1:' <?' ':: ~l '? r'" 3. l 1 ~ Y ) f U!î l lm l +-_ <?' ri l!î f t-:! r ~ n t 1 ::\ l ' pmI " SI' ~ 

1!1t~1 tIlt. 

Il: 13 

r"\+-.her 

'Juôrantee 

ln the ..... ·"(,f,)l,j me~nlncr (,f 

The tWQ ccncepts 

fr'.! 1 t tu l 

r~les for tW0 ilstlnc+:' 

ar'? not Ineffablp 

an algorlthm 

Most of the 

C'n the other l-jand. +-he p0cularlty nf ~he 

Th,:' 1 r 

th'? S'harô.S'+:''?rlstlS'S s't an eYOr'71Srn 

ment. s truc+:. 'lre upon ev'O'nts. 

earth tremors. ~peaklng 0f ~odes meant tor mdny 

wher'? pr~v10usly. 0nly rand0ITl. 



t 

'3PL 169: 

(""'!J 1 t 1 11'- '? Tt 15 the encycloped:a. and there-

t-t·> t:-'? Rule but ,~s :1 La.byrlnth A Rul., Wh1Ch 

--~~r013 but WhlCh at the same tIme allows. glves 

Inventlng beyo~d Itself. DY 

new combInat Ions wlthln the 

not 0nly a rule WhlCh c]l)ses but 

'\1-_, '\ rule WhlCh opens. (SPI 187) 

'-,";,wrrYlng of the c')nrept of c0de. ,:},l though super-

1 ~r ~0 the old formulatIon ln adoptlng the more real15tIc 

metaphor of encyclopedla for r~!tural competence WhlCh ha~ 

e~cellent credentlals fram ~he fl1ed of artlf:clal Intel 11-

<]ence; neverthele~s dnes not get Eco out of the dlff-

1 -'L~les dlscussed ln relatIon to hlS eariler formul3.t10ns 

T .. 1 ~ ,.-,'1 the ,::,ontrary 3. surrender to the contr-adlctlons 

'1 1- ~ :: : n::r f!--':n EC0'!? ':-0ncepts of unllm:ted semIOSIS ,:lnd cul-

l 
.. :1-11 '!nl~ In Eco's eariler formulatIon a code was made 

'!;' ::--f ~n InflnIte network of Interdeflned Items ln perptt-

'L1~ 'In,: ~-apld flux. but now. even when ccnsldered nS frc:::en 
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" .. '. - 3. ';1'l'/8n 1nstant: 

li· . 

pl ,=,(1 l .t- 1 ,n tl1.l' i" 

" L ,111~] ':' 1 1 1 

l shall r8~urn ta t:hlS 

~nrtpl 0'~ dependent 

4 4 "Interpretant" 

1 ~4) . ;~nd SI 'lce 

At '~I Il ~ P ri l nt Er- ':' h Ô S 'J : J (1 ri 

the "negat:Jn 'TS luI) 

the fact that slgns 

have no truth values and so r-3nnot be 

sense--presumably Eco means "ant'Jnym ()f l t- '3 a. fi t r) n lm " 1 

~f 0pt~onal mOV8S. a set 'Jf possIble responses. ~ rh~ln ,A 

'c,r l.ln f c resee?lb II? ) 

1 sey- ~ es ")f new Interrelatlsnal poslt:lsns of 

') f pIe ces' 1 (TS 9 r)) . and e Ise· .... here agaln a sentenr;e ,~bo,.t 

Nap01eon connotes hlstor1cal truth, 



1 

1 

ReIner '59 

. il '/SS~S '/~lue the 

l ·:l.ea - t t- he 

dl:ferent 

li T .. 

=-') T'" '::-'H~ te ~he Index Whl~h IS dlrec~ed ta a 

perhaps Imp!ylng 

j) It -,~n be ,:In emot l'le a=-soclat Ion 

Tt ,-::t:l .31mply be the tr3nslatlon of the term 

,r.t:':l :l.no~her language 

1V1_'rt'('Iver. the Interpret,3nt 

behavloral habIt ~ete~mIned 

other thIngs. ( ::5 70) 

:' a. n 

by 

:,e .:1. respanse a 

a slgn. <3.nd many 

The last clause ("many ,)ther thlnqs") IS hardI}' necessarl' 

11ttle If anythIng IS excluded bl' the prevIous prOVIsIons 

~lnce the I~terpretant relatIon apparent Il' obtslns not only 

t,,'tween ,3, s:on-','ehlcle :\nd every other slgn-vehlcle (whIeh 

Jeems t) be assured bl' the vagueness of Item a above, Slnee 

1 t l S tr1\.'la l t,:) show that an equlvalence elass Inta whIeh 

chosen terms WI Il fa Il r::an ·)f a rall' or arbltrarlly 

be constructedl. lt also holds between a slgn-ve-



1-------------------------------------
1 

1 

1 

1 

\nd 

b 1,:' _t-

t h ~ 1) b 1 " ( . t _~ II!" l' 1 1 t ,. ~c;. • h,' 

I~')-..a.pter l~lne) that Model ,) "~3.S 

but f":\n hl7 () f any 

';,3.: 'le' (35 7 ) 34 brln<}s me ti} 

4 5 Emplrlcal Content 

We ~ave ~een that Lakatos reflned Popper ~ r1f-'marr: ~t l' 'n 

~e~w~e~ SCIence and met3.physlCS. recastln~ It .::i'Jth·:'rl-

':.erlC)D of "p!0gr~ssl·/~ness" '::t ,3. pr0blpmshlt t 

of theorles. 

Model 

t'l-)at 

L3.Katos WYltes ~hat 

3. the 1) ry .... s "a c c F:' P t ,3. b le" 0 r ' s r: l 10' n t l f l r;" ') n l '/ 1 t l t 

(')r rIval). th3.t IS. i)n~ï 

to ':.he dlsco'/F:'rj of nove l tacts 

c-an be analysed Inti) two clauses r.ew 
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" . 
] 

T 
.] 

::,y .2 .or 1 '~rl 

ser~"?s 

or 
J 'Ô'~ch subs~quent 

l.jd: ncr aux l ll:!ry clauses to 

:-cnt"?nt: :3 

r:lausF> can 

:lnalys1s 

thE'Orles. 

t:he'")ry l"""?sults 

(or 

'""::":11 !''?~nterDr>?+:a+:lons of) the pre'/I0US treory ln 

eac~ theory 

:\8 mu~h emplrl~al content ·3.S tre 

l t~ -'" preèecessor Let us 3,:1;..' 

,)f theo!"'les lS f:heoretl r 311.v 

"::-onstltutes a thecretlc311y pro-

Ir~-'ES1\'e proJ:.lemE'hltt"J If each new theory has .30me 

.. ~~~~ ~~pl!"'lcal sontent over ItS predece~sor. 

~s. If lt predl~ts sorne novel. hltherto unexpected 

facto Let us ~3.y +:hat a theoretlcally pr0greSSl'/~ 

serIes of theorles lS 3.1::;0 emplrlC'311y progresslve 

(or "constltutes Jn emplrlcally progresslve prob-

! -?.71S hl ft " ) If sorne of thlS excess content lS aIs,) 

+:hat 18. If each new theory leads us 

+:~ '"he 3ctual dlsc~very of sorne new [jet Flnady. 

::-:111 a problemshlft progresslve If It lS 

theoretlcally progressIve and empIrIcal!y 
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1 

, , 

progresSlV'? 1 ."1t"th-

T 3'":ai: " - nt.->n t 

~r~' , Sl~~e Model Q falls to fuifll 1 . -,,} 1 ,- ,':1 l 1 Y PlI' _, r 

l--=~!Jll'I?me!;t: that It h,~ve excess emplrlc,:ll C'r)ntpnt 41 

In !:ic:t. l 3hall make ::t str0nq'er rL3.1m ttnt the em-

:)}rlC''ll '::,c'ntent I)f Model Q (:tS "l semantlC' ':ho:-cq-y more on 

th l s q LI a 1 1 f l ca t 1 0 n l ,3, t: e r ) 1 S ;: e r C, 4~ 

:'1r:del Q C"ollid 1 n ,) 

h,:\".',:; l:'>ee;l 3. somewhat dlfflcult questlc,n ::tbout what '.rll(lh t t.e. 

be t .:tK'?n 03.S Mode l Q' s pr.:;decess0r or r 1'1<'11 t heor l '?s t- h(> 

Ya~= and Fodor semantlC'S. or QUllllan's mndel 0f a 

memory (or Indeed aIl ("'lrrer.t llngulstlc )nd i(j(;T1(:11 ;prn,ïn 

tIC the 0 ry. as Eco 's g 1 Cr bal ct e nu n (" 1 a t 1 0 n '3 0 t t- he s e f 1 P ] , i~; 

mlght lead one to thlnkl 

Emplrlcal content on Lôkatc's' ac-count C0ns léjtS 1 n thp 

,::tb 1 Il t Y t~ predlct novel facts Popper gl'/es ,3, rnor r· prr~-

ç:se :\ccount of ':hlS ln the technlcal addendllm t0 

tures 3nd Refut3tlons 

a 

follcws. 

theory -:lIc'ne 1")0 obser';atFmal st.ot_empn t. 

(Fr'-'ffi "AlI ravens are bl"lck" we cannr.Jt 



1 

, / .. -. 

:r. 

J ::hecr," 

,.. ,J.' 1.; 

'I h 13 t) 3ay tne more 

(3135) 

,) forblds no observatIons ln Its doma1n, 

1 r'--A Intprpret3nt relatIon lS de-

rln0~ bv Fco ln a w~y Whl~h admlts as an Instance ~f 1t any 

two words !or even between 

concret e c,r 3.b-

3.nd Sl'lCe the Int0rpret3.nt relatIon lS. ln Y10de 1 

J. t~~ ~rly p~sslble relatIon between semantlc Items. Madel 

no semantlr relatlonshlp whatever no 

lS excluded. none '=',3.n be 

r r-=-d l ct ed under any ~lrcumstances n Slnce no fact can ~e 

pred1cted . .3 fortlorl no no\'el 

vlded only that we take as Mod'?l (l's theoretlca.l predec-

essor any semantlc theory WhlCh makes any predIctIon what-

whether thls predIctIon 1S corroborated or 'lot (for 

Q~amp!~. we ~an choose the Kat= and Fodor t~ecry) Mode 1 Q 

'?quIvalently. falls 

2C thecretlcally progressIve) no matter what non-empty 

:>'m?tntlc theory we choose as !ts predecessor or rIval 



3.S sheer rseudCSClence '-'r mf'~"'1Qh\'~-:l ~.'; 

Eco's ~he0rv lS. 

rather surprlslng way We have set"n 

l:hat ":1eanlng 

'..!nl1:.s Il WhlC'h 3.ro? Identlfled wlth lexIcal Items ln natural 

languages. ônrl. l hav,=, arglled that he must fllrthcr be C'om-

mltted to the bellef that these are dIrectly 1Pprehended: 

that l:hat natural Innguages are the 1,'mqllage8 0 f 

:hought ThIS 18 almast certalnly a false clalm (see the 

3.rguments ~galnst l tel t ed ab,)ve). but l t-, 13 éln f~mplt'l,~,)l 

one Model Q. therefore. although empty (wlthaut emplr1c~1 

::~tent) ~s a semantIc theory. appears ta be 1 presum0bly 

f:d se. Dut nevertheless non-empty. 

Ironlcallyenough. Eco's theory lS s,1ved tram the charrre ,',t 

'/:tCUl:y bec.3use It ental1s the eXIstence I)f a "strlJctllre ,',f 



1 
ReIn,::.r ..,c:; 

5 DIScussIon 

') 1 ConclusIons 

1 .3t:tted that 1 would show that the 

..:>d :napr:l:carnllty ~f SClentlflC me~hod t~ human affaIrs 

'thl-~ riual"!':;t:l':: r7elsteswlssenscha.ften clalm) or the supposed 

c,:;l!,"\p:::e Int0 contr(idlctlon of the sCIentlflc eplstemology 

(+-he r!,'11m WhlCh l dlscussed l...!nder the rubrlc "postmodern" 

l havE' not drgued dIrect 1 y aga l nst human-

i~tlr dU1l1~m. Slnee thlS has been often and weIl do ne 

·'lè(,h'hr:-rc-·4 and l !1-:lVE' ::mly made a suggestl')n ln paSSlr.g 

that p0stmodr:-rnlst crltlclsms of SCIence are typlcally 

)bsolete pOSItlvlstlC phllosophy of SC1ence 

l havE' lnstead addressed the other slde of the questIon. 

nesplte the ObVIOUS pr1gmatIc essaylstlc. pedagoglcal. and 

P':']ltlcal VII'tues of much of Eco's work. l belleve l have 

shown that hlS semlotlc theory falls short. ln severa 1 

ways. of what can reasonably be expected even ln a young 

and relatlvely undeveloped SCl~nce 

In Chapter One l trled to show that Eco's TS and SPL 

1re accepted as e~emplary works ln SClentlflc semlotlcs. 

that thlS dISCIplIne concelves of Itself as <3. SCIence. 3.nd 

that thlS makes It permlsSlble to take stock of the dlSCI-
l' 

~llne by evaluatlng these two theoretlcal works. .1. a~g'..led 

ln l~h,:\ptE'r Two that Eco's conceptIon of SCIence lS Incoher-



1 

ent. 3.nd th3. t a mor-e mean l r.,:rfu l a~~se:J;3ment . t hl '3 h'c'rk ~ .. m 

SInee he uses ~hese formdl deVlces ),1 ways Whl~h VJtldte 

thp vlrtu~s they have the potent:al to y1plrt F'ln,:1I1y. ln 

('~apter ::'01Jr. l showed th~t Eco's Model Q. lhe central 

doctrIne of hlS the ory of codes. lS bdsed on a m1sreadIng 

of Eco's predecessor. entalls absurdltles. and flnally h~s 

no emplrlca! 7ont~nt ln Its Int~nded rotA as 3. ~~manllC 

1-, 45 t .. eol:'y 

If these observéit10ns are well taken. 1 bellpve l h,)'!!" 

made 3. str0ng case for the cialffi l advanced ln the lntro-

duct !'.:>n. I have shown tha t Eco 1 s work fa Ils ;;h'Jr t 1 n 'n.1 ny 

ways ~f the falllblilst crIterIa for the 2C10ntlflclty of 

theoretlcal work. Slnce the argument 1 am opposlng takes 

the scientlficltyof what I have been callHI'J "SClenrltlc 

semlotl<':S" as a premlse. the argument does not 'Jo t hrr/IFJh 

If thlS is shown to be false. Insofar as Eco can be takpn 

t8 be typlcal of sClentlflC semIotlcs !WhlCh. l ha'/8 t.r1,·'i 

to show. lS to a rngh degreel. I beIH:'/e l ha'!e shr)'-In thflt 

It 18 l~ fa ct false. 

1 If we ]rant that the f3.11ure of sClentlflc semlotlc9 

cannat be put down to ItS havlng been a SCIence (Slnc~ I t 

Has not a proper sClence). another quest 10n a.rlses lb r)11t 
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"bout 

r b+:- l l ~'./e , 

':.he S0Clolc';ry and hlstory 

~and t~e former ~a~ l be 11 eve. be 

::-r-:-'Ildecl that we ar'? al~0wed a reason-

T~e çremlse l have 

~ . l ;:,:'.1 }:ev l r:';rr,?Q lent of the modern wor!d Vlew' a 

0r ln 

,iuallstl(" ~rgu-

e 'J, Bunge, L 1 fe 1:::: (,-::=:) 

J, .... i : r' 

.1 

, ,. ::-rm :f 

3 f f l rma t Ive ~u f f : CIe" 1: 

t :\ lIure -:; f ,'1 WhlCh "11m3 

at reproduClble and ,-orruTlunlcable ynowled·;re 1: l S 

!"'.e cess,'1ry :\ ':Cl~nce : 0.11 j '.le te' 

·)bst 1 nacy s Hr.p l e bad 

l ,f of a hJst of other fac~C'rs We 

....... '" '. .:l t- hen ln Its unsclent:lflclty, a sufflClent C'luse for 

t:he f3.11ll1-e '2 f SClentlflC seml0tlcs, Al though other ( 1 n-

:; t 1 t li t- l -. na 1 and r ,=' 1 l tIC a l ) !"actors are 11 ke 1 y to have con-
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\ ônd ln my 
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:tll thlS 

t ::' wna t 

'-y 

- ,: 

~ : ne l ~ 

an 

c: -: = r-1 t 1 cal ) 

3')pear.3 to 

of 

the 

~.:'u l ct ;.'1'/P S 3.'J'?d 

seems to 

sr: 1-

entlflC method ln t~e socIal 5 (' 1 p n -: e :: 46 A genulnely SCIen-

S!n~e the foundatlon 

sl~ultaneous Inventlon of a 

be 'ln and may well requIre :tnother 

necpssary pre~:~dlt:on for t:lu.~slllng thlS alm. 

would be the !enUnclatlon of excess 1 ve l y e'1sy 
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3":.atus ln 

f ~,Ltr ::. S'sues : f 

) r;.' 1 ( :.3 s 1 .. e s = 4 . l / :::: , -. 
-, .lnd 63 1,'::;\ tot:il l''f 3: ful !--

!~ngth artIcles wlth b:bll~çr~phles (short reVl~WS, 

ôrtlcles 

Eco hlffiself worys by 

,If these 16, 3e',,:en clted A The.::>ry c,f Semlotlcs No 

1 
fi. :3 '-: 1 s tIn c : from the ph:lcsophy of Ilngulstlcs, a 
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10-47 and 102-20) 
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\ ~ , . 
• 1 

'1 ~, \ ,~, 1 

wh~rp Eco 

wr11 rh 

l' ,'1 ;\ 1 r, 

'/1 P'ri 

p,:P1l]-:lY 

l " t. r (J,jll ' 

One Cu l t ure' ES8dys 

L1 ter:tture, Le'll ne. '11 th01lIJh r:tpparen r lï :3 1 ci ! r:g .,,],. ~l 
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"" : -.Jf"l Il t:. C. 

'" : 'D :' 'i F: '1 ::',!l: : ',::: p)- '1 ~.. :- - : ,', r '-:.,. 

1 .-

1 l " -, :' . 1 - r 

a.nd ha~ ...... r:-'.v fallen e':en ~'Jrther H1 

\ ,-, r '.4" .::l 

, :-~, ~ :H':IP ~ ne ':" f th'? ~~~ndar1-bearers 

l ri C c' n SIS te!1 C'y baSIC 

11 +- Il! /') 

11" : l, 'J; . =t! i l ~ l '? r ': :!:; 3. nd even 0rdlnary language phll~S0phy 

", 

3.nd t:) an ana rch: st Ctl: t 

Incomprehenslble cha05 Elnsteln protested. 'The H81sen-

berg-Bohr tranqulll:::l!lg phllosophY--0r rellglon?--lE S0 

dellcately contrlved tbat for the tlme belng. lt ~ro'lldes 

:~ Je nt 1 p pli low for the true be llever' . Il (Methodology 59-

t'In' MIC'hi'lel Redhead's Incompleteness. Non-loC'allty 

c'f a rea IlSt phl10S0phy of quan-

J. 
dl..::;CUSS10n of the .3UbJectlvlst lnterpretatlons of QM 
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edge: they do 

tIC revelatlon 

for a con J ecture 

1 h·') l dover from 
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'1 '~"'l 1 t! 

\1} ,nt- '~'n M,l! ~~ 
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I~' II II~P 
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(:Ji l?+-h ,r n 

human SClt?r)C~S ,'1 r.:> r; t: 1 1 j 1 n r t~ rj /'" t- l (' r: 

J.i] J. l fl'3t 



i 
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:- ' ! .... t-, - - :: ... ":' 

,,. ; ...... ,!, -rl~+-"Y('" 

l 1 .... -. 1 L.' .,..- P 

Prellffil-

for dIScuSSIons of the 

BW1(}e Ll te. '-:hapt-=-r -4. 3ect:lon 1. for 3. sur':~y 

n -~ 1 •• 

",ssentlal~y from 

t i ~~ ,'" • i .,. 

~l. Other questl,)nS ffilght ,:11so be asked about EC'o's 

11st of "methodolo';pC"al tc'ols." WhlCh there 15 no spa::e te, 

go l nto here. One ffilght 3sk ~y what means the Items on 

llst were Included whlle others were excluded One 

'111,,--lh~ 11s('\ .:1SK about the- lnte-rnal roherence of the llst 

, -, La J.: a t ~-'E) ln jeflnlng verlSlffill1tude 

1 falslt.y-content: C"f. Popper' '3 '_~on-
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::' - 1 t -1' '" "1 ~:-'"' - r' , '! "1 ,-, 1 1'. 'n 

~ t, t") 

',.,rnrk. 

"1' ha l f -way 

r certaln 

l 'lterpreta t 10n -,~ ,~ r: J l "1!' 13 

,r J r . 'nu' '1 t '; 

~r~ Wallace 109ff. 

men~s have the form nf 

18 qUl te compatIble Wl~~ th~ 

t lona 1 terms. 

26 ThIS apparert:. ::,~118f ',f Er::0'S t hd t 

SUl=port 0nly 

18 somewhat:. SlJrçrlSlnf:l' Hl ! I1ht 

dlScuss:ons ~f the polysemy (e 'J T.~' :';47 1 

Tt- perhaps 

essent:.lallsm P. 



')'" h.::r 

• -.' ' ~ JI ( r: f . C1Japter Two 

s:--me t~l e f remarks 

.. b· '1 t th".' f H· ~ r .-, f +: h e r.: ~ ::3 U b ~ e c t s . 

+:ha+: ','1 gpner~l Sl?mlo:lc thec·ry WIll be con-

l ts C"lpaclty for c'ffenng an 

!)f s 19n-func--

t- l ln i : T!: '5 \ ."'1 n c.' the r pOl n 1:. he wr l +: es '::of '1 phenomenoll 

Dy mei'\ns of '1 f1r;lte m,)de 1" r TS 57). and else-

\Yh(»,> 19,~ln ôsks how ô cel-t,31n klnd of "lnterpretôtl0n" can 

"':t"ml ,~t 1 ç" l l Y de fI ned" (TS 130) These are lli-formed 

1 f the phenomenon ln questlon 15 a speclfled 

klnd of somethlng ~t has rl'?cessarlly :11rej,dy been ,ieflned. 

presumably by a concealed r:omponent of Eeo's own theory 

!'t"'flnltlons are :\sslgnments nf the')retlcal t e rms t 0 .:" las ses 

If 

(Popper. Con}~ctures 20) 

and they yI e Id 

Terms .3.re 

phenomena. phenomena are speclfled wlth t'he 

~f dpflned terms. A quest Ion about whethe1" a Dhenom-

·"n'~"'"l C3n be deflned must be ,:lSked by ,:::tn essentlallst. Slnee 
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r~~":\ ~ n t l t ) 1 ) 

':-'"11y an ::\11 

- ,: 

, , '1\' 

TI..' we have 

"'~r~ '/pr" l'lo~3eli 

If 1. ho ut:+- h ~ s P 

substlt 11t10n," .3nd "më+-aphc>rlr,-j! c;Ub,Jtlt,utl 'TI" 

P"lther .:'!s ,:;bser ldb 1 pc;, '~,r 

t~rms 'N l th In r jlr1! 'f'; 

(Pawlowskl 185 f f , W"J.llace l r)6ffl nl':lth~r 

means of recognlzlng thes~ '1'1' ,)n'/ ~nrjl( 1 

tors, 

Er: Ct 1 S C n~ l ;:4 S 1 - 'l thlS W~ m'Jst Er,')'" 

1 "'Q (' f , ,"1 rjl~r:u!':,s10n 
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1 

semantlc memory :lS !-'.lS "M('Idel "11111nltF' 

-, f t"-) p WOl' J: >nct 

nr,+: +-:. 'jullllôn'~ wr·rk It3~lf 

Ji) 

!1lem0ry. fr0m WhlCh Eco derlves hlS Model Q and upon WhlCh 

he bUllds mu~h cf hlS semlot1ç theory. 

'1pproaC'llng thE' 

rJl?eS It. 

'::'f. Chapter Thn~e ':1.bovp 

jla;rram. 3.nd of Eco's f:tllure ta speclf~1 the Interpr,_·t~tl"n 

of C!'J1111an's formal1sm. 

:'1 Note the canfUS10n dlsplaypd by EC0'S 11S~ r,t I-erms 

such as "unllmlted" Interc:hangeably wlth "lnfJ.nlte": ,~rblt:.­

rarily large nlli~ers are stIll flnlte 

33. Cf. Chomsky Aspects 4 for the standard aC:r:'f)ltnt r,f 

the rel~tlon of competence to performance 

34. We can speak of phys l ca 1 S l ze here. desp 1 t~ t hA 

fac:t that competence 18 an abstra~t 

wlth no phys-:ca.l 8lze. Slnee the ~ornpetence must be 'ô:m­

bodled ln a phys1cal braln ln WhlCh the st0ra7e 0f ea~h bl~ 



Re::.ner 9:2 

:f InformatIon req~lres ! phYSlcal 

t '? rms '1- 3. C' (' e s s-

: l (,.-, '1 the relatIon of 

j 1 th0ugh OlJI111an doE's r.ot make use 0f the Pelrc-

Instead the much more 

)6. N"tp that thls does not f-:dlow ln QUllllan's ver-

,-; : '-,n Il f t he mode l ln WhlCh the meanlr.g of a ncde (ltS 

18 glven by two abstract obJects (the se: 

-1' 'l"des ,,\C'r"E'sslble frr:om It. ,:lnd the struc":ure 0f rel:ltlons 

:-1": ~lng t'l'."tween the members of thls set) rather than dl-

ln t~rms 0f other nodes. thIS 30lutlon lS not 

)','al:,"ible to Eco. Slnce he has abollshed the dIstInctIon 

between token- and type-nodes. and has reduced aIl rela-

t10ns between nodes to the Interpretant relatIon 

37. But see the sectIon on the emplrlcal content of 

M)del Q below an argument to the effect that the emplrlcal 

-~nt-..:>nt ,)f Model Q was ,:llready nearly:::ero. ThIS lS fore-

'}r-unded ln EC(~'S later formulatIon . 

. 1 At any rate Eco would have to claIm that no 

;'l-edl,:-tlons can be based. on the InfInIte network. slnee 
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1 nterpr~t:<3.nt ln f:'I.ct any 

40 term 

) n'i 

àP' f)n l y ':::urnmar l "C-: (. f 

jata, 

41, Lakatos' r'r,n t r:n r 

over its predecessors 18 ,'ln 'Jutgr0Hth :,f the rJe rJuctl'/e-

nomol ogi ca l account of ~'(P l anat Ion 

Popper. Bunge terms i: h 1 S mere "subsumpt 1 on un1er î 

0ry, " and argues for ~ str0nger aC~0urt 

Wh1Ch not "lgn0re the mechan1sms 0f 

(Unc!.erstandl ng 22-23) , Slnce Bunge's crlter10n 13 ~tr!~~l~ 

1 stronger t~lan L~katos' (lt requlres (.Ji a theory e'/erïthln'1 

Hh1Ch Lakatos' does. and adds fur~her requlrement3), mï 
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~d:Gt10n Gr Bunge's 

, j! ':' 

~1: l' 1-1-.r. +:1'"'18 ~molr:r:-al st:3.t:8ments "It :s not Wednesday." 

"T ... 
1 '. : s n.:,t Thursd,:lY." 3.nd S0 ·:m ( Con)ect ures 392). A 

1? (' f 

·-15 ':-he absurdltles ~nt:alled are statements ib~ut 

psychology: these are what save Model Q fram the charge of 

t':"tal vaculty. and prytuc p the quallf:cat~r)n ':'\5 a semantlc 

theory" at the end of the last sentence of thlS p.3.r3.graph. 

46 In recent ye~rs the reputatlon of SClen~e ln the 

E~-:3: SCle~ces ~3S fallen S) low ~hat a spate of books and 

rescue have been ~11Cl~ed 

~'t,""'~-:,u::h jls'ussl.:>n cf :he general arguments cf. Paplneau's 
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