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INNENWELT AND UMWELT

John Deely

3MiCT IIOTO €ce PO3TopaeThesl y BIAMOBIAHOCTI A0 TakMX MYyHKTIB: 1. BaknmBicTs
TepMiHosorii. 2. CeMioTHYHE NOXOKEHHS i IMITOPTYBaHHS TEPMiHIB. 3. YMBENbT y BIIMiHHOCTI
JI0 TOBKIULIA. 4. AKTHBHA (hopMaIliss YMBEIBTY. 5. YMBEINBT sIK «3Ha4€HHEBHI CBIT» a00 «11apCTBO
3Ha4eHHs». 6. [lepBUHHICTH ceMio3y. 7. SIKUM YHMHOM aHTpONOCeMio3 crenu(ikyeThCs Yepe3
JUQEepeHITialito BiJ] 30-CeMio3y B KOHTEKCTI 3aralbHOTO PO3yMiHHS YMBENbTY. 8. JKUTTEBMIA CBIT
(Lebenswelt) sik YMBEIBT, O CTa€ BUIO-CIIEIH(ITHO JTHOICHKHM.

B ece Big3HauaeThes, M0 HiMebKOMOBHI TepMian « Umwelt» i «Innenwelt» € BaxxmuBrmMu
TEXHIYHUMH TEPMIHAMHU CEMIOTHKH, 0COONMUBO OioceMioTHKH. Lli MOHATTA, SIK i CeMiOTHIHUIN
minxin y ¢inocodii, Hanexars 10 I03aemicTeMoIoriyHol mapagurmu. ToOTo ceMioTHKa MPONIOHY€
BIIACHY ITapaJiurmy, sKa € pajile nocmuyna 1 BUIUIUBAE 3 il 3HAKIB Ta IXHHOTO 3aCTOCYBAaHHS
B JKUTTI 1 MucieHHi. lle o3Havae, Mo npuTamanHe I KiIacu4HOi ¢inocodii TpoTHCTOSHHS
MDK peanizMOM Ta ieaii3MoM, SIK 1 MK HPHUPOIOIO 1 KyIbTypolo, He MOXe OyTH aJIeKBaTHOIO
MEPCIIEKTUBOIO JIOCIIKSHHS NIHCHOCTI.

Xoua 3HaK 3/iHicHIOE cBOT PyHKIIT Ha MepeTHHI IPUPOAH 1 KYJIBTYPH, BiH Yy BIACTHBOMY JUIS
HBOTO OYTTi HE € 3PITHEHUM 3 JKOJHOIO [TAPUHOIO B CEHCI OHTOTEHE3H. 3HAK JIi€ Ha BCIX PIBHAX
610JI0TIYHOTO XKHUTTH, aJle CTa€ peIeKCHBHUM IHCTPyMEHTOM BCEPEANHI aHTPOIIOCEMi03Y, /e BiH
HPOSIBIISIETHCS HA TIEPETHHI KOMYHIKamil i curHigiKamii i e mrre My (JTIou) Briepire it GyKBaabHO
CXOILITIOEMO HOTO SIK Takuil. BinmoBinHo, heHOMEH « YMBEIBTY» HAJIEKHTH 10 300CEMIOTHKH, a
BXXE [0 TOMY — TaKOX J0 aHTPOIIOCEMiOTHKH.

IIponemoncTpoBano, mo ko6 ¢on OHcKioNb BlepIle NPUHAIIOB 10 MepeyCBiTOMICHHS
HOHATTA 1 eHoOMeHy (izudaHOoro NOBKULIA. [IpnitHATo Oyio BBaXkaTH, IO BOHO € «OJHAKOBHM)
JUIs BCiX opraHisMmiB. Hacmpasni, JOBKIJUIS HE € TUM CIIUTEHEM CBITOM, B SIKOMY Oymb-sIKHI 3
6U0i8, 110 TaM BOJJHOYAC ICHYIOTb, (DaKTHIHO MPOBOAUTE CBOE JKUTTsI. KoskHa Giomoriyna KUTTEBa
¢opma (Bux), 3 TPUUNHU 11 IHAKIIOT TiNECHOT KOHCTHUTYI (TEHETHYHOTO CIAJIKY ), IPHIAIITOBAHA
TUIBKH JI0 IEBHHUX YaCTHH 1 aCHEKTIB (pi3NYHOTO yHIBEpCyMY, a0 10 MEBHOI «HIMI» y hi3HIHOMY
noBkimti. Lle cTocyerscst pocnuH He MeHIe, Hik TBapuH. Koy Take «IpHamiTyBaHHS J0»
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npudupae TijecHy (opMy KOTHITUBHHX OpPTaHiB, [0 HUMH 30KpeMa € BiTIyTTs, ab0 K 4yTTeBI
MOJIAJIBHOCTI, TOJII TTOB’s13aHi 3 MU MOJTATLHOCTSIMHU 0COOITUBOCTI (Pi3HIHOTO JOBKILIS, CTAIOTh
«00’ €KTHBOBAaHUMM», TOOTO — MPUCYTHIMH He JHIIe (Gi3HdHO, ane i KOTHITUBHO.

Pedi MOBKIUIA «CTalOTh 00’€KTHBOBAaHMMMI» 3a IOCEPETHHUITBOM 3Haka. To0To, pid
nosuauena € 00’ekToM, a OyTH IO3HaUeHUM — 1ie OyTn cnpuiHsITHM. CKasaTy, o pid MoXxe
OyTH 1 MOXXe He OyTH 00’ €KTOM, 03HauYa€ TOBOPHUTH, 1[0 BOHA MOJKe a00 HE MOXKe Oymu 8i00MOI0.
Togmi sik 3BOPOTHE TBEPIKEHHS: 00’ €KT MOXKe 200 He MOXe OyTH Piddr0, — TOBOPHTH, IO He MOXCE
6ymu 06 ’ekmom me, wo € HegidomuM 1, BIMIOBITTHO, — 6ce, W0 € BIOOMUM — € 00 €eKmamu.

V crarTi HaroJIoLIy€eTHCS, 0 KYMBEJIBTY (6Ud0Ceim)' He € 3BUMAHHNM acIIEKTOM JOBKIJLIS,
JOCTYITHHM Yy BITYYTTAX. 3HAYHO BaXKJIMBIIIAM € CIIOCIO, SKUM TaKi acIeKTH 00’ €IHYIOTHCS B
CIUTEHY MEpeXy H KOHCTUTYIOIOTBCS SIK «00’ €KTH TOCBIAY». BiqMiHHICTE Mk 00’ €KTaMu TOCBiLY
1 elleMeHTaMH BiJUYyTTiB BU3HAYAETHCS HE YMHHUKAMHU (i3MYHOTO JTOBKULIA, alle mepeicero i
cimKor i0HOUIeHb, K1 HaOyBAIOTBCSA MK THM, IO «(QaKTHIHO» MOXe OyTH npedcmasiene
(penpe3eHTOBaHE) y (Di3UIHOMY CEPEIOBUIII, i THM, IO HAJICKUTH IO KOTHITHBHOT KOHCTUTYIII1
010JIOTIYHOTO OpraHi3My B MpOIECi HOTO B3aEMOJIIT Yy MeKaX CBOTO BUAY 1 B3aEMOII 3 MM
CEpEeIOBHIIEM TYT 1 TETIep.

«IHHEHBENBTY» — IIe TOHATTS, IKUM OXOILTIOETHCSI MOJIEIIIOBAIbHA CHCTEMA, IO 3aKJIaziae
MATPYHTS # KOPEJIIOE 3 «YMBEJIFTOM» (BHIOCBITOM) 1 HE € MOBHICTIO IIPYB’s3aHA JI0 TLIECHOCTI
(6iosorii). [Tepmie mpoayKTUBHE MOSCHEHHS ITi€T aBTOHOMIT B KOHTEKCTi CEMiOTUKH MU 3HAXOJMO
B T. Ciboka. HapomxkeHHs oprasiaMy € cTporo aerepMmiHoBaHuM. [IpoTe Bke 3 HAPOKEHHIM —
3’SIBISIETHCS 3MATHICTD IO MOAJIBHOCTI, SIKA IIPUXOMTD 3 BIUYTTSAMH i KOTHITHBHICTIO. AJIE T€, 110
MH OyZeMo 371aTHI BHCIIOBITIOBATH 3aB/ISIKH BOJIOAIHHIO BepOaIbHOIO MOBOIO, € TAJIEKNUM BiJ] TOTO,
1110 JKOPCTKO (iKCyeThCs # neTepMiHyeThes. HexTyBaHHS ITMM ()eHOMEHOM Bezie 10 MOMIHPEHOTO
HETIOPO3yMIHHS Cepel OCBIUeHOI BepCTBH. BOHO mosirae B Crury TyBaHHI MK MOBO!O B TIOICEKOMY
CEHCI «IIHIBICTUYHOT KOMYHIKaIii», sIKa € CIIPaBOIO «iHHEHEebNY» SIK MOACITIOBAIbHA CHCTEMA, 1
sIKa He € TICHO ITOB’s3aHa 3 010JIOTIYHOI0 KOHCTHUTYIII€I0, i KoMyHiKayicto, sIKa € YHiBepCaTIbHUM
(heHOMEHOM, TIPUTaMaHHUM JUIS BCIiX )KHBHX iCTOT.

«|HHEHBENbTY, K «3HAYCHHEBHH CBIT» B SKOMY JXHMBE JIOJCbKa iCTOTa, PO3ropTae
MOCTIIHIBAJIbHI CTPYKTYpPH, SIKI IPUTAMaHHI TUTBKY JUIS JIHIBICTHYHOI TBApHHU i CTOCYIOTBCS
KyJIbTYypH 1 IITYYHHX MOB. Toni SIK BCI iHINI TBapWHM, HABITH SKIIO BOHM 3aCTOCOBYIOThH
CHMBOJIIYHI 32CO0HM KOMYHIKAIIii, 3aJTUIIAi0THCS IPHB’ I3aHMMH JI0 IIPEJIiHIBICTHIHOTO, Yy TTEBO-
MIEPIIENTUBHOTO 00’ €KTHOTO LIapCTBa.

(Ilepexnao — Anamoniii Kapacwv)

Knrouosi cnoea: yMBesbT, IHHEHBEIBT, JKUTTECBIT, CEMi03, 300CeMi03, aHTPOIIOCEMiO3,
MOJIEIIOBaJIbHA CHCTEMA, KOMYHIKAITis.

Keywords: Umwelt, Innenwelt, semiosis, zodsemiotics, anthroposemiosis, modeling system,
communication, meaningful world,

The grounding of the action of signs within animal life forms, including human

animals, is the subject of this essay. Thus, within semiotics, it does not extend to questions
either of phytosemiosis or of physiosmiosis.

! TepMiH «yMBEJIBT» 3T1/IHO 31 3HAYEHHSIM, SIKE B HHOTO BKIIAJAETHCA 3 OISy CEMIOTHKH, CTOCY€EThCS

JKMTTEBOTO MOETHAHHS 0i0JIONYHOTO BUIY 3 aCIEKTaMH IOBKLLIS (PEAIBHICTIO), B SIKOMY Liel BH epedyBae,
YTBOPIOIOYH CBOE CHeLM(idHe Cepe/IOBHILE, TIOB sI3aHE 3 BiIMOBIAHIMH KOTHITHBHIMH OCOOIUBOCTSIMH BUITY.
Tomy B yKpaiHCBKiil MOBI epeKIaqoM KOHLENTY «YMBEIBT» MOXKE CIIY)KUTH CJIOBO «BHIOCBITY»; BOHO THM
OisbLIe 1iKaBe JOAATKOBOIO KOHOTAIIEI0 B CEMAHTHUIII KOHLENTIB «0a4eHHs», «30py», «BUAY». - Anamoni

Kapacw.
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1.THE IMPORTANCE OF TERMINOLOGY

Umwelt and Innenwelt, apparently German terms, have become in fact technical
terms within semiotics, especially biosemiotics as Thomas A. Sebeok fashioned it.! The
terms are too important to be left to scholars, etymologically inclined ones in particular.
Still less is it enough to rely on existing German-English dictionaries to render the terms,
for the notion of Umwelt in particular, as it has come to be established in the usage proper
to semiotics as the doctrine (in contrast to “science” or “theory”) of signs, admits of no full
predecessor, least of all one dependent on the thoroughly modern, even “ultra-modern”,
epistemological paradigm developed in work of Kant, so much admired by Jakob von
Uexkiill. For semiotics has its own paradigm, noetic rather than epistemological, as
I would now say, namely, that proper to the sign. And for the sign, as Poinsot early
intimated,? the perspective proper to realism in philosophy is no less inadequate than
the perspective proper to idealism in the modern sense. For the sign performs its task at
the crossroads of nature and culture. And though it marks paths variously deep into both
realms, the sign itself in its proper being is native to neither realm, always “mixed” in
its ontogeny — at least as it comes to be a reflexive instrument within anthroposemiosis,
where alone we first and initially grasp it as such.

2.SEMIOTIC ORIGINS AND IMPORT OF THE TERM
The semiotic usage of the term Umwelt, then (I eschew placing it in quotation
marks, for, as I have tried to insist, it is not a “foreign” word, but a term indigenous to
the developing doctrine of signs), began with Thomas A. Sebeok’s reading of the work of
Jakob von Uexkiill.’ Similarly the term Innenwelt, which is the subjective or organismic
correlate of Umwelt as the meaningful environment in which an animal lives, acquires its
proper meaning only in the context of the web of reciprocal relationships that semiotic

'T have not here documented the historical sources upon which Jakob von Uexkiill drew (material
covered in Deely 2001, 2004, and 2004a), but only those works within which the concept of Umwelt as
Sebeok took it up for semiotics were introduced. (But I cannot resist to note that the actual term “Umwelt”
was coined by the Danish author Jens Baggesen in an ode to Napoleon he wrote in German [Baggesen 1800:
102], whence the term subsequently migrated to Danish as “omverden”: see Deely 2002: 127n1 or 2003:
32-33n7.) Beyond this, I have restricted my references to those very few works directly quoted or cited in
the course of my remarks; for my aim here has been not etymology or scholarly illustration in the full sense,
but simply and directly to explicate and influence the usage itself of the term Umwelt within semiotics as a
contribution to the establishment, little by little, of a noetic paradigm (no longer a modern epistemological
one) “home grown” from reflection directly on the being and action proper to signs as the fundamental and
universal vehicles by which experience grows and on which knowledge within experience depends. For
this is the line of intellectual development most promising for the foreseeable future of semiotics, at least if
semiotics provides, as Locke obscurely prophesied, a “new sort of Logick and Critick”, to wit, a definitive
breaking out of and moving beyond the confinement of modern philosophy that resulted from its adoption
(up to and including Kant) of an epistemological paradigm which precludes that very intersection of nature
with culture which semiotics takes as its distinctive “point de départ”.

2 Poinsot, Tractatus de Signis 1632: 118/6-9.

3 See J. von Uexkiill 1899-1940, esp. 1920, 1934, and 1940; also T. von Uexkiill 1981, 1982.
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analysis reveals: for just as there is no “outside” without an “inside”, so there is no
Umwelt without an Innenwelt.

Von Uexkiill himself (1864—1944) was what has been termed' a “cryptosemiotician”
rather than a semiotician proper. He did not see himself from within the perspective
of semiotics. He thought of himself rather in terms of research in biological science —
early ethology, some might put it. It took a semiotician, Sebeok in particular, as it
happened, to see that von Uexkiill’s work, in its central application of the expression
“Umwelt” (here let it be for a moment a “German” term, and hence “foreign”), concerned
“biological foundations that lie at the very epicenter of the study of both communication
and signification in the human animal”, and every other animal (for that matter).

3. UMWELT IN CONTRAST TO ENVIRONMENTAL NICHE

For the Umwelt belongs first of all to zodsemiotics, and to anthroposemiotics only
from there. In other words, the Umwelt is first of all, even within semiotics, a vehicle for
expressing especially the role of biological heritage in the use and function of signs, rather
than for expressing what is species-specifically human in the use and function of signs.
Now the philosopher who best understood the limiting functions of psycho-biological
constitution upon knowledge was Immanuel Kant. So it is not at all surprising that von
Uexkiill saw himself indebted philosophically to Kant above all in his creative research
within biology.

What von Uexkiill uniquely realized was that the physical environment, in whatever
sense it may be said to be the “same” for all organisms (we are speaking, of course, of the
environment on earth, though much of what we say could be applied, mutatis mutandis,
to biospheres on other planets should such eventually be found), is not the world in which
any given species as such actually lives out its life. No. Each biological life-form, by
reason of its distinctive bodily constitution (its “biological heritage”, as we may say), is
suited only to certain parts and aspects of the vast physical universe, to a certain “niche”
with the larger physical environment. This is true for plants no less than for animals.
But when this “suitedness to” takes the bodily form of cognitive organs, such as are our
own senses, or the often quite different sensory modalities discovered in other animal
lifeforms, then those aspects and only those aspects of the physical environment which
are proportioned to those modalities become “objectified”, that is to say, made present
not merely physically but cognitively as well. This marks the “line of passage” from
simple “niche” within the subjective and intersubjective order of physical (or awareness-
independent) reality to the beginnings of the world as species-specifically “objective”.

What needs to be stressed, then, is the limited and partial aspect of the environment of
which the organism becomes aware in sensation. The niche environmental in the physical
sense is “limited” on the physical side independently of awareness. But the Umwelt as

' By Sebeok 1976: x, 1977; see the discussion in Deely 1990: 119ff.
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such necessarily and directly involves awareness as well as awareness-independent
physical factors. Whence the Umwelt possesses from the start a suprasubjective character
as the dimension proper to it, even as concerns those of its primary components which
have in their own right a subjective dimension. Thus the Umwelt stands in contrast
with both the subjectivity of the Innenwelt and the subjectivity of the environmental
niche (including the intersubjective physical relations as awareness-independent among
physical subjectivities). For Umwelt in its entirety obtains on the side of the termini of
relations, just as Innenwelt obtains on the side of factors subjective to the animal but as
provenating' the animal’s “public”, that is, the animal’s “objective”, world.

When I look out over a rich meadow on a beautiful day, I see what might be loosely
described as “an infinite variety of colors”. That will do for the poet or even the practical
man, but the careful thinker will realize that such expressions are but shorthand for our
limitations: we see not all colors possible, but only those that, under given conditions
of light and shade, fall within the range of our type of eye. Nor is “our type of eye” the
only type of eye. That same meadow will appear variegated quite differently to the eye
of'a bee, a beetle, or a dragonfly, however much we may suppose an underlying common
“physical” being which is “the same” no matter who or what species of individual happens
to be beholding the meadow. A rose by any other name may still be a rose. But what a
rose is will not be the same to a bee and to a human suitor.

So species-specific subjectivities of the animal body on the one side and of the
physically surrounding bodies on the other side are only starting points in the construction
of an Umwelt. For an Umwelt is not merely the aspects of the environment accessed in
sensation. Far more is it the manner in which those aspects are networked together as
and to constitute “objects of experience”.

No doubt there are relations among items of the physical environment that have no
dependency upon the awareness of beings in that environment. No doubt too that, given
the type and condition of my eye, what colors will appear to me when I look in a certain
direction will not depend upon my evaluation of anything that is there. If we presciss (in
Peirce’s usage) sensation as such within our perceptions of the world, it is quite evident
that our bodily constitution filters and restricts, but does not by itself determine, what we
will become aware of in sensation. If my eyes are normal and a traditionally equipped
classroom is lighted, I cannot fail to see the black rectangle against the lighter background
that I will interpret as a blackboard affixed to a wall. But what my eyes objectify and
what my mind makes of that vision remain as distinct as sensation as such in contrast to
perception. Perception it is that transforms sensations into objects experienced, like dark
rectangles against lighter surfaces “seen” to be blackboards on walls.

The bee unfortunate enough to fly into the classroom will not see a blackboard. The
beetle will likewise fail to apprehend what is so obvious to me, such as the purpose of the

! In strict linguistic terms, this is an English verb form derived from the Latin infinitive “provenire”.
For a full discussion of the linguistic aspect, see Deely 2010: xiii—xiv.
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blackboard, or the student desks. What objects will the bee or the beetle, or the dragonfly,
for that matter, encounter in this same classroom?

That is the question (or type of question) which guided the Umwelt-Forschung
pioneered by Jakob von Uexkiill. Von Uexkiill uniquely saw that the difference between
objects of experience and elements of sensation is determined primarily not by anything
in the physical environment as such but by the relation or, rather, network and set of
relations, that obtains between whatever may be “in fact” present physically in the
surroundings and the cognitive constitution of the biological organism interacting with
those surroundings here and now. Nor are those relations primarily of the type that
antecede and hold independently of any such interaction. To the contrary. The relations
in question are not mainly between the organism and what is sensed (those limited and
partial aspects of the physical surroundings which are proportioned to and activative
of the limited range of this or that sensory channel in combination with however many
other cognitive channels the organism in question is biologically endowed with). No.
The relations in question concern above all how the limited and partial sensory aspects
of the physical environment are connected among themselves so as to constitute objects
of experience, and this constitution depends above all on the constitution of the organism
doing the sensing. For it is the interests of that organism, not the “independent” nature
of the source of the sensory stimuli, that is at issue in the perception as such that the
organism finally acts upon and uses to orientate itself within the environment for the
purposes of its life and well-being.

In other words, the organism does not simply respond to or act in terms of what it
senses as sensed, but rather in terms of what it makes of that sensation, what it perceives
to be sensed, rightly or wrongly. The female wolf responds to the male’s howl differently
than does the sheep, regardless of gender. Thus, whereas sensation prescissed and taken
as such actively filters but passively receives incoming stimuli, perception by contrast
actively structures sensation into things to be sought, things to be avoided, and things that
don’t matter one way or the other. Yet what constitutes a pattern of stimuli as desirable
and to be sought or menacing and to be avoided depends less on the stimuli than upon
the biological constitution of the organism receiving the stimuli.

4. ACTIVE FORMATION OF THE UMWELT

While the awareness of animals begins in sensation prescissively taken, this pattern of
stimuli as assimilated to the level of sense-perception (as contrasted to sensation as such)
becomes a part of something actively woven, not merely passively received. Between
and among sensory elements of stimulation, the organism itself weaves a network of
subsequent relations which obtain only in the perceiving, not prior to and independent
of it. It is the pattern of this network of relations within perception, not any prior pattern
within sensation alone, that determines and constitutes the objects of experience so far
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as they are distributed into the categories of desirable (+), undesirable (-), and neutral
(). Perception does no more.

In this way, each species constructs and lives within its own lifeworld. The whole
process is executed by means of signs, but the perceiving organism does not think of
the matter in that way. It simply uses signs, as Maritain best put it,! without realizing for
a moment that there are signs. For whenever one element of experience makes present
something besides itself, be that other “real” or not (for example, the danger perceived
only through an erroneous amplification of the stimuli of sense), the element in question is
functioning as a vehicle of signification. This is why Sebeok so aptly speaks of experience
as “a semiotic web”, that is to say, a web woven of sign relations, at whose nodes
alone stand the objects of experience as experienced, whatever be their further status as
“physical” or “real” independently of the experience within which they are given.

5. UMWELT AS “MEANINGFUL WORLD”
OR “REALM OF MEANING”

So it is clear that experience, for any organism, does not simply consist of anything
that is “there” prior to and independently of the experience (as is the case with the physical
environment whether as a whole or as providing a niche for given organisms), but only
of “what is there” within and dependently upon the experience. Whence however many
or few relations within the experience may also obtain independently of the experience,
these relationships have meaning only insofar as and as they are incorporated within
that larger network of relations constituting perception in contrast to (while inclusive
of) sensation, that larger network upon whose pattern the appearance of objects as such
depends. And this larger network involves relations which would not obtain but for the
biological constitution of the perceiving organism acting as interpretant even of what is
given in sensation along with, indeed, within, the perception of objects as objects.

Now there is a great difference between an object and a thing?, however confusedly
the two notions are made to play in popular culture. For while the notion of thing is the
notion of what is what it is regardless of whether it be known or not, the notion of object
is hardly that. An object, to be an object, requires a relation to a knower, in and through
which relation the object as apprehended exists as terminus. A sign warning of “bridge
out” may be a lie, but the thing in question, even in such a case, is no less objective than
in the case where the sign warns of a “true situation”.

So we see plainly that while nothing precludes an object from also being a thing,
nothing necessitates that a given object also be a thing. And an object that is one kind
of thing for one kind of organism (a wolf, say) may be quite a different kind of thing for
another kind of organism (such as a sheep); even without getting into the question of

! Maritain 1976: esp. 53.
2 Full thematic treatment of the object/thing distinction in Deely 2009.
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mistakes organisms make about what kind of thing an object is or is not, mistakes which
may cost life or limb, or which may in the end “make no practical difference”.

To say that an object may or may not be a thing and to say that a thing may or may
not be an object sound like simply inverse sayings, but they are not. For to say that a
thing may or may not be an object is merely to say that any given element in the order
of what exists independently of finite knowledge (“things”) may or may not be known,
whereas the inverse saying that an object may or may not be a thing is to say that what
is not known is not an object, or, equivalently, to say that whatever is known is an object.
And since whatever exists as an object does so only within that network of relations
(what Sebeok characterized as “a semiotic web” and von Uexkiill called an “Umwelt”)
indifferently from nature and from mind (yet according to a mixture or pattern wherein
those relations within and by cognition itself tend to predominate in the presenting of
an object as this or that), we see at once that “what an Umwelt is” amounts to a species-
specific objective world, with elements of the physical environment made part of a larger,
“meaningful” whole or “lifeworld” wherein the individual members of a given species
live and move and have their being as members of that species rather than some other.

We see then how different and richer is the concept of Umwelt than the subalternate
concept of “environmental niche”. The concept of environmental niche simply identifies
that part of the environment as physical upon which a given biological form mainly
depends in deriving the physical aspects of its sustenance. The concept of Umwelt, by
contrast, shows us how a given “environmental niche” is merely the physical part of a
larger, objective, not purely physical, whole which is, as it were, fully comprehensible only
from the perspective of the particular lifeform whose world it is, whose “environment”
is meaningful in the specific ways that it is thanks only to an irreducible combination of
relations many of which have no being apart from the lifeworld and all of which contribute
to the contrast between the physical environment as neutral or common respecting all
organisms, on the one hand, and parts of that same physical environment interpreted and
incorporated within a meaningful sphere of existence shared by all the members of a
species, on the other hand. Only things which are objects make up part of these species-
specific worlds, but within these worlds are many objects which also are not things apart
from the worlds.

Von Uexkiill compared each Umwelt to an invisible bubble within which each species
lives. The bubble is invisible precisely because it consists of relations, since all relations
as such, in contrast to things which are related, are invisible. The objective meaning of
each world and each part within each world depends less on physical being than it does on
how the relations constituting the Umwelt intersect. The difference between objects and
things makes mistakes possible, but it is also what makes for the possibility of meaning
in life, and different meanings in different lives.
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6. THE PRIMACY OF SEMIOSIS

There is yet another way of putting this matter, one which brings more immediately
to the fore the dominance of semiotics as the perspective proper to the problematic
traditionally called “epistemological”. Relations among things always directly presuppose
physical existence; but for relations among objects as such, physical existence is
presupposed only indirectly. To hit a tree with my car I have to have a car and there has
to be a tree. But to discourse about my car hitting a tree I need neither a car nor a real
tree. The reason for this anomaly traces back to a little noticed yet fundamental point for
epistemology: the status of objects as objects presupposes directly the action of signs,
whereas the status of things as things does not (although I would argue that even the status
of things presupposes the action of signs indirectly, as a “physiosemiosis™!. In Peirce’s
terms, of course, this is but to say that things belong to the category of secondness, while
objects involve always thirdness.

But we need not deviate into a technical discussion of these semiotic categories
in order to make the point that relations among things always suppose two existents,
whereas relations among objects suppose only one existent necessarily, namely, the
interpreting organism. For even when the sign vehicle is a physical mark, sound or
movement external to the organism, that which it signifies need not be physical, when the
organism is mistaken, for example, or thinking of a state of affairs that is possible (“this
hotel robbed”) but not yet actual, as when a beaver sets out to build its dam. So we realize
that what we have heretofore called objects, and what are yet commonly confused with
things, in fact are, as a matter or principle and in every case, significates. To say “object”
and to say “object signified” is to say exactly the same thing. The two-word expression
merely makes explicit what the one-word expression implies and — all too often — serves
to quite effectively conceal from the one using the expression.

To preclude this concealment, and all the philosophical errors attendant upon the
failure systematically to distinguish objects from things, we need only to realize that
signs are what every object as such immediately presupposes. Without signs there are
no objects. For signs are those very irreducible relationships that comprise the semiotic
web, and the semiotic web is precisely that network of suprasubjective relationships
which constitute objects as such as publically accessible elements of the Umwelt shared
by every member of each biological species.

In Poinsot’s time (the late 16™ and early 17" centuries), the distinction between
objects and things and the status of objects as signifieds was explained in terms of
the difference between physical relations, which in principle link two subjects (or are
“intersubjective”, connecting two or more elements physically existing), and sign relations,
which in principle link minimally three elements of which one at least (namely, the object
signified), need not exist physically at all, or not in the way that it is represented as existing

! See Deely 1997, 1998, 2014.
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physically. Later on, in the early 20™ century, Peirce would succeed in expressing this
situation by a terse formula, or maxim: sign relations are irreducibly triadic, whereas
physical relations as such are only dyadic.

We see then how truly Sebeok characterized the species-specific objective worlds
which von Uexkiill labeled Umwelten as concerning “biological foundations that lie at
the very epicenter of the study of both communication and signification in the human
animal”, and, as I said, every other animal, for that matter. I think it is not too much to say
that, insofar as there is any one single concept that is central to the study of zodsemiotics,
that would be the concept of Umwelt, the invisible bubble or species-specific objective
world within which every biological organism that is an animal dwells.

7. HOW ANTHROPOSEMIOSIS SPECIFICALLY
DIFFERS FROM ZOOSEMIOSIS WITHIN THE UMWELT

GENERICALLY UNDERSTOOD

But the concept of Umwelt has one shortcoming, is, we might say, as a biological
concept, inadequate in one particular to explaining the human use of signs. For when it
comes to the human being, it is true but not enough to say that we live in a bubble determined
by our biological constitution. True, our body, no less than the body of a snail, alligator,
bee, or armadillo, determines the range and type of physical environmental aspects that
we can directly objectify; and our perception, so far as it depends upon sensation, is quite
bound by those limits, just as is the perception of a dog, dolphin, or gorilla.

But the human modeling system, the Innenwelt underlying and correlate with our
Umwelt, is, strangely, not wholly tied to our biology. The first effectively to notice this
anomaly in the context of semiotics was again Sebeok.! When we are born, or, indeed,
when our genotype is fixed at fertilization in the zygote from which we develop, what we
can see or sense in any direct modality is established and determined, just as is the case
with any animal life form. But what language we will speak or what we will say in that
language is far from so fixed and determined. Sebeok was the first effectively to point
out that failure to grasp the implications of this fact result largely if not entirely from the
widespread and long-standing confusion, in learned circles no less than in popular culture,
between language in the human sense of “linguistic communication”, which is a matter
of an Innenwelt or modeling system that is not wholly tied to biological constitution,
and communication, which is a universal phenomenon that in and of itself has nothing
whatever to do with linguistic communication.

Thus zodsemiotics studies the communication systems of animals, both those that are
species-specific to each animal form and those that overlap two or more forms, including
communicative modalities shared between human animals and other animal species. But
language is not first of all a communication system. Language is first of all a way of
modeling the world according to possibilities envisioned as alternative to what is given

'E.g., 1984, 1986. See synthesis in Deely 2007; cf. also 2007a.
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in sensation or experienced in perception. When such a modeling system is exapted for
the purpose of communicating to another something modeled, the attempt succeeds,
if at all, only when the other to whom one attempts to communicate such a praeter-
biological content is a conspecific (that is, only when the prospective receiver likewise
has an Innenwelt which is not wholly tied omni ex parte to biological constitution); and
the result of the communication (when and to the extent it succeeds) is the establishment
precisely of a linguistic code, which will correlate with but in no way reduce to elements
accessible through one or another sensory modality of the organism.

The intersubjective establishment of such a code, then, is the establishment of a new,
species-specific channel of communication, to wit, linguistic communication, commonly
miscalled and thoroughly confused with language itself. That is why, for a communication
to be linguistic, it matters not a whit whether it be spoken, written, or gestured: all that
matters is the type of Innenwelt underlying the communication which makes immediate,
non-reductive interpretation of the linguistic code possible in the first place. That is why
the “meaningful world” in which the human animal lives involves postlinguistic structures!
accessible in what is proper to them only by a linguistic animal, whereas all the other
animals, even when they employ symbolic means of communication (as is in fact fairly
common), are restricted to the order of prelinguistic, sense-perceptible object domains
(including postlinguistic structures only in their sense-perceptible aspects of embodiment).

8. LEBENSWELT AS UMWELT BECOME
SPECIES-SPECIFICALLY HUMAN

So the concept of Umwelt applies fully to the human animal insofar as humans are
animals, but the invisible bubble within which the individual human being lives as a
member of a biological species is permeable to things in their contrast with objects in
a way that the Umwelt of no animal without language is: for the human Umwelt is not
restricted to a semiotic web based only on biology.

In ancient and medieval philosophy this species-specifically distinctive openness
or “permeability” of the human lifeworld was expressed in a maxim: anima humana est
quodammodo omnia, “the human mind in a certain way is all things”, namely, in the extent
of its possible knowledge. In fact, that is the reason for the very possibility of semotics
(as distinct from semiosis) in the first place. For if, as we saw, signs consist essentially
in triadic relations which, as relations, are always suprasubjective and only sometimes
intersubjective as well (insofar as semiotic relations incorporate physical relations within
objectivity, as always happens), but are never themselves directly sensible even when
all three of the terms they happen to unite in a signification may be sensible, then only
an animal whose awareness is not wholly tied to biological constitution will be able to
realize that there are signs, in contrast to merely using them, as Maritain pointed out as
the case with nonlinguistic animals.

!'Le., the realm of culture: see Deely 1980.
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So we arrive at a new definition of the human being, no longer the “rational animal”,
as in ancient Greek and medieval Latin philosophy, nor even the “thinking thing” of
modern philosophy, but rather the “semiotic animal”, the animal that not only uses signs
but knows that there are signs, because as linguistic the human animal is capable of
modeling that fundamental reality of all experience which never appears to the eyes and
ears or any other biological channel of sense: relations as such in contrast to the objects or
things that are related; relations as such as the fundamental reality which makes possible
the experience of objects in the first place; relations as such which make possible the
difference between objects and things; relations as such which, in their peculiar being
and irreducibly triadic form, are that which every object presupposes; relations, those
irreducible strands of the semiotic web which constitute the Umwelt or objective world
in its contrast with and difference from the physical environment as such prior and in
some measure common to every life form.

In other words, the human Umwelt is so modified from within by the exaptation
of language to communicate that, without ceasing to be an Umwelt, it becomes yet so
different from an Umwelt based on an Innenwelt without language that some further term
to characterize it becomes imperative. I have proposed that the term Lebenswelt should
be adopted to express an Umwelt which is species-specifically human, retaining Umwelt
to express the generic idea of an objective world which is in every case species-specific
consequent upon biological constitution. Whether this suggestion will catch on remains
to be seen, and I have rested my case mainly on the three hundred and eleven paragraphs
constituting my account titled The Human Use of Signs.

But while the question of whether my argument on this crucial point will prevail by
becoming an accepted usage remains open, the question of whether Sebeok’s argument is
sound in asserting that the concept of Umwelt is central to semiotics may be considered
decisively closed in the affirmative. The success of Sebeok’s argument by itself justifies his
ranking of Jakob von Uexkiill as “one of the greatest cryptosemioticians of this period” in
which we have been privileged to see semiotics pass from the status of abstract proposal to
successful intellectual movement, perhaps the most international and important intellectual

movement since the taking root of science in the modern sense in the 17 century.
Crarrs Haaidunia g0 penxoserii 21.01.2019
IIpuitnara no npyxy 21. 03.2019
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