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Animals and humans are, following Jakob von Uexküll's function circle, receptively and actively embedded in their specific umwelt. Since the organism-environment relationship is not a closed system a mechanical conception of information processing cannot account for the achievements of the function circle. Also, perhaps therefore, cybernetic and semiotic conceptions of the function circle have been proposed, the latter essentially by Uexküll himself.  Cybernetic or signal processing models may give in part satisfactory solutions for relatively simple and tightly embedded animals (flagellatum, ants, etc.). Yet they mechanistic and do not suffice for animals and humans that develop a rich fundus of individually attained experience with the rich qualities of their environment which in most cases implies a rich and individually adaptive repertory of skills to deal with their umwelt, particularly with their social umwelt. In the case of humans, their largely self-produced cultural environment of their social traditions cultivated over generations has to be added.

Semiotic interaction between these experience-making and world-changing individuals and their umwelt has been proposed especially for culturality. But the question arises as to what kind of semiotics fulfils the expectations to understand these systems. All semiotics known is essentially interpretive semiotics. That means it may cover experience making or some part of it; but I cannot see how it would be capable to pertain to the facts of self-generating one's environment. In addition all kinds of existing semiotics are in some way based on exactly that type of interpretative process they would have to explain. Their explanations would therefore be kind of circular and not acceptable to strict logic of science. Insofar most semiotics have been developed on presumptions taken from linguistic or similar notions of meaning it would be unclear how their restricted base could cover the larger range of questions given by cultural phenomena in their totality. For we cannot understand culture if we oppose it to nature rather than understand it as a continuation of the overall evolutive process with some other means. Interpretative semiotic is essentially dualistic in that it posits some immaterial agency inherent in all living structures which cannot be taken at least by some observers for full explanations of the material processes also inherent in large parts of the cultural process.

So for these several problems implied I have come to the conclusion that using that interpretive kind of semiotic in the field of nature would in fact deepen the cleft between nature and culture scientists rather than heal it. Apart from the territorial struggles among scientist groups to bed expected, attempting to explain what has for long been taken as a part of nature by metaphor or analogy (Hoffmeyer & Emmeche 1991, Hoffmeyer 2001) taken over from what is clearly seen by most scientists to be a part of culture amounts to fixing rather than bridging or dissolving that separation.  The implied dualistic split between matter and mind is not satisfying, neither in general nor in this particular issue. Not because of the use of metaphor per se but because the analogy proposed does nothing more that stating this process must be of semiotic nature. That is true also in my opinion; but the next step must be to make clear how it works.

Since Peircean semiotics is itself rather unclear (Greenlee 1973, Short 1986, Lang in prep.) its use has, in addition to the the forementioned reasons, little chances to convince natural scientists and so it may contribute to further fixation of rather than bridging the cleft between the natural or mechanistic and the cultural or interpretative sciences because it is in itself. A lastly idealistic concept attempting to crack materialist foundations will barely have a chance to be accepted. Yet it is obvious, in spite of the respective sciences denying neglect, that live processes are largely based on meaning. The relation between DNA- and protein-structures, to call a hard and early example, cannot be explained mechanically nor cybernetically. At the later stage in evolution, it cannot be overlooked either that materialistic-mechanistic notions are in contradiction with the course of the world in so far human coordinated action is now the major factor of change. Not to mention notions of freedom upon which human societies are constituted. The question, therefore, is how to conceive of meaning while keeping outside the dualistic trap.

In response to this doubtful situation of modern understanding the author has developed a notion of generative semiosis as part of a comprehensive set of conceptual tools called semiotic ecology. It is fully a-dualistic and apt to generically describe and conceptually reconstruct and compare evolutive systems such as our world and the human condition in particular. 
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