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I proceed from the intuition that semiosis should be metaphysically universal and an account of semiosis should be found in a general metaphysical framework. Peirce’s work in this direction is well known. 


I will suggest a metaphysical framework in Aristotelian terms. It is not a reconstruction of the Aristotelian system but rather a modification of it. The central intuition is that the activity of matter consists in actualising potential forms by selecting them, whereas the activity of form consists in providing a system of potential forms. The apparent contradiction with the Aristotelian viewpoint can be explained as follows. Matter, in order to determine itself, has to give forms to itself. And this can be done only by selecting the forms from the store of possible forms. Therefore matter reveals itself in the actual forms. Matter seems as form! It is this seemingness that counts for form in the traditional approach. In reality, the observable pattern of actual forms has its ground in matter and not in form. Such material determination in the Aristotelian list of causes is represented by the formal cause and the efficient cause. The formal cause selects the present actual form of matter, whereas the efficient cause selects the form towards which matter is changing. As to the formal determination, it is represented by the material cause and the final cause. The material determination is the self-determination of matter via form, whereas the formal determination is the self-determination of form through matter. In contradistinction to matter, the activity of form is not selective and partial but constitutive and impartial. Form as material cause determines the realm of possible forms of matter without respect of its change (the usual conception of a law of nature), and form as final cause determines the realm of the possible ways of change of matter. Here (especially in the case of the material cause) form appears as matter.


In terms of this conception, Peirce reduces all determination to material determination. Signs and interpretants are forms of matter. Semiosis is due to the activity of matter. In fact, the whole process of semiosis is the process of self-determination and self-actualisation of matter. Matter realises its initial inclination. The object involved in semiosis is, in final analysis, the matter itself. The peculiarity or the inclination of matter (as opposed to the universality and impartiality of form) is represented both in the dynamical object and the final interpretant. The inherent order of matter is bound to be revealed in the final order. And this order is the result of the process of selecting the order. Form has its representation in the world of matter in the shape of chaos. Chaos is totally impartial but this impartiality itself is a form selected by matter.


It seems that the conflict between the Peircean and the Saussurean approaches to semiotics is due to the difference of the metaphysical grounds of the two approaches, the Peircean one conceiving semiosis as material determination, and the Saussurean one implicitly conceiving semiosis (without using the term and the concept) as formal determination. The approaches could be reconciled and integrated within a framework involving the two ways of determination.

