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INTRODUCTION

As an epistemology and method for revealing information needsand uses sense-
making privileges individual respondents in their situation while making the
situation the unit of analysis. As developed during this century. semiotics
focuses upon understanding the construction, use and meaning of signs while
privileging the expert semijotician. Sense-making and semiotics each constitute
a strategy lo understand information-in-use phenomen, contributing 1o our
understanding of human behavior and communication. This projectexplores the
feasibility of acollaboration of these two approaches to understand more clearly
the active use of information. We proceed in this work with the hope that mutual
informing of sense-making respondents, researchers, and semiotic expert ana-
tysts will suggest new directions and provide additional meaningful expressions
for the ontological, epistemological, and methodological foundations of each
approach.

This paper has [our goais:
iy To review briefly sense-making as a concept and method of investigation,
2y To provide a brief overview of semiotics for information studies,
3) To begin to explore the theoretical implications of commingling sense-

making and semiotic approaches (o information-use-phenomena, and
4y To suggest an empirical process 1o instantiate and clarify the theoretical

developments.

SIMPLIFICATIONS
We make the following simplifications toward practical ends, for measures of
success, and for language (o begin this exploration of making sense with
semiotics.
This project makes no pretense that many deep philosophical issues are and
will remain ambiguous: What is meaning? Where is it 1o be found? What is
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knowable? is i
imommeensg:;t;szjfugruag?? Such df.:ep 1ssues may on some levels expose the
oo e e o (':o\mpa}*mg the-_sense-making and semmtic:ép—'
e the ooy c(,m c dppl’(?dd] _Eins commingling from a natveposition: We.
of humans, We acce}ifq{?}zﬁtsuz;1?)?%21‘?meal?ing},;unguage’ ind the nature
of bt a work will raise doubts and hay
consequences that, perhaps, confuse the very guesti ar riving 1
confront. For example, we use Peirce’s semioticsqrat}lwns Y Savssure
comront. ) ‘ : er than Saussure’s strac-
m(r}is:gzlog;;mnlce Peirce cjons;dered real world objects while Saussure{t:;s'f
. mcar?ze . w¥th generalizable, abstract structures of language. :
el Ca;uj:;;isii;?s f{\)r this project_ w‘ilI be ?hc degree to WI;ich semioiicz'
A ?he " respondefli or information user participation from
semiotic ana];sisk Gur fifjr“;:;?E?ilrsfgse-maki?g ettt oo
semic : : » overall project that includes the
Comb:;:t;;i?;s;?::;i :;c:;(r}ixilzzztp;s to sheek meaningful frameworks that
com! | ngand se! proaches to understanding information-
in-use phenomena. This project will initially explore the comgblin' }m‘“fmﬂ
a2y Ted o . T H " : 5 ]
g;;)c;;};iz iynfat?;:z:gdp(}gs;lbée corz'es‘ponfiences hetween a sensemmakniigotir.i:np~
L) P arional « :lc‘e g)e'rvm s triady with a semiotic triangle (Peirce
manings develonon ese devices are z.mt the real’ thing. Any meaningful
o e ope H};galrmg»the {W{). irla('ls‘. vertices are really only motiva-
b the comyee o.f o 1ﬁ:\'fle",‘;n Gur'smxphst;c approach, we will act literally
n the con repﬂ;sem ; c‘ ria s trgatmg them as if they were more than mere
podels orrel evm{z:c;o?si zgjeef.f‘lfar;;smsf. From Ehﬁ”: experiment described below
sup};;rt]f@r mutual informing of ?hgca;}przzz?lczt fhe S5 mappings 10 provide
Fad i =3 A M T M
i gzt‘?:jﬁ:;;:iz;z:ﬁ is den‘se and incorporates aspects of many points
iticion g structu ;sm ?Qstslruaturaiism, deconstructionism, Hierary
- Vécahu]aw o euhms,i and postmodgrmsm. Sense-making also has a
AN, iéc{)r G; v oug lgss dense and with fewer traditions than semiot-
rationl ot Wepw‘c:;,ls' s}tuamm, gap, mo‘Eecuie and verbings. Toward our
m]agionsh‘;ps bc{wc;n I;mlt our use of spec;.alizcd languages. We explore the
Cor oo it imerefijﬂ ap;zir{)achcs.rzot‘ 2‘0‘r the narrow specialist alone but
Koot e ot diqges 11’%{:1 erstandl.ragmforma%ion—in—usephenomena. We
Drectsion oo sservice down playing specialized language may do to the
subtlety of our efforts to communicate with experts.

Dervin’s sense_maki SENSE-MAKING AIN'ID‘ THE DERVIN TRIAD

encion of hu;mm mfmg apPrﬂach explicitly accounts for time and space dcpénd—

tive statos of s f}rliri‘atmfl needs by metaphorically representing the cogni-

Dervin 1~992 lg;;ls :?;hcfmimual movement along aroad intime and space (e.g.

rond o endé 795 ). The perception of a person’s current position along th;:;
p on where the person has been (past) as well as where the person
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js (present) and where the person is going (future). Dervin pictures humans as
intelligent, creative creatures capable of making sense by incorporating know!-
edge from within themselves and from the external world that allows forward
movement along their cognitive road. She notes that discontinuities or gaps that
represent aneed for the individual to make sense of the world often appear along
the cognitive road and that humans must make sense before movement may
continue along the cognitive road. Gaps are 4 direct consequence of Dervin's
perspective of a human's view of reality as sometimes intersubjective, some-
times recursive, sometimes chaotic but constantly changing. Dervin derives her
view of the human becoming in the world from her positing ontological and
epistemological incompleteness. Dervin’s (1995) assertion that information is
designed by humans who make and unmake information has much in commaon
with Giddens' (e.g. 19848 structuration

theory. Giddens and Dervin pose an
ontological philosophy of social relations in which agency and structure blend
in social relations. They agree that humans often embed social relations in
routinized activities of individuals who can neither be aware of all preconditions
nor able 1o predict all the unintended consequences of their actions.

Gaps are respondents’ concerns that generate information needs in conjunc-
tion with respondents’ expectations of how bridging the gap would be useful to
continue movement along their cognitive road, Gaps are operationalized in
sense-making experiments as questions respondents had as they proceed 10
resolve their information needs. Dervin acknowledges that these needs are not
always well articulated or acknowledged by respondents. Uses are
operationalized as the helps or hurts respondents express concerning the atility
of the responses they obtained to their questions. Dervin belicves that as humans
we have a common need to make sense of the world. That need is expressed
metaphorically as an innate desire to get back on the cognitive road. Her
approach allows each person to represent his or her own reality. However, Nilan

(1985, 1991) suggests that this does not lead to unmanageable complexity or

variability in analyzing human behavior because humans share socio-cultural

experiences. Human need (o make sense and the evidence for common experi-
ences among individuals limit the range of human diversity present at a

particular point in space and time.

Dervin iliustrates the process of sense-making using situation, gap, and use

as the three vertices of a triangle. That is, humans find themselves facing gaps
they need to bridge mediated by the situation in which they find themselves.
Often the actual usefulness of the bridge differs from the expected usefulness.
Indeed, our cognitive movement through a situation is the accumulation of a
series of steps with each step or micro moment of the situation represented by
a triad. The triad consists of an event of the situation, a gap at the event, and the
uses obtained from responses to the event’s gaps (whether helpful or impeding,
actual or expected) . Dervinusesa time line method for respondents to map out
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the sequence of events of the situation, the questions (gaps) they had during the,

events, and the responses they obtained in making sense of their situation.
The individual is privileged in Dervin’s conceptualization yet sense-mnaking
analyses go beyond an individual's view of a situation. An individual may forget
an aspect of a situation for a range of reasons, not the least of which is that they
did not think a particular issue was important or they easily resolved it.
However, what one individual did not recall another may well recall. The sense-
making time line method has shown a high degree of overlap of micro moment
steps among respondents in the same situation. Further, holistic impressions of
time line triads for describing a situation require relatively few respondents
(e.g.. Nilanetal. 1989, 1991). To go beyond the individual, sense-making seeks
out the commonalities as well as the not-so-common aspects among individual
time lines by merging individual multi-step time lines. Aligning and overlaying
different respondents’ sense-making triads from their time lines leads to chang-
ing the essence of prediction from IF .. THEN to THEN... THEN while
acknowledging the incompleteness of such a construction. Generating a proto-
typical sequence of gaps and support for resolving the gaps provides a design for
mformation systems {(Nilan et al. 1989) yet acknowledges ontological and
epistemological incompleteness. To repeat, open systems have unacknowl-
edged preconditions and unintended consequences. The time line method
accepts such indeterminacy, producing flexibility and robust information sys-
tems that help people in their situation. In summary, the sense-making method
1s based upon collecting a series of micro moment steps in which users’ state
their gaps and actual and intended uses within a situation’s events: the Dervin
Triad.

For example, Nilan et al. (1989} analyzed the situation of users developing
adesktop publishing product such as a poster, card, or newsletter, They analyzed
the time lines of respondents with a range of experience levels, developed a
model for the process of creating desktop publishing projects by overlaying time
lines, and then displayed a novel online help system. The novel help system
incorporated facts, task analyses, and tutorials on a menubar. The menubar
reflected the situation time line rather than the standard categorical menubar
items ubiquitous in desktop metaphor graphical user interfaces. In this sense-
making application to information-in-use systems the individual was privileged
within the collective actions of a small group leading to a meaningful design.

OVERVIEW OF SEMIOTECS AND PEIRCE’S TRIAD
Semiotics seeks to understand signs with signsunderstood as rclationships
between an expression of a concept and the concept to be represented
(MacEachren, 1995). Unfortunately, the terminclogy of semiotics can be con-
fusing because different fields (e.g., anthropology, psychology, linguistics)
using differing jargon have approached the study of signs and their meaning.
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of many terms is the common use of terms that
For example, the term “symbol” has a
d precise set of defimtions

Compounding the scieméfifs use of m
predate the devejopments in semiotics. For
narrow meaning in semiotics. Thus, a consistent an set
and terms must be selected and employed for the ;_:»résent‘pm]ea. —
The term “sign” will refer to the mferall refationship amfylng( 1:; Ob_ecy{
encompassing an expression, the conceptit stands f_OT’ and t‘hc;rhea :;:ra g n;];m;
represented (if one exists). A sign for our purposes 1s not use ‘ E':Fg f{a{;{;r ol
in the everyday sense nor does it represen‘t marks catrying meaning. o S, e
«gign-vehicle” will be the term used to refer to the carrier of meaning. u
o ,astop sign) is a sign-vehicles 101s the expression
of the sign. “Interpretant” will refer to the meaning or concept;o. Wk{u{;htt?;;f;
vehicle refers. “Referent” will refer to th(la actual, rgal-world o ‘g}cc 1295) sig
links to the sign vehicle (choice of ferminology after M?cEaa rﬁ:n%l > .1(}16
The formal study of signs developed alo'ng two different paat‘.i. " h.icm
Saussure, a linguist, described a dyadic relationship bc.m.ae:e:‘l th; t;?;:;n;:{m}ﬂy
and the interpretant initiating onc appfgach w thf: study Qfsxg—ngaj ? (S;;ion';ﬁzd
{Innis 1985). (Saussure used the term signitier for 1hf: sign-ve fme dnvehhi]eg. -
for the interpretant.) Saussure focu;:ed or; {heﬂ;{;:izt;:rzzlipgg ;::in{hat ﬂ:e ;égn
ir concepts, explicitty omitting the real wo . 5. the sign
f;ilim wasptotalls arbitrary. For example, the word f{)rmec% ?y 4th§“]1(i:zt:;:i :h {Lﬂ
o-p” is an arbitrary representation for the conc.:ept.‘Saussure ‘a, red thed
network of relations and that semiotics naec'i only concern itgell
with the differences between the meanings: a rl;tm(:turai‘ pm?t of‘vw:. ot (the
In contrast, Peirce, a philosopher and Eoglctar‘l, {fc)ﬂSIderf,c% thc, r(c- C;,ach '
real object) of immense concern 10 the' study of' s;gz}sl Pc;rags s'dﬁf})n qi;m-
signs is called semiotics. Peirce c{i;scrzbedlgggzaﬁiféﬁéz?;nl?gjﬂ t;ilri‘,
icle, i retant, and referent (Hervey ; 0 1995). Perrce s
rr{:::icgziali?:)irjilip haé permeated North American iiieramfe on the s%ué}y oip scilgl{fz
with various authors emphasizing different components. }f—ar f:xamig,ct) e
stressed the sign-vehicle as the mediaw_r between the rcliertﬁt ;0 3:, re;am
interpretant (meaning), while Ogden and Richards str_e-ssec! thero LE ¢ _‘;ln ﬂp e
as mediator between sign-vehicle andreferent (cited in MacEachre ,
: 3 I
pvzgt:)r;lioticéans then developed a typology of signs based upon cxtklml; 1h;30?igi
or triad model. For example, Peirce devei(l}.pid g ;ge[c:e;; n?i? Sﬁw or e
ionship between referent and sign-vehicle 2 wofd
i::?;rr;tani: icon, index, and symbaol. Sebeok (2955) added t.hre.;e ;}niorax :;f:‘:};
symptom, and name. Unforwunately, thefe categories are‘§o§ n‘w u\ ‘{3;, N
nor exhaustive of sign refationships. FOF example, a sign Lar::\;c, } m 0
vehicle itself gencrating a secondary sign cai§e§ a my.{h; M so é§€§(}£e€1
associated with both literal and cultural messages Wltlz ii’i({?‘llt{,;c; éfn‘?gmmarimq
and the cultural image connoted (Barthes 1967). Sless (1 } su &

common usage of asign {e.g

meanings forma

o
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SENSE-MAKING AND PEIRCE TRIAD MAPPINGS

Associati appings i
ations or mappings between the vertices of the Piercian semiotic triad and -

the Dervin sense- ; i i
o expl;rr:c mal‘<m§ Erzad provide a theoretical and contextual starting
meaningiul mutual informin semiotici

‘ : g of semiotician, sense-m;
point an . c-maker, and
gimmvmakmg. researcher. For example, how is each approach informed v:/he
s S_:on ar;d mterpretant are paired as mediating vertices? i

X co ions i i i ot
e i:’Gjrcen ;fa(riation%s provide unique mappings of the Dervin triad vertices to
the P m.of 112; vertices. P%ach pairing of these six verlices links the basic
Der‘,.,'f;e “d eirce sign triad(sign-vehicle, interpretant, and referent) with a
pein n}.;{:—makmg triad or a situation’s micro moment step (event, gap, and
ses); bee Figures 1& 2 below. Recall i ituati , '
: : . sense-making situations 3 i
uaes): See I & 2 belo . ing sconsistof atime
cxp[{)m{;: cnt(? w:t.hm which gaps or discontinuities occur, To begin this
cxploral fn w; e‘saﬂbe z.he referent as the backdrop of the lifeworld upon which
;coih ot ur, t e sign vehicle as the stimulus for signing, and interpretant as the

‘\ m (e - t1 [ { M ! ‘I
ety C(jn?;n:nf of dhs1gn. We pair vertices to construct six frameworks and

:nt on the manifest implications ring f

fly comme _ ons of each pairing i

mutual informing of sense-making and semiotics ’ ® for exploring

FIGURE 1 FIGURE 2
Peirce’s Sign Triad Dervin’s Situation
Micro Moment Triad
Sign-Vehicle Event
Interpretant Referent Gap Use{s)

Mapping #1: ev - ; i
pping #1: event <—> referent; gap <—> sign vehicle; uses <->interpretant

This confi ion consi i
exmm]; c;()n;fl‘s;tt’zrz(tiuorz considers the role of the evens within the situation as the
al realist’s datum correspondin ign. h
s g to the referent of a sign, th
concern operationalized as a st . ponders at the event
s a question the user asks aloud ders 4
Coem operatic aq . er as or ponders at the event
gn vehicle, and the uses the user elicited or thought in response to the

& < p € p d 3 .’31 Z 2 s N -
g7 [ H a1 :d h l h t {)i t A © f h
; peraticnalized as he p Or ures E]e rﬁsp(}n.ﬁbb as {hﬁ H”e!p}f’lﬁ“” Of the
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This mapping posits uses as the arbitrator of meaning (interpretant},
downplaying though not ignoring the role of the gap (sign vehicie) and the event
(referent) as components of meaning. The gap maps as a direct stimulus or
trigger for fostering a need for making sense. Different users in the same event
may not perceive the same gap; no deterministic relationship exists. Such
indeterminacy of semiotics is within postmodern views that do not instst upon
a singular correspondence between sign vehicle and interpretant for all users,
times, and places (Gottdenier 1995} This mapping further emphasizes the role
of the event as the background or manifest objective, intersubjective, or
reflective reality through which the user passes while constructing of constrain-
ing his or her lifeworld. The event is the routinized aspect of life that connects
users to the whole of the situation and to the paratlel yet concurrent situations
of their existence at the same or different temporal and spatial scales. The event
is not the direct stimulus of the need 1o make sense but, rather, locates the
unacknowledged preconditions for needing to make sense. The eventalso serves
as a stage for playing out the unintended consequences of the uses for aresponse
{the interpretant).

Understanding how users’ might articulate sign components in this mapping
may inform semioticians. Users creale signs as they make sense through the
association of a gap as sign vehicle, an event as referent, and uses as inferpretant.
This mapping also provides an alternative route for semioticians (aleng side
their analytic stand-for relations and sign production necessities) to discover the
signs humans contingently create. Similarly, the user may find new frameworks
for resoiving information needs if the processes of semiosis are more manifest
while resolving information needs and preferences. This mapping may be the
most straightforward linking of Dervin and Peirce. However, the other five
mappings may also be meaningful, provided supporting empirical evidence is

found.
Mapping #2: event <—> referent; gap <—> interpretant; uses <—> sign vehicle

This configuration repeats the role of the event within the situation as the
external realist’s datum corresponding to the referent of a sign, but reverses
mapping #1 by aligning the gap OF user concern with the interpretant, and the
uses the user elicited or thought in respense to the gap with the sign vehicle,

This mapping posits the gap as the arbitrator of meaning (interpretant),
downplaying though not ignoring the role of the uses (sign vehicle) and event
(referent) as components of meaning. That is, in this configuration meaning is
more in the concern, the dislocation to ontological security, rather than in the
uses as indicated by mapping #1. Such a view indicates nses drive the need to
make sense. This mapping seems to suggest that uses or perhaps a decision or
selection of a course of action and its consequences fosters sense-making rather
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than the discontinuity of the gap. This mapping poses a functionalist construet
that reifies result as causation and inverts Dervin's view of the gap as the
disruption on the cognitive road generating the need to make sense. Such 4

reversal makes confirmation of this mapping less likely with respondents but;

if it were, semiotics would indeed inform sense-making.

This mapping also emphasizes the role of the event as the backdrop ihrough-

which the user passes in his or her lifeworld. The event is considered the
routinized aspect of Jife that connects users to the whole of the situation and to
the parallel yet concurrent situations of their existence. The event continues to
locate the unacknowledged preconditions for needing to make sense. The event

also serves as a stage for playing out the unintended consequences of the actions . -

or lack of action in the use of a response (the sign vehicie),
Mapping #3: event <—> sign vehicle; gap <—> referent; uses <—> interpretant

This configuration establishes the role of the event within the situation as the
sign-vehicle ties the gap or user concern to the referent, and the uses (user
elicited or thought responses to the gap) to the interpretant.

This mapping emphasizes the role of the gap as the backdrop through which
the user passes in his or her lifeworld. The gap is now considered the routinized
aspect of life that connects users 1o the whale of the situation and to the paraliel
yet concurrent situations of their existence. The gap in this configuration is the
reality of the unacknowledged preconditions for needing to make sense. The gap
also serves as a stage for the playing out the unintended consequences of the
actions or lack of action in use of a response (the interpretant).

This mapping again posits uses as the arbitrator of meaning (interpretant) as
in mapping #1. downplaying though not ignoring the role of the event (sign
vehicle} and gap (referent) as components of meaning. The event provides a
more direct stimulus or trigger for {ostering a need to make sense. Different
users it the same event may not perceive the same event; no deterministic
refationship need exist since postmodern views of semiotics do not insist upon

a singular correspondence between sign vehicle and interpretant for all users,
times, and places. This mapping further emphasizes the role of the gap as the
background or manifest ohjective, intersubjective, or reflective reality through
which the user passes in his or her lifeworld. The gap is the routinized aspect of
life that connects users to the whole of the situation and to the paraliel yet
concurrent situations of their existence at the same or different temporal and
spatial scales. Gaps are the commonplace aspect of life in this mapping. The gap
is not the direct stimulus of the need 1o make sense but, rather, locates the
unacknowledged preconditions for needing to make sense. Gap also serves as a
stage o play out the unintended consequences of the actions or lack of action in
use of & response (the interpretant). Although in a different manner than
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; /in’s Vi f the ontology of
i i i 1d also invert Dervin s VIew ©
apping #2, this mapping would ai3 , - otosy of
;}mizn ixistence if ohserved empirically. The event _\muld' be'?n;fwoum ore
blatant driver for making sense rather than the gap or d]scont;cnu:' y.% vould e
i § :cipating in the human desire to make sens ;
the gap from participating m th sire 10 1 e but event
(}r?iltld reiigiic gap to a more SUpporung role. This mapping wouid aiso 1
wo

sense-making if found in respondents’ perspective.

inte - uses <> referent
Mapping #4: event <> sign vehicle; gap <—> interpretant; uses <->1¢
ithi sitpation as the
This configuration repeats the role of the event w1£h1; the s;tai;i:x;{ s the
L D i ses the ali ent of the uses 1o eferen
] ic #3 hut reverses the alignmen
sign-vehicle of mapping 2 ‘
afd establishes the gap or user CONCErn as ih.a, interprefant e interpretant)
This mapping pésizs the gap as the arbitrator of meaning " P ol n
9 " e [ ses (ref and event (s
downplaying though not ignoring the role ofd‘.;e uses (rcfeﬂrent) 'mn ;eanmggﬁ
hijc) a8 gomponent% of meaning. That is, in this ccmhguraﬂs neanng ¢
vehic § g : this ig r
more in the concern, the dislocation to ontological secirlttzi; ratv ;em han tn 0
i jew § sis that the e § &
indicaie ne #3, Sucha view sugges
uses as indicated by mapping iow SUEEEsts U |
the need to make sense rather than the discontinuity of the gz;p hich the
This mapping emphasizes the role of uses as the backdrop throug 3 é_as the
e .asqes in his or her lifeworid. The uses are C{'msui.ered the rm:lmz:aue]pvct
u;ciifiz: tl;la‘t connects users to the whole of the situation and to { efa 0w§6d;eé
0 ) 3 o . i \-ﬂ S g
concurrent situations of their existence. T.he uses locate the LTaacc o i
econditions for needing 10 make sense. Uses also serve 3,3 astag i t.he eve;{
E:;t the unintended conseguences of the actions or lack of action
{sign vehicle).
e -yses <-> sign vehicle
Mapping #5: event <—> interpretant: gap <—> referent; uses <> $1g
tishes the role of the eveni within the situation as the

This configuralton (485 ith the referent, and the uses with

interpretant, aligning the gap or user concer

i chicle. ‘ " ‘ .
e %’;’_” :r:;;ping posits the event as (he arbitrator of meaning (interpretan R
is mi EHE

downplaying though not jgnering the role of the uses (s%gn er‘hicle) a!mc.l gy&p
" fere ay]'n%C(}maneﬂiq of meaning. That is, in this coahguratw‘n meaning ;:
::zfgeiit}t;z manifest event rather than baing dnvcn bs'e:k:;,.i S:igzdi;{::} 0
ontological security ot the uses. Sgch a view Sjugge,fks ?hdg e haps
make sense & 11 mapp_ing " Thi? : I??Fpliii&i?‘? %z::ﬁequcncés fosters sc.nsew
éﬁ‘:if}i@ﬂ (}”??iecjori}n{: 2] ff(ijl;:;:ezt;{tig;:ti‘cmalist constract r_eif}-’iﬁg result ;S
mdkmg ! lsdn':nigrt%ﬁu Dervin's view of the gap as the dzm"upﬂt.u?nﬁa.m“tdci
Ca&“‘ft‘iifé ?ir'ié gezleratirfﬂ {he need to make sense. This reversal makes respon
cognitive 104 g

ent confirmation of this mapping less likely.




MYKE GLUCK

bankdiﬁ;;?ﬁffégﬁl:zi It;]ke n}appmg #3, emphasizes the role of the gap as th:
comsidered the ot e u?f‘:r-p&s'ses in his or her lifeworld. The gap is o
Gitiation and to the til ;u»pcct of life that connects users to the whole of thi
. Conﬁgum[miar'a :12 AYet'cgncurren-t.situations of their existence. The g-ép
needing 1o .make Sen:z T; red{hty of the unacknowledged preconditions for.
unintended Consequer;ce;g Offhiz;zt_als? serves as a stage for playing out the:
from the event (1he interpretant, ions or lack of action of the meaning derived

Mappin : >
pping #6: event <> interpretant; gap <-> sign vehicle: uses <—> referent

This confi i cpet ]
interman I;fggéjratlon repeats the role of the event within the situation as the
crpreifant but reverses the alignment i \
. g of the uses c refer i
e o o e e s with the referent and ties the
This mapping i
s g posits the event as the arbitrs i i i
‘ as itrag '
Jouwnplayion e s the o _ or of meaning (interpretant},
e g thoug gnoring the role of the gap (sign vehicle) and the uses
(reters as components of meaning. The gap, as in mapping #1, is a di y
stimulus or tri or f i ng . wsers in th
s ue;z trigger lor fostering a need for making sense. Different users in Ehf
S ¥ ma = ¥ 7 ] ' l ;
shme ven map};ﬁf;t ggrﬁr}ene Ehehsdme gap; no deterministic relationship need
. -  further emphasizes the rofe of th
- This ping fur e uses as the back
or manifest objective, intersubjecti bt the
, intersubjective or reflectiv i '
o . ¢ reahity through whic
or manites etive . lve : y through which the
mum}:? s;q ccms{ruam_ng or constrarning his or her lifeworld. Thec uses are the
o aril Easpeas of life that connects users to the whole of the situatic;n and to
femp( ; ¢l yet concurrent situations of their existence at the same or different
i ) £ ) * ‘r DA o . .
edggd ramzncids.pf;tml :sc,aies. The uses in this mapping locate the unackm}wri
p;ay;nfou:; mops 20; needing to make sense. Uses also serve as a stage for
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AN EXPERIMENT TO STUDY THE SIX SENSE-MAKING SEMIOTIC MAPPINGS
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ot Wc} d;} ] ,U,f a snuat?on or context usually do not present gaps to
respon amc;l.;;, : him sense-making gaps present the opportunity for respond-
ate these normally assumed meanings for the signs and symbols
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of the contextual background. Signs and symbols are the unexamined and hard-
(o-articulate fabric upon which information necds are expressed (much as a
granunar is the unexamined fabric of our natural language). We speak using our
language’s grammar without consciously analyzing our utterances for their
grammatical correctness; similarly, we invoke signs and symbols without
analyzing the relations of sign-vehicle, interpretant, and referent. For example,
some people assume TIME stands for MONEY. Their behavior often reflects
this belief; however, they would have difficulty articulating this relationship of
TIME to MONEY when smoothly traveling along an Interstate highway at 70
miles an hour. However, the same traveler can state his ot her belief about the
relationship between TIME and MONEY when honking at a slow-moving truck
on the way home from work or when stuck behind a sfow-moving farm vehicle
on a winding two lane road already late for a job interview.

When the sign-vehicles and referents are out of context, major breakdowns
or gaps may occur. Thatis, when an expression is out of context respondents will
notice the exceptions bringing the offending phrase jarringly into conscious-
ness. For example, if you think Tam discussing my financial status and I mention
banking you see no gaps, however, if T discuss my financial status and begin
discussing the age of my horse, a gap might appear along your cognitive road.

This suggested experiment explores respondents’ ability to articulate their
understanding of the syntax and semantics of situational signs (relations among
referent, sign-vehicles, and interpretants} when focusing on the gaps in their
cognitive roads. A time line of respondent perceived events operationalizes the
sense-making metaphor focusing on points in time and space when users need
information and provide an opportunity for respondents to considet and expose
the signs and symbols 1n their environment. Respondents develop a sequence of
events that gives them what information they need when they need it within the
context of their situation, We propose to test whether probing such ume ine

sequences with participants gives semioticians meaningful user-based
understandings of signs whether symbols, icons, indexes, myths, metaphors, or
metonymies.

Methodologically, respendents will examine responses they obtained to
their questions. We hypothesize that respondents’ examination of expected and
actual uses (help or hurt of responses) will permit them to express the meaning
of the signs that they usually take for granted and normally have difficulty
articulating. We claim we are 1ot asking them io create new meaning when we
ask them to describe their situation and its signs. Rather, they are exposing their
current understanding of the meanings of signs or the associations among sign-
vehicles, referents, and interpretants as they see them. We believe this informa-
tion-in-use will give semioticians new codes for signs and sense-making an

approach to addressing meaning.
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More specifically, stock brokers, stock purchasers, and consumers of spe-
cific Fortune 100 company products or services will serve as participants for this
riment. Respondents will then describe the events in their decision to
purchase the stock or product from a Fortune 100 company in a sense-making
time line. Respondents will also provide questions they had while investigating
the purchase of the stock or product. The respondents will then discuss the
expected and actaal helps of the responses to their questions while buying the
product or stock. Respondents will then review the annual reports {rom the
Fortune 100 company producing the product or issuing the stock they had
recently purchased. They wiil examine these documents indicating any geo-
graphic images (text, photos, maps, etc.) they find as they continue through the
document. They will then state whether and how such images might affect either
their holding, selling or buying more stock from the company or their satisfac-
tion with the product and their willingness to purchase the product again. These
sense-making interviews definea user-hased syntax for the geographic informa-
tion in the situations of buying a company’s stock ot product, Participants will
also discuss their understanding of the relationship of the geospatial images
ceen or read in the annual reports to the guestions they had atevents intheir stock
or product purchase situation. In addition, respondents will indicate ideal
geospatial images that might have been more useful to them in their use of
specific responses to their questions and how these ideals might have been
useful when they had their questions. This discussion of relations of the

geographic imagery in text and pictures to their information needs presents &

semantic analysis of geographic imagery.

expe

SUMMARY

ews of sense-making and semiotics, described
e vertices of the semiotic and sense-making triads,
and suggested an experiment. The goal of the experiment is to discover how the
mapping frameworks for sense-making and semiotics may support mutual
informing of the approaches to information-in-use phenomena. The experiment
proposes to correlate data from semiotic analysis of the annual reports of
Fortune 100 corporations and respondents’ sense-making interviews regarding
these reports. We expect the semantic and syntactic descriptions from users’

de important contextual and contingent in-

sense-making interviews to provi
forming of semioticians as well as clarifying users’ views of semiotic processes.

We also expect that sense-makers (all of us) will gain insight into the meaning
of the situations, gaps, and uses from the semiotic analysis.

This paper presented OvVervi
possible mappings between th
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