ISSN 1563-0242 eISSN 2617-7978 Xabapuusl. XKypHanuctuka cepusicsl. Ned (70) 2023 https://bulletin-journalism.kaznu.kz

IRSTI 19.01.07 https://doi.org/10.26577/HJ.2023.v70.14.2

Zh.M. Doskhozhina =

International Information Technology University, Kazakhstan, Almaty
e-mail: zhanatdoskhozhina@gmail.com

THE SEMIOTIC ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION TEXTS

Today, the study of the information texts’ semiotic nature acquires special relevance in connection
with the change of the form and type of the information itself, related to the global communication pro-
cesses. In this connection, the purpose of this scientific research was to designate the fundamental role
of the sign and meaning problem in modern information texts. The main methodological tools for the
study of semiotic models in this work were the concepts of the signs by Ch. Pierce and Ch. Morgan, as
well as the linguistic theories of F. de Saussure. The author reveals the essence of the semiotic model
through the prism of studying two main interconnected semiotic problems. The first is to identify the
nature of the sign, the mystery of its origin, the modeling of the sign situation, the possibility of the mo-
tivated signs’ existence, the relationship of meaning and reason; the second is to denote the problem of
specific information facts’ semiotic analysis, in which the original is such a concept as «semiosphere»,
acting as a space for the implementation of continuous birth and development of meanings processes
during the interaction of different languages and texts. The value of the study lies in the identification
of the main signs and symbols of information texts as the main means of communication and a special
activity of modern global human being, communicating through electronic means. Thus, the practical
significance of the work is determined by the possibility of applying the results of the study in the forma-
tion and further development of a full-fledged information society that is ascending signs as a priority in
communication processes as key components of human culture, in which individuals give them certain
meanings, significance and value.
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AKNapaTTbiK, MATIHAEPAi CEMUOTUKAABIK, TAAAQY

ByriHri TaHAa akmapaTTblK MOTIHAEPAIH CEMMOTMKAAbIK, CUMATbiH 3epTTey >KahaHAbIK,
KOMMYHMKaTMBTIK MpoLleCcTepMeH apakaTbliHACTaFbl akMapaTTblH, ©3iHiH HblCaHbl MeH TYpiHiH,
e3repyiHe 0alAaHbICTbl epekKllle PEAEBaHTTbIAbIKKA ue 06oAbin oTbip. OcbifaH 6GalAaHbICTbI,
OCbl FbIAbIMM 3epTTEYAiH MakcaTbl Kasipri 3amaHfbl aknapaTTblK, MOTiHAepAeri TaH6a MeH MaH
NPo6AEMaCbIHbIH ipreAi peAiH 6eAriaey 60AAbI. ByA XXyMbICTaFbl CEMMOTUKAABIK YATIAEPAT 3€PTTEYAIH
Heri3ri aaicHamanblk Kypaasapbl Y. TMupc neH Y. MopraH 6eAriaepiHiH Ty>XblpbiIMAaMaAapbl,
coHaar-ak, @. ae CocClopAiH AMHFBUCTMKAABIK, TeopusAapbl 60AAbl. ABTOp ©3apa GaiAaHbICTbI eKi
6acTbl CEMMOTMKAABIK, MPOBAEMaHbI 3epTTey MPM3Machl apKbiAbl CEMMOTUKAADBIK, MOAEAbAIH MBHAI
MasMyHbIH awTbl. bipiHwici, TaH6aHbliH, TabuFaTbiH, OHbIH LIbIFY TEri KYMMUSICbIH COMKECTEHAIPYAI,
TaHbaAbIK, >KaFAaMAbl MOAEABAEY, ADAEAAI BeAriaepaiH GOAY MYMKIHAIMH, MOH MeH MarblHaHbIH
apakaTblHACbBIH; eKiHLWICI, TYPAI TIAAEP MEeH MBTIHAEPAIH ©3apa iC-KMMbIAbI 6apbICbIHAA Y3AIKCI3 Tyy
JKOHe MarblHAaAApPAbl AAMbITY MPOLLECTEPIH XKy3ere acblpy YLUiH KEHICTiK peTiHAe dpeKeT eTeTiH «ce-
Muocdepa» AereH yrbiM 6acTankbl GOAbIN TaBbIAATbIH HAKTbI aKMapaTTbiK, PaKTIAEPAI CEMUOTUKAADIK,
TaApay npobaemacbiH  GiaAipeai. 3epTTeyaiH KYHAbIAbIFbI 3AEKTPOHABIK, KyPaAAap apKblAbl
KOMMYHMKATUBTIK MPOLLECTEPA XKY3€ere acblpaThiH Ka3ipri >kahaHAbIK, aAaM KbI3METiHiH 6aCTbl KypaAbl
JKOHE epeklle Typi peTiHAe aknapaTTbiK, MOTIHAEPAIH Heri3ri 6eArianepi MeH CMMBOAAAPbIH aHbIKTay
60AbIN Tabbirasbl. OcblAaniua, >KYMbICTbIH MPAKTUKAAbIK, MOHI aAamM3aT MOAEHUETIHIH TYMiHAI
KypamMAac 6eAIKTEPI peTiHAE KOMMYHMKALMAABIK, NPOLECTEPAiH GacbiIMAbIFbIHA GeAriAepal keTepreH
TOABIKKAHAbI aknapaTTblK, KOFaMAbI KQAbINTACTbIPY XXK&HEe 0AaH 8pi AAMbITy MBCEAEAEPIHAE 3epTTey
HOTMXKEAEPIH KOAAAHY MYMKIHAIMIMEH aikblHAQAQAbI, OHAQ Aapa KacinkepAep oAapfa Geariai 6ip
MaFblHaAApP, M&H MeH KYHABIAbIK, HGepeai.

Ty¥in ce3aep: TaHOa, CMMBOA, KOMMYHMKATUBTIK MOAEAb, MOTIH, CTPYKTYPAAM3M.
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CeMHMOTHYECKHIH aHaAU3 MH(DOPMALLMOHHDbIX TEKCTOB

Ha ceropHsaWHWIT A€Hb UCCAEAOBAHME CEMMOTMYECKOrO XapakTepa MH(MOPMALLMOHHbIX TEKCTOB
npuobperaeT 0CoOyl0 PEAEBAHTHOCTb B CBSA3M C M3MEHeHMeM (DOPMbl M BMAQ CaMOM MHopMmaumu,
COOTHOCALLENCS C TAOGAAbHBIMM KOMMYHUKATMBHbIMK MPOLECCAaMU. B CBSA3M C 3TUM, LIEAbIO AQHHOTO
Hay4HOrO0 MCCAEAOBAHUS CTaAO 0603HavYeHre PyHAAMEHTAAbHOM POAM NMPOBAEMbI 3HAaKa M 3HAUYEHMSI
B COBPEMEHHbIX MH(OPMaLMOHHbIX TekcTaX. OCHOBHbIMU METOAOAOTMYECKMMM UHCTPYMEHTAMM W3-
YUEHUSI CEMMOTMYECKMX MOAEAEN B AaHHOM paboTe cTaAM KoHuenumu 3Hakos Y. MNupca n Y. MopraHa,
a Takxke AuHreuctuyeckme Teopun M. ae Cocciopa. ABTOPOM PacKpbITO CYLLHOCTHOE COAep KaHue
CEMMOTUYECKON MOAEAM Uepe3 MPU3MYy M3YUYeHUs ABYX FAABHbIX B3aMMOCBS3aHHbIX CEMMOTUYECKMX
npo6aem. NepBas, 3aKAIOYAIOLLASCS B UAEHTU(MKALMM NMPUPOAbI 3HAKA, TalHbl €ro NMPOUCXOXKAEHMS,
MOAEAMPOBaHMS 3HAKOBOWM CUTYaLIMM, BO3SMOXKHOCTHM CyLLIECTBOBAHMS MOTUBMPOBAHHBIX 3HAKOB, COOT-
HOLLIEHUS 3HAYEHMS 1 CMbICAQ; BTOpasi, 0003HavaoLas NpoOAEMy CEMMOTUYECKOTO aHaAM3a KOHKPEeT-
HbIX MHPOPMALIMOHHBIX (PAKTOB, B KOTOPOM MCXOAHBIM SIBASIETCS TaKOE MOHSATUE KaK «Ccemmocdepa,
BbICTYMAlOLLLAY B KQUeCTBe MPOCTPAHCTBA AAS OCYLLECTBAEHMS MPOLECCOB HEMPEPbIBHOMO POXKAEHUS U
pPa3BUTUS CMbICAOB B XOAE B3aMMOAENCTBUS PA3AMUHBIX S3bIKOB M TeKCTOB. LIeHHOCTb MccAeAOBaHUS
3aKAKOYAETCS B BbISBAEHMM OCHOBHbIX 3HAKOB M CMMBOAOB MH(OPMALMOHHbBIX TEKCTOB Kak FAABHOMO
CcpeAcTBa Coo0bLIeHMs 1 0COO0ro BUAA AESITEABHOCTM COBPEMEHHOIO rAOGAALHOIO YeAOBEKA, OCYLLECT-
BASIIOLLIErO KOMMYHUKATMBHbIE MPOLECChI MOCPEACTBOM SAEKTPOHHbIX CPEACTB. Takmm 06pasom, npax-
TUYecKoe 3HaueHne paboTbl OMPEAEASETCS BO3MOXKHOCTbIO MPUMEHEHUSI PE3YAbTATOB MCCAEAOBaHMS
B BOMpocax (hOPMUPOBAHMS U AQABHEMLLIErO PasBUTMS MOAHOLEHHOIO MH(POPMALMOHHOIO OOLLECTBA,
BO3HECLLEro 3HakuM B NMPUOPUTET KOMMYHMKALMOHHbIX MPOLECCOB KaK KAIOYEBbIX COCTABASIOLIMX Ye-
AOBEYECKOM KYAbTYpPbl, B KOTOPO MIHAMBUADI MPUAQIOT MM ONPEAEAEHHbIE CMbICAbI, 3HAYEHME U LEeH-

HOCTb.

KAroueBble caoBa: 3HaK, CUMBOA, KOMMYHUNKATNBHad MOAEAb, TEKCT, CTPYKTYPaAAN3M.

Introduction

In its most general form, semiotics is defined as
the science of signs, iconic systems and their func-
tioning in culture. However, the question of whether
it is possible to bring together all the available infor-
mation on a symbolic method of information com-
munication is hardly an affirmative answer. There
are no generally accepted definitions of such basic
semiotic categories as meaning, significance, sym-
bol, etc., so their use should be accompanied by a
sufficiently extensive commentary each time. Nev-
ertheless, every encyclopedic dictionary on cultural
science includes a special discipline called “semiot-
ics”, and this circumstance obliges to think of this
science as a sort of slim whole. The shape of this
whole always depends on the position of the observ-
er, on the direction in which the research view per-
meates the thickness of semiotic processes and con-
cepts of semiosis. The absence of an absolute point
of reference is compensated by the goal’s presence.
The goal is determined by the context in which se-
miotics as a discipline is included. In the context of
the research analysis, the research’s author will be
interested in specifics of semiotic approach to infor-
mation and communicative culture in general.

Justification of the choice of articles and goals
and objectives

The development of new information tech-
nologies leads to multiple expansion deepens the
communication penetration into the conscious-
ness of the information consumer. Thus, the mod-
ern person in his daily life becomes more and
more dependent on mass communication, which
creates for him a new form of subjective reality,
the influence of which is no less important than
the influence of objective reality. New means of
communication make information about the hu-
man environment; every new person is connected
to the global information network. Man gets an
ability to accommodate and absorb into himself
all data of the world. In this aspect the content
of information, which is translated through mass-
media is getting one of the most important aspects
for human mind correlation, which is radically
changes lifestyle style, values, forms of social
organization, the reality of perception senses.
That’s why the analysis of modern information
text’s nature is represented as a relevant topic for
scientific research today.
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Scientific research methodology

As a methodological basis, the author uses the
conceptual apparatus of linguistic theories, the focus
of which is the problems of constructing communi-
cation processes, as well as the conceptual arsenal,
developed within the framework of structural and
semiotic theories.

The author analyzed the arsenal of semiotics by
Ch. Pierce and Ch. Morris, linguistic-communica-
tion theory of Ferdinand de Saussure, “intertextual-
ity” concept by Julia Kristeva, also the linguistical
points of J. Lotman, L. Hjelmslev, J. Stepanov and
E. Gorny. Such approaches as structuralism, post-
structuralism and symbolism were considered too.

Results and discussion

To analyze specifics of semiotic approach to in-
formation, it is necessary to address, at least in basic
terms, two interrelated semiotic problems. First, the
problem of defining a sign, the mystery of its origin,
the modeling of a sign situation, various variants of
signs classification, the possibility of the existence
of motivated signs, the relationship between the
concepts of meaning and sense. Secondly, the prob-
lem of semiotic analysis of specific facts of culture,
in which the initial understanding of culture as a “se-
miosphere”, i.e. as space of continuous meaning in
the process of interaction of different languages and
texts.

The most common, classical definition of semi-
otics is the definition by object: semiotics is termed
as “the science of signs and sign systems, symbolic
(using signs) behavior and iconic — linguistic and
non-linguistic communication” (Levit, 1998: 194).
The well-known Russian semiotician J. Stepanov
wrote: “Semiotics finds its objects everywhere, in
language, mathematics, fiction, literature, architec-
ture, apartment layout, family organization, process-
es of subconsciousness, communication of animal,
plant life. But everywhere its direct subject is the
information system, i.e., the system that carries the
information, and the elementary core of a sign sys-
tem. Whatever such systems may be, whether they
exist in society, in nature or in man (his organism,
thought and psyche), they are subject to semiotics”
(Stepanov, 1983: 5).

The second common definition of semiotics is
the definition by method. E. Gorny writes: “Semi-
otics is the application of linguistic methods to ob-
jects other than natural language”. What does that
mean? It means that semiotics is some way of view-
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ing anything as designed and functioning like lan-
guage. This “like” is the essence of the method. Ev-
erything can be described as a language (or as hav-
ing its own language): kinship system, card games,
gestures and facial expressions, cooking, religious
rituals and insect behavior. Semiotics, therefore, is
the transfer of the metaphor of a language to any
non-linguistic (from the point of view of the usual,
“non-semiotics” consciousness) phenomena. One of
the principles on which semiotics is based on the ex-
pansion of the meaning of linguistic terms. Thus, the
semiotics method is the consideration of anything
as a metaphor of language or, to put it differently, a
“metaphorical description of what is acceptable but
as a language” (Gorny, 1996: 3).

Among the methodological techniques success-
fully used in all cases of recourse to the arsenal of se-
miotics, it is impossible not to mention the division
of semiotics into three parts introduced by Ch. Pierce
and developed by Ch. Morris. These three parts are
semantics, syntactics, pragmatics. Semantics deals
with the relation of signs to what they denote, i.c.
denotations, meanings, names. Syntactics examines
ways of combining signs leading ultimately to the
generation of texts. Its subject is the syntaxis and
grammar of different iconic systems. Pragmatics
deals with the relationship of sign and person (com-
municator or recipient). “The term “sign’ is a term
of semiotics in general, it is impossible to define it
within syntactics, semantics or pragmatics alone;
only when the term “semiotic’ is used very widely it
can be said that all the terms of these disciplines are
semiotic terms” (Morris, 1982: 50 — 51).

But if we look more closely at the definitions of
semiotics, the question arises: who makes the dis-
tinction between signs and non-signs and what are
signs? In semiotics two historical understandings
of the sign essence have evolved: one — logical-
philosophic, ascending to Ch. Pierce (Pirs, 2000);
the other — linguistic-communication, ascending to
Ferdinand de Saussure (Saussure, 1999). Accord-
ing to the first approach, the sign is an object (word,
image, symbol, signal, thing, physical phenomenon,
and so on) replacing another material or ideal ob-
ject in the processes of cognition and communica-
tion. The logic researchers started to name the ob-
ject represented by the sign as the denotation; the
concept (designate) was called the mental concept
of the denotate, more precisely, of the whole class
of denotates, lived in the subject of the iconic activ-
ity. According to the second approach, the sign is
the unity of signified and signifier, otherwise — “the
connection of the concept and the acoustic image”.
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An acoustic image is a name (word) given by people
to one or another concept or psychic image. And the
name and the object marked by it are related to each
other conventionally by agreement between people.
F. de Saussure referred to the fact that words denot-
ing the same thing, such as the “table”, sound differ-
ently in different languages.

The sign is not born suddenly, in nature itself
there are possibilities for its appearance. Interac-
tions of objects and creatures can occur directly, and
can also mediate. There are three types of signs ac-
cording to their degree of proximity to the original
object: signs, signals and actual signs. The color of
the vegetable or fruit is a sign of maturity or fresh-
ness (and vice versa). Smoke signals the presence of
fire. Here, the sign acts as a substitute for the object.
Natural signs are not used intensively or intention-
ally. A person is also characterized by unintentional
signs: shaking hands gives out excitement, redness
of the cheeks is a shame, etc. A good communicator
can predict the course of a conversation and its re-
sult by the appearance of the interlocutor, and even
the hidden intentions of another communicator. At
the same time, most of the human signs are purpose-
ful signs and they are intentional, directed at some
object.

There are three types of signs, namely iconic,
indexical and symbolic in relation to the meaning:

— iconic signs are images, they have a natural
resemblance to the object, although quite conven-
tional (icon, painting, photo graphics);

— indexical indicate the object (finger, arrow,
shout);

— symbolic signs are conditional, unrelated to
the object, metaphorical, replace the object denoted
in discourse and thought (words, some allegories:
eagle, donkey, bear, etc.).

In addition, communication signs are divided
into:

—  single character-symbols, for example, sep-
arate gestures (not mime or gesture, but a separate
gesture), real symbols such as amulet, wedding ring,
trademark, state symbols;

— languages are symbolic systems in which
meaningful lexical units and sentences are con-
structed from codes (letters, numbers, symbols) us-
ing grammatical rules.

The language is set in the form of codes — a
member sounds (phoneme) or alpha-vita letters
(grapheme) and rules of operation with codes —
grammar (syntaxis).

But how is it that some form (a shaking of the
air with a human speech device, drawing on a sheet

of paper, a photograph, a cave image, etc.) can mean
something to someone, and this value can influence
on the opinions and actions of people? Maybe this
value is “inside” of these signs?

The question of meaning was the main and most
paradoxical question of communication theory and
all humanitarian knowledge. But first, let’s intro-
duce two terms widely used in linguistics thanks to
the XX century Danish linguist Louis Hjelmslev: a
plan of expression and a plan of the sign content, in a
simplified sense (for verbal language), is sound and
meaning, for other forms of communication, is the
outer shell of the sign (visual image, architectural
structure, gesture, act or event, pictogram, etc.) and
again is meaning. Semiotics, or semiology, is thus
the science of meaningful forms, means of express-
ing sense. The naive consciousness in the process of
using language does not separate these two planes
— expression and content. However, scientific analy-
sis inevitably encounters these two sides of the sign,
their interrelationships and interrelations. Primitive
consciousness (proved by numerous observations of
ethnography on ritual actions) does not only share
sounds and meanings, but also identifies an object
with a word or other symbol denoting it. It was pos-
sible to recall conspiracies, witchcraft, when actions
over symbols were considered capable of changing
the existing status of things.

Even ancient philosophers have formulated
two approaches to the relation of sounding and
meaning: either this relation is given by nature or
by establishment. That is, words are related to the
objects to be denoted (sounding with meaning)
according to native necessity, almost determinis-
tic natural regularity. Or vice versa: words are not
naturally related to objects, and their meaning is
attributed to their sound according to the original
established agreement. There is still no exhaustive
answer to the question about the relationship be-
tween word and thing, the sound and meaning, the
plan of expression and the plan of the sign content
in various communication systems. Moreover, two
fundamentally different approaches to the issue
had emerged in modern semiotics. The first ap-
proach was based on the idea that the label was
fundamentally unmotivated and arbitrated. This
means that there is no necessary, fundamental con-
nection between sound and meaning. The principle
of the unmotivated sign is advanced as the first fun-
damental law of semiotics, linguistics and commu-
nication theory. The second approach focuses on
another property of the sign, that is, its motivation,
its internal shape, etc.
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E. Gorny as a representative of the first approach
wrote: ““...There are many conditions that determine
where and when we consider or don’t consider some
thing as a sign. This suggests that the significance
is inherently relative, it is derived from some other
factors (psychological, social, cultural, etc.). Semi-
otics, however, is interested in the phenomenon of
signs as such. Therefore, it circumvented that rule
and treated signs regardless of the conditions that
gave rise to it. The problem of things and, accord-
ingly, the problem of the sign-thing relation is not
in fact a semiotic problem” (Gorny, 1996: 4). As a
counterbalance to him, another well-known semio-
tician J. Stepanov believed that “the correlation of
original, primary terms predicates with extralinguis-
tic reality which is a problem of semiotics. It is here
that considered as the most important point of mod-
ern semiotics” (Stepanov, 1983: 10).

The combination of these two approaches
should be understood broadly. But the sign, as a
mediator between the world and man, the sphere
of objects and the sphere of meanings, cannot but
feel influences from both sides in all respects. The
arbitrariness of the sign was not absolute or rel-
evant. This conflict can be resolved by entering
the time and position of the sender or receiver.
Before the use (creation) of a sign, the sender has
a field of possible choice, after the use (creation)
of the sign, it is already a fact to be interpreted by
the recipient.

In structural linguistics, language was seen as a
complex symbolic system that could be studied in-
dependently of its history, focusing on the already
established structural elements and ways of com-
bining them. It is the synchronous language slices
that have become the preferred field of structural
linguistics. A distinctive feature of the structural lin-
guistics is the search for objective patterns hidden in
a mass of varied empirical material. It had proved
necessary to have a strict and abstract terminology
for the expression of legal relationships, allowing
generalizations and typologies. Such concepts as
“structure”, “universals”, “sign”, “paradigm”, “pho-
neme”, “morpheme”, etc. have become key in mod-
ern linguistics. In addition to abstract terms, struc-
tural formulas and symbolic models were used, and
the ideal was to use mathematics, first, mathematic
logic. According to this, semiotics is implemented
in many different ways. These approaches condi-
tionally divided into three directions, according to
how they define the text and its relationship with
meaning and sense: structuralism, poststructuralism
and symbolism.
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In structuralism, the text is considered “self-ful-
filling” and “complex organized thing” as a kind of
quasi-spatial configurations formed by formal ele-
ments of different order. The text is thought of as a
hierarchy of levels. A formal (i.e. structure) is what
generates meaning. The hierarchy of the elements
and the relationships between them are thought to
exist up to and independent of any analytical pro-
cedure. The recipient or analyst only detect what is
contained in the text” (Gorny, 1996: 7). The struc-
tural explanation of the text is based on the follow-
ing premises:

— the structures underlying the text are uncon-
scious and objective;

— they exist independently of the observer;

— they are characterized by differences and
opposition;

— they are universal and act as basic schemes
or matrices that determine the possibility of discur-
sive and functioning of any entity of consciousness;

— they are organized as a language;

— they can be investigated by semiotics as
meta-linguistics.

On the basis of these provisions, the representa-
tives of structuralism in the development of cultural
problems focused on the analysis of various com-
plexes of cultural texts. Taking as a maximum task
the identification of standing behind the symbolic
and meaningful diversity of texts of structural unity,
generated by universal human rules of education
structuralists sought to distinguish from the entire
body of cultural texts and iconic systems those in
which certain similarities could be seen, suggesting
the presence of an internal structure.

The work of J. Lotman “Semiosphere” is an ex-
ample of structuralist analysis of the text. The cen-
tral idea of book is the text as a meaningful device;
through it the problem of autocommunication, and
rhetoric are understood in these ways: “author — au-
ditory”, “idea — text” (Lotman, 2000: 37). Accord-
ingly, the semiosphere is interpreted as a complex
hierarchy of semiotic spaces or as the relationship
of the “center — periphery” of the cultural universe;
through the system of such representations can be
understood and typology of cultures, and intercul-
tural dialogue, and mechanisms of cultural borrow-
ing and interaction; the very exchange of texts be-
tween cultures looks like a mechanization of mean-
ing (e.g., in host culture).

The text, according to J. Lotman, like a grain
containing a program for future development, is
not frozen and invariably equal to itself. The intrin-
sic unknownness of its structure creates a reserve
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for its dynamics, influenced by contacts with new
contexts.

The second semiotic approach to the text is
poststructuralism. “Attention shifts to the relation-
ship between the texts. The notion of the text was
being universalized: it was being said more or less
categorically that the whole world was a text. The
elements that make up a single text are thought of as
being borrowed from or referring to other tecsts. Not
the immanent structure, but reference and quotation
become the main object of interest and generator of
text values. The analysis is not directed to the rela-
tionship between the elements within the text, but
to the relationship between the elements and their
constellations within the “semiotic universe”, which
contains all real and potential texts” (Gorny, 1996:
13). The boundaries of the individual text, within
the framework of this approach, are blurred, dis-
solved in limitless “intertextuality”.

The term ‘intertext” and, as a symbol of general
property, “intertextuality” were introduced for the
first time in a number of papers by the postmodern
theorist Julia Kristeva since 1967 year. Roland Bart
gave the classical formulation to these concepts:
“Each text is an intertext; other texts are presented at
different levels in more or less recognizable forms:
texts of pre-existing culture and texts of surrounding
culture. Each text represented a new fabric woven
from old quotes. Fragments of cultural codes, for-
mulas, rhythmic structures, fragments of social idi-
oms, etc. are all absorbed in the text and mixed in it,
since there is always a language before and around
the text. As a necessary precondition for any text,
intertextuality could not be reduced to the problem
of precision and influence; it was a general field of
anonymous formulas whose origins could rarely be
detected, unconscious or without quotation marks”
(Bart, 1994: 224).

We cannot fail to note here the attitude of post-
structuralism to the symbol. The sign stands out as
the complete opposite of itself — it is not an indica-
tion of any object or meaning, but, on the contrary,
an indication of its absence. The sign and mean-
ing turn into a fiction, a simulacrum, masking the
absence of actual meaning and offering instead its
many connotations. French philosopher and soci-
ologist Jean Baudrillard postulated four theoretical
stages of transformation of a sign into a simulacrum,
succeeding from the Renaissance to modernity: a
sign denoting reality; a sign distorting, masking re-
ality; a sign masking the absence of reality; sign-
fiction, unrelated to reality; sign and language are

its own objective existing space, unrelated to neither
man nor reality. The sign means nothing or means
only itself, but in human communication it co-pre-
serves the properties of the simulacrum, determin-
ing the person; the sign becomes the field where
the discourse of power is realized. Accordingly, the
meaning and creation of the text is “production of
fiction”, the fixation of meaning that does not cor-
respond to itself (Baudrillard, 2003: 124).

In conclusion of reasoning about the poststruc-
turalist understanding of text generation, there is
the total openness of the text in intertextuality in
essence turns into its semantic emptiness. This
emptiness can be arbitrarily filled by a reader us-
ing different inverting codes, i.e. the texts through
which he reads the text. [f verification criteria were
blurred, as in deconstructionism, there would be
a crisis of truth. With the loss of orientation ac-
companying this crisis, the world-text begins to
seem to have lost any (certain) meaning. In con-
trast to structuralists, poststructuralists describe
their textual practice not in terms of “science”,
but in terms of play and escape from the power
of language. The whole “intertextualism” is based
on the idea of culture as a reservoir of values un-
derstood in the sense of information, i.e. in the na-
ture of this knowledge. Therefore, the procedure
for finding formal linguistic similarities (quota-
tions, paraphrases, etc.) allows for the conclusion
of similarities or identities in the meaning of the
text segments to be compared. Culture is reduced
here to “ready-made knowledge”, parts of which
migrate from one text to another, which forms the
“life” of culture.

The third approach, which is symbolic, referring
to the work of M. Mamardashvili and A. Piatigorsky
“Symbol and Consciousness”, deals with the study
of the problem of emergence of special iconic struc-
tures (symbols) from some non- or pre- sign real-
ity. By the authors this reality is decimated with the
sphere of consciousness. In others, for example, in
psychoanalysis, it is identified with nature (opposite
to culture) and is denoted as “life”, “instinct”, “de-
sire” etc. In other words, attention is shifted to the
boundaries of the field of culture. The main problem
with this type of approach is the constant evasion of
the unimportant, which, once in the sphere of analy-
sis, is immediately signified, thus, losing the iden-
tity. This leads to the fact that the analyst has to deal
with secondary developed and cultural forms, and
not at all with “natural phenomena” (Mamardash-
vili, 1997: 155).
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Conclusion

To conclude the analysis of information texts in
semiotic way, it is necessary to emphasize that com-
munication in this approach is understood mainly
as the movement of meanings in social space and
time. Special attention is given to the means of com-
munication in connection with this understanding
of the nature of communication. Indeed, any com-
munication, in addition to the content it reports, has
the form of an expression of that content, enshrined

in some signs, symbols, which, potentially, can be
used by everything that a person deals with. If there
is no sign, there is no communication and a special
kind of activity. The world of communication, the
world of human culture is inextricably connected
with the field of signs and symbols as phenomena
of an objective, “material” world, truth, phenomena
of a special kind, because they have a value, mean-
ing, value. This aspect of communicative culture as
a means of communication, as a carrier of meanings
is the main subject of semiotics research.
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