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New perspectives on the application of Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction

The study describes Derrida’s deconstructive analysis as a method, directed to search for contradictions and
prejudices, to discover the unconscious in the system, and to reveal the insufficiency of basic assumptions.
The new vision of the concept of deconstruction has been analysed. Language is considered through the prism
of structuralism and deconstruction. Derrida’s deconstructive approach aims to preserve the structural integri-
ty of writing while challenging the notion of inherent meaning. In Western traditional philosophy and cultural
theory, the concept of being and the relation of the subject to the objective world are conceptualised primarily
in terms of presence. The results of this study are significant and can be used in different courses of the Con-
temporary European philosophy. Information of article has new perspectives, because it can be applicated in
new scientific projects directed to study linguistic philosophy. Through research methods, the study discov-
ered new aspects of linguistic philosophy, and theory of deconstruction.

Keywords: culture, phenomenology, semiotics, linguistics, language, development, logical structure of the
text, progress, existentialism, binary structure.

Introduction

For over two thousand years, European tradition, language research, philosophical and empirical theo-
ries of language have not been distinguished in a clear manner, resulting in a lack of clarity regarding the
boundaries between these distinct areas of study. The issues pertaining to language are explored in a multi-
tude of scientific theories and disciplines, including linguistics, logic, semiotics and hermeneutics. The field
of logic is concerned with the structure of language. In contrast, the field of linguistics employs an empirical
approach to the description of natural languages, eschewing any idealisation. The study of language within
the discipline of linguistics is a creative process that generates the world of text. Thus, linguistics plays a
significant role in the development of a general theory of language.

Language represents a fundamental means of communication and acts as a pivotal element within the
broader system of interpersonal relations within society. The diversity of language demonstrates not only the
richness of cultural expression, encompassing material and spiritual aspects, but also the complex historical
interrelation with other types of culture, its intrinsic origins and, perhaps most importantly, its unique charac-
ter, originality and aesthetic value. It can be reasonably assumed that language can act as a semantic bridge
between scientific disciplines such as sociology and cultural studies. Therefore, the process of deconstruc-
tion, the theory introduced by French philosopher Jacques Derrida, can be employed to address a multitude
of linguistic and cultural issues. Derrida considers that the entirety of the world can be understood as an infi-
nite text. Subsequently, the scientist posits that “nothing exists outside the text”. The reality of the world is
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perceived as a game of ideas, with the structure of the text acting as a framework. The book, as a written text,
is understood as a closed system, where the structuredness of the text prevents the revelation of the frame-
work of reality itself. The text simplifies reality and limits the monologism of the writer.

The French poststructuralist seeks to identify novel forms of discourse and text organisation that di-
verge from the conventional and challenge the established order. Of particular importance is the opposition
to the total construction of the book, which is perceived as a closed circle.

Relevance of the topic

20th-century philosophy underwent many turning points, one of which was the method of deconstruc-
tion proposed by French philosopher Jacques Derrida. His works, in particular De la grammatologie (Of
Grammatology) (1967), La Voix et le Phénomeéne (Speech and Phenomena) (1967), Margins of Philosophy
(1972), Dissemination (1972), and others [1], laid the foundation for a concept that is not simply a critique of
text, but a critique of the foundations of Western metaphysics, logicism, presence (‘présence’) [2], and the
authority of the logos. In the 21st century, where digitalisation, globalisation, multiculturalism, media and
text overload call into question traditional forms of knowledge, meaning, authorship and truth, deconstruc-
tion offers tools that can be extremely useful. For example:

- in linguistics: how to understand meaning in conditions of polysemy, translation processes, and auto-
matic text analysis;

- in cultural studies/cultural criticism: how to analyse hegemony, structures of power, and marginalisa-
tion through texts and discourses;

- in discourse philosophy: how to rethink the concepts of truth, authority, origin, and identity;

- in new media and digital culture: where ‘text’ is increasingly perceived not only as linear literary, but
as multimodal, multimedia, hypertext — and where the boundaries between speech, writing, log and visual
are blurred.

It should be emphasised that deconstruction is not simply an analysis of text — it is an approach that
asks questions, reveals aporias, tensions, and shadow structures that the text usually tries to hide or forget.

This article may be useful:

1. For philosophers and theorists — for developing methodology, revising metaphysical assumptions,
and critiquing traditional binary oppositions (e.g., speech/writing, presence/absence, nature/culture).

2. For linguists — in studies of meaning, translation, interlingual and intercultural interpretation, and
formal theories of language.

3. For cultural studies scholars, sociologists, literary scholars — in the analysis of discourses of power,
identity, marginalisation, gender, colonialism, subalternity.

4. For researchers of media and digital cultures — in the analysis of hypertexts, multimodal texts, net-
works of meaning, memes, visual and digital media.

5. For interdisciplinary fields — where the humanities intersect with philosophy, politics, law, and eth-
ics.

Thus, researching new perspectives for applying Derrida’s deconstruction is not merely of historical in-
terest, but a practical necessity in today’s world, where questions of meaning, truth, and authorship are be-
coming increasingly ambiguous.

Together with above mentioned aspects, we set up the following objectives in the article: to reveal the
linguistic approach to the solving of culture philosophy problems; to show spheres of culture where decon-
struction can be applicated; to reveal the new perspectives of deconstruction: how it can be used in modern
culture, in discourse philosophy, in new media and digital culture, in cultural studies/cultural criticism, in
decision of interdisciplinary fields problems. Within epoch of globalization and informatization, it is neces-
sary to reinvestigate new phenomena of the cultures and new instruments of culture problems decision. To
modernize lectures, given to students and graduate students, it is necessary to reveal new aspects of Derrida’s
Deconstruction in contemporary culture.

Materials and methods

The following research methods are used to analyse and demonstrate the prospects for the application of
deconstruction: literature review—collection and systematisation of existing research on deconstruction and
its applications in various disciplines, including recent articles indexed in Scopus; textual analysis—detailed
analysis of Derrida’s key texts (e.g., Of Grammatology, Speech and Phenomena, Margins of Philosophy) and
contemporary texts where deconstruction is applied; phenomenological analysis—study of experience, per-
ception of meaning, authorship, presence/absence in textual and cultural experience; comparative studies—
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comparative analysis of the application of the method in different disciplines, traditions (continental vs. ana-
Iytical philosophy, Western vs. non-Western cultures) and among 21st-century thinkers; deduction and gen-
eralisation—deriving general patterns and principles from observed cases, forming conclusions on the possi-
bilities and limitations of the method. The following sections of this article examine specific applications of
the method of deconstruction in solving problems of contemporary philosophy (in discourse and text).

Discussion and Results

Deconstruction is the practice of analysing an artwork and the theory of literature. It emerged in the
USA and Europe in the second half of the 20th century. J. Derrida was the first to provide a theoretical justi-
fication for deconstruction. The works of the French philosopher were instrumental in shaping poststructural-
ist ideas and establishing the foundational theoretical principles of deconstructivist literary analysis. Derri-
da’s deconstructive analysis is a method aimed at searching for contradictions and prejudices, at discovering
the unconscious in the system, and at revealing the insufficiency of basic assumptions. Derrida’s philosophy
unearths the exotic, the marginal and the bizarre in the text.

The project of “deconstruction” is a cornerstone of contemporary cultural thought, which is defined by
the advent of new concepts, ideas and modes of philosophising. The contemporary era is distinguished by the
exponential expansion of scientific influence, which can be found in all aspects of human activity. Decon-
struction is undoubtedly one of the most significant contemporary philosophical schools, having provided
invaluable insights into the complexities of language and contemporary culture. The linguistic approach to
cultural philosophy is one of the most important tenets of contemporary Western cultural theory. Many cul-
tural schools of the 20th and 21st centuries have placed the problems related to language at the centre of their
attention. Language is the object of study of both structuralism and poststructuralism. The key figure of
poststructuralism is the French cultural scientist J. Derrida. He is a philosopher who reflects on the problems
of the modern state of the theory of culture and other humanities.

The scientist asserts that it is necessary to deconstruct the conventional approach to writing, which is
based on the use of the alphabet and the linear order of text organisation.

The one of the significant problems in contemporary culture is philosophy of language and text, and the
idea of totality problems of the structure and text.

The idea of meaning of “book”, as argued by the French philosopher, is the idea of totality. The true
meaning of the concept of writing, however, cannot be associated with any totality or systematicity. Hence,
the true meaning of the concept of writing is alien to the idea of meaning of the book, which is cultivated in
Western metaphysics. The deconstruction of the idea of the book should reveal the superficiality of the text
itself, as well as reveal the true meaning and significance of the notion of writing, the French cultural critic
believes. Nevertheless, it may appear peculiar to define the act of denoting the signifier of the signified as a
mere doubling. Derrida postulates that it is necessary to broaden the concept of writing so that it encom-
passes the full spectrum of linguistic expression. In Western culture, language is defined in terms of action,
thought, movement, and consciousness. Writing is a phenomenon that exists beyond the boundaries of the
signified and the signifier. Regardless of whether it is a literal inscription or not, it is an inscription nonethe-
less. Derrida posits that an inscription is associated with writing when it is entirely incongruous with the es-
tablished order of voice. The Western concept of language, the scholar determines, allows for the existence
of a linguistic realm that does not align with its intrinsic nature. Speech will have to undergo a functional
transformation to align with the evolving characteristics of writing. Derrida’s metaphor of “The Death of
Speech” represents a transformation in the very nature of speech, which will subsequently assume the roles
of source and ground. The aim of deconstruction is to introduce specific definitions of language and writing
that will expand the boundaries of the concept of writing and allow writing to transcend the boundaries of
language. In this way, we have sought to illustrate how the Western philosophical tradition, in its context of
metaphysics, has portrayed writing, and to propose a conceptualisation of it that emerges from deconstruc-
tion. By focusing on the construction of new writing, we have demonstrated that the objective of deconstruc-
tion is to dismantle the representation of writing based on the binary opposition of speech/writing. By eluci-
dating another aspect of Derrida’s concept of writing, we have established that writing should not be per-
ceived as the external surface of the signified, but should encompass language in its entirety and integrity.

Emphasis placed on structure and text. One of the most intriguing aspects of Derrida’s approach to
writing is the emphasis placed on structure and text. The philosopher argues that, within the historical devel-
opment of Western European metaphysics, the notion of an ontological and axiological centre, which as-
sumes various forms (Absolute, Logos, Truth, God, Essence, World Spirit, etc.), serves as the foundation for
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onto-theo-telio-logocentrism. In turn, this logocentrism or phonocentrism seeks to derive the infinite variety
of present reality from one absolutely simple and comprehensive foundation or first principle. Derrida per-
ceives the superiority of Hegel’s philosophy over Plato’s in its capacity to imbue Western metaphysics with
dynamism and mobility. This contrasts with Plato’s conception of the absolute as an immobile and self-
identical entity. Western metaphysics is based on the idea of wholeness, totality, and inner completeness of
the absolute centre. In this centre, which is the ultimate foundation of being, the whole phenomenal world is
laid in a coiled form. When realised, it unfolds what is embedded in it. Hegelian philosophy is characterised
by negation or withdrawal. Derrida demonstrates that this negation is not a mere negation in essence, but a
crucial test that must be passed in order to return to the lost world of totality, where all differences are ab-
sorbed into unity. Hegelian negation has one major disadvantage: it does not lead beyond the absolute. This
is because the process of dialectical synthesis, which includes the stage of negation, does not go beyond the
absolute. For Hegel, every other is “its own other”. Hegel’s philosophy is defined by the will to knowledge.
This is the will to master absolute truth, which contains in itself the aspiration to break through the vicarious
world of phenomena into the noumenal world. In deconstruction, Derrida identifies the objective of liberat-
ing himself from the absolute, which he defines as the essence of logocentrism. To achieve this, the philoso-
pher introduces the concept of différance. Consequently, the concept of Différance calls into question the
very notion of truth — logos — as a self-subsistent entity. It prompts us to consider the possibility that the
centre, in retreating into the past or slipping away into the future, may no longer occupy a fixed position. De-
construction would permit the actual world to manifest as a multitude of indications of its existence, and the
universe would become a purely phenomenal entity. This world contains a distinction that is not the source
of expedient development; rather, it acts as a source of aimless kaleidoscopic movement of a multitude of
heterogeneous and heteronomous instances. In this context, the French scientist does not permit either syn-
thesis or assimilation. The multitude of heterogeneous and heteronomous instances appear to be engaged in
an endless struggle for power, akin to the actions of certain centres of power. Derrida offers a critique of
structuralism, seeking to dismantle the notion of static, unified, and absolute structures. In Western meta-
physics, the concept of dynamics is employed in opposition to that of statics. Dynamics may be understood
as a dialectical process of development of the absolute. The scientist posits that this absolute is, in fact, the
very concept of logocentrism, which must be deconstructed. As a result of the deconstruction process, the
development process becomes non-dialectical. The concept of purposiveness of development, the idea of a
cause of emergence, and the notion of an ordering centre in this development are all rendered meaningless.
In the process of deconstruction, Derrida arrives at a notion of development in which there is a becoming
without unity, the content of which is multiplicity without truth.

In contemporary philosophy, especially in the field of text and discourse theory, the question remains
relevant: what is the role of the author, the centralised subject, the source of meaning? Traditional approach-
es tend to attribute a certain authoritative function to the author — he ‘gives’ meaning. Deconstruction offers
a different view: meaning never belongs entirely to the author; the text ‘speaks’ beyond the author’s inten-
tions and contains traces of other discourses and other texts, which complicates the simple model of author
— text — reader. Through “textual analysis” of Derrida’s classic texts, especially Of Grammatology (1967),
we can see how he shows that the words ‘to write’ (écrire) and ‘speech’ (parole) already intersect, and that
the priority of speech over writing (in the metaphysics of presence) is constitutively undermined. Derrida
introduces the concept of “trace” — the mark, the imprint of the absent, as that which makes pure authorial
meaning impossible.

A phenomenological analysis of the reading experience shows that the reader is constantly confronted
with gaps, failures, interlinear meanings, and instability of meaning. This is consistent with the deconstruc-
tive idea of “undecidability” — the impossibility of finally deciding what meaning the text wants to ‘say’.
Comparative studies allow us to compare how different traditions (continental philosophy, analytical philos-
ophy of text, philosophy of language) respond to this problem. Analytical philosophy often retains the idea
of stable meaning and the author as the guarantor of meaning; deconstruction shows that even analytical
texts contain aporias, irremediable ambiguities, and hidden assumptions. Thus, applying deconstruction to
the theory of text and discourse allows us to rethink the problem of authorship and the centre, and move to-
wards a model of decentralisation of meaning, where meaning is a process rather than an object.

Construction/deconstruction of binary oppositions in philosophical discourse

Many philosophical traditions use a variety of binary oppositions: presence/absence, body/soul, na-
ture/culture, reason/sensibility, etc. These pairs are often hypostatised with one side elevated to the rank of
dominant. Deconstruction is a way of showing that these oppositions are not neutral and that the subordinate
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term (‘absence’, ‘culture’, ‘sensuality’) plays a role in the very structure of meaning, although it is often ig-
nored. In Derrida’s texts (Margins of Philosophy, Dissemination), he often returns to the ‘deconstruction of
binaries’, revealing that one side cannot exist without its opposite and that they are mutually dependent. For
example, the logic of presence presupposes the logic of absence, and vice versa. Textual analysis of specific
philosophical discourses (e.g., analysis of contemporary philosophers working with identity, culture, tech-
nology) through deconstruction can reveal hidden hierarchies and shadow moments: e.g., when ‘nature’ is
opposed to ‘technology,” but ‘nature’ itself is no longer neutral, it is populated with cultural meanings and
traces. Through deduction and generalisation, we can conclude that deconstruction frees philosophy from
dogmatic binaries and opens up space for more flexible, differentiated thinking.

Deconstruction of the category ‘speech/writing’

One classic example is the deconstruction of the opposition between speech and writing. Traditionally,
speech was considered to have priority because it is a direct expression of thought, whereas writing is sec-
ondary and derivative. Derrida questions this hierarchy, showing that writing is constitutively present in
speech (within its traces of writing) and that the very act of speech already presupposes written-structural
moments. A textual analysis of fragments from La Voix et le Phénomeéne (1967) demonstrates how the idea
of the direct presence of the voice is destroyed under the pressure of reflection on the sign, symbol, and
trace. Deconstruction here functions not simply as a reading of the text, but as an intervention: it shows that
this binary division cannot be removed, but it can be folded, revealing its internal tension and instability [3].
The reader understands that “speech” and “writing” are not pure terms; they are always already intersected.
From this point of view, the problem of the “source of meaning” shifts: there is no pure voice, no pure writ-
ing—there are only textual interactions, a chain of differences. Thus, deconstructive analysis allows us to
reconsider the fundamental categories of the philosophy of language and text.

Language as a network of differences and traces: deconstruction in linguistics

In linguistics, especially in semiotics and sign theory, one of the central tasks is to understand how a
sign conveys meaning. Structuralism (Saussure et al.) proposed a model in which the meaning of a sign is
determined through a system of differences (structures). Deconstruction, however, shows that this model is
unstable in itself: difference is never complete, it always implies further differences and traces.

The article “Derrida and Language: Deconstruction” examines how deconstruction challenges the dom-
inant idea of stable meaning: “meaning can be attributed to other meanings... the structures... are stereo-
typed... deconstruction... meaning can be reconstructed” [4]. This approach can be applied to the problems of
translation, ambiguity, polysemy, and computer text analysis (e.g., in NLP), where algorithms usually rely on
stable lexical meanings. Phenomenological analysis of the perception of meaning in speech/text shows that
language is perceived as “living”, changing, ambiguous, and that the reader/listener “adds meaning” and
“completes” the meaning based on the context and traces of other meanings. Comparative studies between
Western linguistics and the linguistic traditions of Asia or Africa show that the concept of “single meaning”
is often imposed by the Western European model. Deconstruction helps to rethink such translations and
show that meaning in different cultural contexts is already embedded in different “traces”.

Deconstruction in cultural studies, identity, power and marginality

Cultural studies and cultural criticism often take the position of analysing power, hegemony, and mar-
ginality. Deconstruction provides a powerful tool: by deconstructing dominant discourses, it reveals their
shadow elements, aporias, and implicit exclusions. For example, the discourse of gender, race, and colonial-
ism can be analysed through the deconstruction of binary categories (centre/periphery, master/subordinate,
normal/other). At the same time, phenomenological analysis of the perception of the cultural ‘other’ and tex-
tual analysis of cultural products (literature, cinema, multimedia) can reveal how dominant systems of mean-
ing structure exclusions. A review of contemporary literature shows that such approaches are already being
applied: the article “The Deconstructive Method in Philosophy and Its Applications in the Arab-Islamic Her-
itage: Mohamed Arkoun as a Model” demonstrates how deconstruction is used for critical analysis of the
Islamic intellectual heritage, revealing internal contradictions and opportunities for upgrading. Another ex-
ample is architecture: the article “Extending Derrida’s Theory of Deconstruction: A Philosophical Critique of
the Deconstruction Style in Contemporary Architecture” criticises the superficial appropriation of decon-
struction in architecture and proposes a deep philosophical approach to the textuality of space [5]. This
shows that cultural artefacts (buildings, space) can be viewed as “texts” and subjected to deconstruction. An-
other direction is “ethical deconstruction”: the article “Immanent Ethics and Deconstruction” explores how
deconstructive ethics can be understood as immanent ethics, revising morality not as an external code, but as
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embedded in the textuality of responsibility [6]. Thus, deconstruction becomes an instrument of cultural crit-
icism aimed at liberating fields of meaning from rigid hegemonies.

Jacques Derrida and modernity: réception and criticism

Derrida died in 2004, but his legacy is actively discussed and criticised. The article “Deconstruction
Overflowed: Doing Undoing from Philosophy’s Outer Edge” examines how deconstruction goes beyond phi-
losophy and becomes a “practice of removal, unfolding” that influences other disciplines [7]. In the article
“Derrida and Policy: Is Deconstruction Really a Social Science?”, author Martin McQuillan considers the
possibility of applying deconstruction to politics and social practice. He questions whether politics as such
can be “deconstructed” and how this would affect the philosophy of decision-making [8]. Some critics, on
the contrary, argue that deconstruction has exhausted itself and must be overcome [9]. This is “post-
deconstruction” rhetoric. However, the present article argues holds promise for the further development of
deconstruction—not as a dogma, but as a strategic tool.

Specific thinkers and trends

Jean-Luc Nancy, Gilles Deleuze, Jacques Lacan, Paul de Man — already in the 20th century, they in-
teracted with a criticised deconstruction, expanding it in dramatic directions. In the 21st century, thinkers
working at the intersection of philosophy and technology, digital humanism, and biopolitics are showing in-
terest: deconstruction of “life” (bio-deconstruction), deconstruction of networks, algorithms, data, media,
“artificial intelligence as text”. For example, a special issue of the journal Angelaki features a collection of
articles on “Derrida: Ethics in Deconstruction”, which discusses the connection between deconstruction and
responsibility, sovereignty, and the living [10]. Works such as “Naturalising Deconstruction” also show at-
tempts to integrate deconstruction into cognitive research or scientific approaches, overcoming the opposi-
tion between “anti-deconstruction” and “scientific approach” [11]. Thus, contemporary thinkers apply de-
construction as a strategy rather than a dogma, adapting it to the tasks of media culture, ethics, politics, and
data.

Synthesis and generalisation: deduction and generalisation of conclusions

The following generalisations can be deduced from the cases and methods described above:

1. The method of deconstruction is not a fixed technique, but a strategy of critical intervention in texts,
discourses and structures [12], which requires flexibility, attention to context and the ability to transfer the
burden of meaning to the margins.

2. Deconstruction is useful where traditional binary oppositions (centre/periphery, presence/absence,
nature/culture) create logical, ethical, or cultural tensions [13]; deconstruction can expose these tensions and
offer more subtle, decentralised models.

3. In the humanities and cultures of the digital age, deconstruction takes on new forms [14]: text be-
comes multimodal, medial; data and algorithms become part of the “text”; identities and subjectivities are
not fixed but fluid. Consequently, the method of deconstruction can be modernised (but not “neutralised”)
for these polyform fields.

4. The limitations of the method are no less important [15]: the inability to provide definitive solutions,
the risk of slipping into relativism, the complexity of the method, its resistance to practical disciplines.
Therefore, its application must be accompanied by methodological self-awareness, possibly integration with
other approaches (e.g., critical theory, pragmatism, empirical methods).

5. The prospects for the development of deconstruction lie in its heterogeneous application,
interdisciplinarity, and constant self-critical renewal [16]. Deconstruction may become not a “final theory”
but a flexible paradigm that adapts to new challenges in culture, technology, and politics.

Conclusion

In this article, we have demonstrated how Jacques Derrida’s method of deconstruction can be applied to
solving current problems in contemporary philosophy (in the textual and discursive spheres), linguistics, and
cultural studies, as well as how it is used or can be modernised in the 21st century. Using methods such as
literature review, textual and phenomenological analysis, comparative studies, deduction, generalisation, we
have shown that deconstruction remains a powerful critical tool capable of revealing hidden structures of
meaning, revising binaries, and deconstructing hegemonic discourses. Nevertheless, it is important to con-
sider its weaknesses: it does not offer ready-made solutions, sometimes seems abstract and difficult to read,
and can be misunderstood or oversimplified. From the point of view of the future, its strength lies in its flex-
ibility, its ability to transition between disciplines, its combination with other methods, and its constant self-
reflection. Ultimately, deconstruction may become not a “method-setting” but a constant philosophical prac-
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tice—an activity aimed at revealing hidden meanings, responsibility, decentralisation, and innovation. In an
era when meaning, authorship, identity, and power are increasingly fluid, new perspectives on the applica-
tion of deconstruction seem not only relevant but almost necessary.
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K. leppuna 1eKOHCTPYKUMACHIH NaiaaHYABIH KaHA NePCIeKTUBAIAPHI

Makanaga XK. [leppuna ¢uiocodusaChIHBIH a3 3epPTTENTeH MIceNeNiepi  KapacThIpbUIFraH. ABTOpIap
JIEKOHCTPYKIIHS CATACHIHIAFbI TiJl MOCEJIECiH, COHIail-aK 6aThic MeTaQU3UKACKIHBIH KATBICY MPOOIeMatapbiH
amanel. Opaniy3 (uiocodbIHBIH Haesapsl  JKaHA acCleKTioe TaljaHfaH. Eyponanblk —MOAEHH
(bunocodusaarsl a3y KOHIEMIHUSICHIH 3ePTTEYIIH jKaHa Tocliaepi Taamanbl. JeppuaaHbiH JeKOHCTPYKIIUS
TEOPUSICHI MOTIHHIH JKaHA KYPBUIBIMBIH i3/1ey JKOHE Ka3y/bIH JXaHA MarblHACKI MEH YFBIMBIH KYPacThIpy
perinae KepceTinreH. I[lOCTKYpPBUIBIMIIBUIAD MOTIHIHIH JIOTHKAIBIK KYPBUIBIMBI JKaHAIIa TalJaHIbl.
JloroneHTpU3MHIH KOHIEIIUACH MEH MarbIHACKHI KaHa KbIPbIHAH 3e€pTTe/Ii. MaKalaHbIH MaKkcaThl — Ka3ipri
0aTbic MOJCHHUETIHIH JXKaHa QUIOCOQHSIBIK KoHE (CHOMEHOJIOTHSUIBIK ACHEeKTUIEPiH IeKOHCTPYKIHS
IpHU3Machl apKbUIbl Tanaay, COHAal-ak Kasipri ¢uiocodusHbIH npobiemManapblH aHbIKTay. Makanazaa
KOPCEeTUITeH MaTephaiiap MaHBI3IBl KOHE Kasipri eypomaiblk (QriIocoQUSHBIH TYpil KypcTapblHIa
naiinananpia  ananel. COHBIMEH KaTap MaKalaHBIH aKmapaThl JKaHa IIepClieKTHBajapra wue, cebedi
JIMHTBUCTHKAIBIK (HUIOCOMHSHBI 3epTTeyre OarbITTANFaH JKaHA FBUIBIMH jKoOaiapia KOJIAQHbLIA aliajibl.
ABTOoprap Makajaga 3epITey ONICTepPiH KOJAaHa OTHIPBIN, JMHTBUCTHKANBIK (QHIOCOMDUSIHBIH KOHE
JIEKOHCTPYKIWSI TCOPHSCHIHBIH KaHA aCIICKTUICPIH aHBIKTaFaH.
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Kinm ce30ep: MoIeHUET, MOTiH, CEMHOTHKA, a3y YFBIMBI, OCTKYPBUIBIMIIBUIABIK, TiJI, JKa3y MarbIHACHI,
MOTIHHIH JIOTHKQJIBIK KYPBUIBIMBI, JEKOHCTPYKUHUS, (EHOMEHOJOTHS, SK3UCTCHLMAIN3M, OMHApIIBIK
KYPBUIBIMJIAP.

E.K. Yonrapos, K.C. baramapos, H.E. Tytunosa

HoBble nepcnekTuBbI NpuMeHenns qekoHcTpykuun K. leppuna

B cratee paccMoTpensl ManousydeHHBIE Ipobiemsl ¢umocodun XK. Jleppuna. ABTOPHI pacKphIBaIOT MPo-
OneMy s3bIKa B cdepe NEKOHCTPYKIMH, a Taroke IPOOJIeMbl 3amagHoil MeTadu3WKu npucyTcTBus. Mnen
(pany3ckoro ¢uaocoda MpoaHATN3UPOBAHEl B HOBOM acriekTe. [IpoaHan3upoBaHbl HOBBIE MTOIXOMIbI K HC-
CJICZIOBAHUIO KOHIIETILUH MTUCbMa B €BpOIeHCKON KyapTypHOH punocodun. Teopust nekoHcTpykimu deppuna
MOKa3aHa KaK IOMCK HOBOI CTPYKTYphI T€KCTa M KOHCTPYHPOBAaHHME HOBOTO 3HAUEHUS] M MOHSTHUS IUCHMA.
Tlo-HOBOMY IpOaHaIM3MpPOBaHA JOTHUYECKAs! CTPYKTypa TEKCTa MOCTCTPYKTypanucToB. [lo-HOBOMy mpoaHa-
JM3UPOBAaHA KOHLENIHUS U 3HAYEHHE JIOroneHTpu3Ma Llenb cTaThyl — NpoaHaIn3upoBaTh HOBBIE (uIocod-
cKHe U (PeHOMEHOJIOTHYECKHE aclieKThl COBPEMEHHOH 3amaiHoOi KyJIbTypHl Yepe3 Mpu3My AeKOHCTPYKIHUH, a
TaKoKe BBIIBHTH IPOOJIEMBI COBpeMeHHOH (uinocoduu. Marepuansl, npeIcTaBlIeHHbIE B CTAaThe, SBISIOTCS
3HAQUUMBIMH ¥ MOTYT OBITh HCIIOJB30BaHBI B PA3JIMYHBIX KypcaxX COBPEMEHHOH eBporeiickoi ¢uiocopum.
Wudopmarus crateu obiiajaeT HOBBIMH TI€PCIEKTHBAMH, ITOCKOJIBKY MOXKET OBITh MPUMEHEHa B HOBBIX Ha-
YUYHBIX TPOEKTaX, HANPABICHHBIX Ha U3y4YeHHE JIMHIBUCTUUECKOH (unocodun. B cTaTbe aBTOPHI, HCTIOIB3YS
HCCIIeI0BAaTENbCKIE METO/IbI, OOHAPYKIIIN HOBBIE ACHEKTHI TMHTBUCTHIECKON (HUI0COGHN U TEOPHU AEKOH-
CTPYKIIHH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: KynbTypa, TeKCT, CEMHOTHKA, TIOHATHE MHChMA, TIOCTPYKTYPAIU3M, A3bIK, 3HAUCHUE ITHUCH-
Ma, JIOTHYECKasi CTPyKTypa TeKCTa, JEKOHCTPYKINS, GEHOMEHOJIOTHS, SKUCTEHIINAIN3M, OMHApHbBIE CTPYKTY-
pHL
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