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Symbolic Concepts of Culture and the Problem of Language of Cinema

One of the urgent tasks in culturological science is the study of the problem of the language of cinema in the
context of culture. An important role in the formation of the language of cinema was played by theoretical
and methodological symbolic studies of culture. In this regard, in this article, the authors consider the main
provisions and tasks of the symbolic study of culture, the formation of symbolism in the construction of the
language of literature, poetry, in general, their role in the formation of a symbolic understanding of cultural
phenomena in human life. The authors of this article analyze the influence of symbolic studies of culture on
the formation of the language of cinema. The main objectives of the article are to determine the theoretical
contribution of symbolic studies in the study of culture, to show their influence on the formation of the lan-
guage of cinema. To this end, the authors analyzed the main works of scientists involved in the study of cul-
ture from the standpoint of a symbolic approach. The novelty of the study lies in determining the role of
symbolic studies of culture in shaping the language of cinema. Determining the contribution of symbolic
concepts to the study of culture, the authors of the article emphasize the influence of these studies on the
formation of the language of cinema, but at the same time, the construction of a symbolic language.

Keywords: symbols, symbolic concepts of culture, sign, cinema, film language, symbolism, film symbols,
symbolic film language of culture, literary language.

Introduction

Cinema occupies an important place in modern human life. Cinema is not only one of the dominant fac-
tors influencing human socialization, but cinema describes a variety of social practices and forms of human
social behavior in society. In modern conditions, cinema begins to construct and represent a new reality —
cinematic reality with the help of signs, and symbols, and with the help of language it is possible to describe
its location. Scientists in the field of philosophy of culture, cultural studies, and art history draw attention to
the need to study this aspect of the problem.

Over the past thirty years of the 21st century, in the philosophical, humanitarian, and social sciences,
including in the field of the science of culture, the task of studying the meaning of the linguistic description
of the surrounding world, various social practices and attitudes to the surrounding reality have become an
increasing priority. An analysis of research in the philosophy of culture, in the field of cultural research,
shows that the problem of linguistic meaning in human social life is one of the urgent problems and priority
areas in the field of media and multi-media research, including cinema. Recently, it has become one of the
modern areas of cultural research. Therefore, the study of language as a sociocultural structure, as part of
behavior, and as socio-cultural action, modeled by the institutions of cultures, set by society, becomes an
urgent task of the science of culture, philosophy of culture, and cultural studies. In this regard, a significant
place is occupied by symbolic studies of the language of not only media and multimedia institutions, but also
studies of such a problem as the language of cinema.

The ideas and provisions developed by scientists in the symbolic study of culture played an important
role in the formation of the language of cinema. Among the well-known researchers, the American school of
C.W. Morris, French scientists Claude Lévi-Strauss, Algirdas Greimas, Tsvetan Todorov, Roland Barthes,
Yulia Kristeva, Michel Foucault, Georges de Lacan, Gilles Deleuze, Jacques Derrida should be noted. In Ita-
ly, semiotic research was carried out by Umberto Eco.

Of the Russian researchers, the works of Yu.M. Lotman, Z.G. Mints, I.A. Chernov, V.N. Toporov,
V.V. lvanov, B.A. Uspensky, and L.O. Reznikov, V.A. Shtoff, M.S. Kagan, A.K. Baiburin, A. Gryakalov,
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I.I. Dokuchaev, S.T. Makhlina, S.V. Chebanov, T.V. Chernigovskaya, L.F. Chertov, A. Utekhin, as well as
J.N. Tynyanov, M.B. Eikhenbaum, V.B. Shklovsky, and S. Eisenstein and others should be noted.

An important task in the aspect of the identified priority tasks of sociocultural knowledge is also the de-
termination of linguistic meanings in the models of human behavior presented in a cinema, the analysis of
the place and role of symbols in cinema, and the analysis of interpretations. As studies show, the place of
symbols in the language of cinema is very important, in particular, they are significant: what and how the
protagonist of the movie says, it is important to reveal the thought that he expresses, and the thought that the
director wanted to convey, or some final thought he wanted to convey through this symbol. As follows from
the analysis of research, cinema models our life in a certain symbolic space, in cinematic reality, denoting
various aspects of behavior, communication, and attitude to the surrounding symbolic reality with the lan-
guage of meanings, the language of symbols. This aspect of the problem in the domestic and foreign scien-
tific literature has not been sufficiently studied and therefore today is one of the urgent tasks in cultural stud-
ies.

The goal of this article is to analyze the influence of symbolic studies of culture on the formation of the
language of cinema. The main objectives of the article are to determine the theoretical contribution of scien-
tists to the symbolic studies of culture and to show their influence on the formation of the language of cine-
ma. The novelty of the study lies in determining the role of symbolic studies of culture in the formation of
the language of cinema.

Methodology and research methods

This study was based on the methods of historical and cultural approach. As well as the method of his-
toricism, the method of cultural analysis and culture-relativism. We thought that these methods would reveal
our scientific article well.

Discussion

The genesis of symbolic studies of culture dates to the beginning of the 20th century, based on a gener-
alization, rethinking of the place and role of symbolism as an artistic movement in literature, painting, and
other arts, which reached its peak in the late 19th and early 20th centuries in France, Belgium, Germany,
Norway, America, and Russia. This period in the development of art is characterized by increased attention
to the role of symbolism in the struggle against everyday realism and militant materialism at the turn of the
19th-20th centuries, which played an important role in the renewal of art at the beginning of the 20th centu-
ry.

The process of rethinking the place and role of symbols in art leads to the fact that many leaders and
ideologists of symbolism perceive the world as a manifestation of the secret language of symbols. As a re-
sult, the whole world appears in the understanding of the symbolists as a manifestation of deep hidden mean-
ings. The Symbolists were inclined to look primarily in words and objects for signs of something else. As the
ideologists of symbolism believed, the symbol seeks to capture all things and phenomena in their theory and
practice.

It is no coincidence that contemporaries perceived the first Symbolists primarily as preachers of ex-
treme forms of subjectivism and egocentrism, and this is no accident. N. Arutyunova, exploring symbolic
images in Russian literature and poetry, notes thus, Valery Bryusov, a well-known leader and ideologist of
symbolism in the 1890s, noted that the secret of modern art lies in the realization of “the deep thought that
the whole world is in me” [1]. In their works, the Symbolists tried to depict the life experienced by every
soul, full of dark, invisible moods, tender feelings, and fleeting impressions. Symbolist poets are innovators,
filling poetry with new, vivid, impressive images, sometimes trying to achieve their form, playing with
words and sounds that critics consider meaningless.

Symbolism, as noted by theorists, distinguishes between two worlds: the world of things and the world
of ideas. The symbol becomes a kind of conventional sign that connects these worlds in the sense that it cre-
ates. Every symbol has two sides: the signified and the signifying. This other side turns into an unreal world,
and art is the key to unraveling this mystery. The ideologists of symbolism figuratively depict the artistic
features and aesthetic principles of the “symbolic” direction in art (what was said here about poetry applies
to other types of art) and draws attention to the fact that with the help of symbols the language of poetry [2-
4], in including the language of art is filled with deep meanings, images, in which the play on words, the am-
biguity of verbal expressions acquire special significance, accents on sounds, colors play an important role,

376 BecTHuk KaparaHguHckoro yHnsepcuteTta



Symbolic Concepts of Culture and the Problem...

which is enhanced by intuition, imagination, while the subconscious of the poet, artist, writer also plays a
special role [5, 6].

Analyzing the application of the symbolic method in relation to various types of art, we conclude that
poetry, cinema literature, and other types of art are beginning to widely use not only artistic meanings in cre-
ating an artistic, poetic, and literary image, but also begin to work with symbols, images, thus setting an am-
biguity covered with a mystery. Due to the ambiguity of the word, the symbolic image creates a whole range
of associative meanings, which due to the power of imagination and fantasy, create the opportunity to ex-
press some transcendental beauty of the universe with the help of a symbol [7, 8].

An important contribution to the study of symbolic studies of culture was also made by well-known
philosophers such as the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, the German philosopher F. Cassirer, the
American cultural scientist L.A. White, Russian scientist M. Bakhtin and others.

It is known that F. Saussure first drew attention to the symbolic understanding of culture. According to
him, the science of culture should be singled out along with linguistics, which studies only the linguistic sys-
tem of signs, and art that has intuitively outlined the important place and role of symbols in the artistic vision
of reality. He believed that this science can investigate all sign systems in their entirety. According to
F. Saussure, culture can be considered as a strictly hierarchical “text”, the basis of which is a natural lan-
guage associated with other “languages”, i.e. systems of signs in science, everyday life, and especially in
art [9].

The idea of the place and role of the symbol in culture was further developed by the German philoso-
pher F. Cassirer, a representative of the Marburg school of neo-Kantianism. The philosopher believed that
the whole world of culture is the result of human symbolic activity. All spheres of culture are symbolic
forms, which, on the one hand, denote real objects of reality, and, on the other hand, each sphere creates its
world of meanings.

American scientist L.A. White developed in his research the idea of culture itself assigning meaning to
objects and phenomena of cultural reality with the help of symbols, and signs, and therefore, the scientist’s
task is to reveal the meanings given to symbolic forms with the help of cultural analysis, to identify ways of
constructing meanings in structured contexts.

The results of studies of the sign and symbolic nature of language had a significant impact on the for-
mation of symbolic and semiotic studies of culture, including the language of art.

Symbolic and semiotic studies of culture, as the conceptual space expanded, gradually had a theoretical
influence on studies in the field of art, including cinema.

One of the first approaches to the study of the place and role of signs not only in culture, but in cinema
are the works of J.N.Tynyanov, M.B. Eikhenbaum, V.B. Shklovsky, and S. Eisenstein. In 1933,
R. Yakobson in his article “The Decline of Cinematography?” for the first time draws attention to the need to
focus on the fact that “every phenomenon of the external world turns into a sign on the screen”. Based on
this idea, he believed that this phenomenon should be considered the main feature of the film [10]. In 1946,
the French film critic J. Cohen-CEA drew attention to the fact that the film does not always clearly represent
the sacred unit (for example, morphemes or words in natural language) and the peculiar grammatical struc-
ture of the phenomenon. Therefore, the viewer himself, based on intuition and association, has to think up
images, and symbols, and capture the natural meanings hidden in the reality that connects the movie charac-
ter with an indefinite and constantly changing nature. This idea of J. Cohen played an important role in the
formation of new approaches to the comprehension of signs, and symbols, presented in non-verbal behavior
and the acting of an actor.

In 1931, the Czech philologist Ya. Mukarzhovsky published the work “An attempt at a structural analy-
sis of the actor's phenomenon”. In this work, he attempted to analyze Charlie Chaplin's life written by
C. Chaplin. C. Chaplin's life was presented by Mukarzhovsky as a kind of symbolic structure [11, 12]. In it,
each element receives meaning only in relation to another element. Based on this approach, the scientist pro-
posed the first classification of actors' gestures as symbols. Developing this idea, C. Metz put forward the
idea of a cinematic sign. According to Metz, cinema is not language, but speech, in the course of which lan-
guage is constituted. The film, as it was, “speaks” with the help of heterogeneous sign systems — sociocul-
tural, stylistic, perceptual (associated with perception), etc., which introduce their own codes into the film. In
the film, these codes are superimposed on each other, intertwined and create the basis for “reading” the film,
identifying iconic units [13-16].

It should be noted that studies of the place and role of signs, and symbols in movies, manifested in the
acting of an actor, in his behavior in communication, in directing and screenwriting, including operator and
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camera work, show how important the symbolic and semiotic components become in cinema. R. Bart in his
work “The Problem of Meaning in Cinema” [17], Mitry in his book “Aesthetics and Psychology of Cinema”
[18], French scientist M. Merleau-Ponty, P. Wallen, P. Pasolini and others draw attention to this. All scien-
tists note the close connection of signs, symbols, and human behavior, which in the movie acquires a sym-
bolic function. This symbolic specificity of cinema begins to work on three or more sign levels, for example,
the icon (consisting in relation to the similarity with its object), indices (consisting in relation to the physical
relationship with the object), and symbols (symbols of objects). This aspect was once noticed by the Italian
semiologist Umberto Eco, who proposed the theory of “triple division” in cinema. The “triple division” of
film language, according to Eco, is much richer than the language of literature and creates the illusion of re-
ality, masking multi-level works.

As follows from research, language is an important component of this system. On the one hand, lan-
guage, according to this concept, acts as a sign system, while language is not only a means of communica-
tion, the exchange of thoughts, and ideas, but at the same time, language registers and consolidates the re-
sults of thinking in words, acting simultaneously as a means of forming human thought. Thus, language is
understood as the result of human activity, as a system of norms developed in culture, in accordance with
which there is a comprehension of some information carriers specially created for this purpose. On the other
hand, in our opinion, these studies have shown that the symbolic studies of culture have made a positive con-
tribution to the study of the language of cinema. One of the important aspects of such research is the study of
the problem of recoding the language of book culture into the language of cinema, where an important task is
to analyze the meanings of symbols, signs in the space of cinema-reality, their forms and methods for con-
structing and describing sociocultural forms of interactions, people's behavior on the screen, in which certain
meanings are reproduced, which are characteristic of a certain historical era, fixed in the style of clothing,
manner of communication, behavior, facial expressions, and gestures. Thus, symbolic studies of culture are
now widely supported and in demand in contemporary cinema. Everywhere in any cinematic reality there is
a symbol. The symbolic studies of culture not only influenced the formation of the language of cinema but
also expanded the possibilities of cinema in creating visual symbolic realities, and contributed to the creation
and development of a new reality, a new naturalness, to the dynamics and syntax of images.

Results

In modern conditions, screen art, in particular cinema, is part of the dominant culture. Cinema is be-
coming not only one of the most popular types of art but also one of the dominant institutions of culture,
which is entrusted with both the function of socialization and the function of inculturation. Cinema broad-
casts and consolidates the most significant and general types of social behavior, communication, and a sys-
tem of socially significant values, has a significant impact on the human psyche, shaping his worldview, per-
forming the function of conveying moral and aesthetic values, cultural communication, conveying through
symbols, symbolic structures of generally significant for a person ways of cultural and ethnic identity.

Based on the basic principles, ideas, and methodological approaches of the symbolic concepts of cul-
ture, in our opinion, it can be stated that any genre of cinema widely uses a sign and symbolic systems in the
construction of cinema reality, and each sign and symbol represents a certain action. So, for example, in his-
torical cinema, there is an audiovisual image (sign), which is customarily singled out. A visual sign conveys
visual information to the viewer, a visual range that interprets it in a certain sense in accordance with the al-
gorithm set by a given culture. The use of sound to highlight an image (sign, symbol-image), which is pro-
vided by an audiovisual sign, is a certain sequence of events occurring in a frame. Cinema captures move-
ment with photographic accuracy, and the movement itself acts as a sign that conveys the image through an
icon symbol. At the same time, the meaning of each sign is constructed in accordance with the algorithms of
the mother culture, in accordance with its system of values, behavior, and communication features. Cinema,
therefore, is able to create its own meanings by breaching sequences of absolutely any level: a color frame —
a black-and-white frame, movement — immobility, a visual range — darkness, a sound range — silence, and
SO on.

As the analysis shows, in modern cinema symbols are widely used, images-symbols, in which certain
meanings are invested for understanding the meaning and ideas of the ongoing event, or action, determined
by the mother culture. Metaphors, comparisons, deep relationships through artistic analogies, symbolic met-
aphors, and analogies of “smell of sound”, “color of note”, and “aroma of thought” testify to the proximity of
various external phenomena, the search for a single fundamental principle, the original source of all thoughts
and feelings, “their eternal meaning”, while each of the listed elements appears as a complex symbolic and
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semiotic system, as a complex language of cinema, and the content of the elements present is constructed in
the context of the basic culture.

Modern films make extensive use of symbolic language to convey a particular meaning. The car hum-
ber or graffiti on the buildings of city streets, or costumes can act as symbols, and the interior of the room
can convey to us the features of the era, the behavior of people of a certain culture, the values and features of
ethnic culture, the features of cultural identity. The language of cinema has recently become much richer due
to the development of multimedia communications. With the help of the symbolic language of cinema, it is
possible not only to broadcast certain ideological and organizing symbols, which were very productively
used in the creation of Soviet films but also to invest in accordance with ideological patterns of the dominant
Soviet codes of socialist culture or codes of mass culture, as is typical for the modern language of cinema.

The language of cinema not only constructs images-symbols, but also fills the new cinematic reality
with new meanings, and cultural codes of the 21st century. The language of cinema performs an educational
function, visualizing the myth of a new reality, and teaching a new system of symbolism. The language of
cinema visualizes the image of joy from carnival participation with everyone, generating affects, emotions,
and spiritual and social energy of involvement in what is happening.

With the advent of cinema, an active process of cultural assimilation on the screen begins. With the
widespread use of computer systems, the culture of transcoding the language of book culture into the lan-
guage of the screen has become universal. The new reality speaks of a change in cultural eras, the end of the
era of “book” (written, typed) culture, where the book was the main carrier, keeper, and transmitter of cultur-
al information, and the advent of a new era of “screen culture”, where the main carrier, keeper and transmit-
ter of cultural information becomes a sign, a symbol, a symbol-image.

Conclusion

Summarizing the analysis of the tasks posed in this article, we come to the conclusion that studies of the
symbolic method in art, and symbolic concepts of culture have influenced the understanding that symbols
have a special place and significance in human life, symbols denote various aspects of our everyday and tra-
ditional ethnic culture, symbols are widely used in cinema art, and also influenced the formation of the lan-
guage of cinema. Each symbol in the cinema can denote the world around us and define the world it repre-
sents. Each symbol, as it was, “hides” the world, and “hints” at the existence of many hidden worlds. Each
symbol and sign can designate what could not be said in one or another era and reveal what prevented the
author from saying openly in his historical time, in a specific cultural era. Through the language of art, the
language of cinema, one can construct a kind of visual reality, where various events and objects can be de-
scribed in the symbolic language of cinema. From the first eras of cinema to our time, the connection be-
tween cinema and symbolism is very close. At first, when there was no sound in the cinema, actors or char-
acters conveyed the script to the audience through some kind of symbol. Since the advent of sound in cine-
matography, directors have used symbolism in many ways. Even the clothes of the actors, their actions, and
the style of make-up can be understood by seeing the symbolism of the direction desired by the director. In
this regard, we call cinema art and symbolism a cultural direction that develops very closely and comple-
ments each other. And we say with full confidence that the benefits of this synthesis are enormous.
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O. Tac6onatyiel, C. Xemxkasu, 3.H. McmarambGeroBa

MbJ1eHUeTTiH CHMBOJIABIK KOHUENTLIEpPi :K9He KUHO TiJi

MoieHHeTTaHy FBUIBIMBIHAAFBI ©3€KTi MIHICTTEPiH Oipi — MOJICHUET KOHTEKCIHJETT KMHO TiJTi MAceneciH
3eprrey. KuHO TiiHiH maiina 00Iysl MEH KaJbIITACYBIHAA MOICHHETTIH TEOPHSIIBIK JKOHE 9ICHAMAJIBIK CHM-
BOJIABIK 3€PTTEYJIepi MaHbI3/IbI poll aTkapaasl. OchiFaH GalIaHBICTBI OCBI MaKaja/ia MOJCHUETTIH CHMBOJIIBIK
3epTTEYJIepiHiH HETI3ri epexenepi MEH MIHIETTEpi, 9NeOMeT TiTiH, JKalIMbl MO33UIAHBl KypyJa CHUMBOIA3MIL
KaJIBITACTHIPY, OJIAPIBIH aJaM eMipiHAeri MOJCHN KYOBUIBICTapAbl CHMBOJIABIK TYCIHYl KaJBIITACTHIpYaa-
FBI poJli KapacThIpBUIFaH. ABTOpJIap MOJCHUETTIH CHMBOJIABIK 3€PTTEYJIEePiHiH KMHO TUTIH KalbIITACTHIPYFa
acepiH TanmaraH. 3epTTey/iH Heri3ri MiHACTTepi — MOJCHHUETTI 3ePTTEyAeri CHMBOJIIBIK 3epTTEYJICPAiH TEo-
PYSUTBIK YJIECIH aHBIKTAY, OJIApJbIH KMHO TiTiH KaJbINTACThIpYFa acepiH kepceTy. Ochl MakcarTa Makaiaja
CHMBOJIJIBIK KO3Kapac TYPFBICEIHAH MOJICHHUETTI 3epPTTEyMEH alfHaIbICAThIH FAIBIMAAPABIH HETi3r1 )KYMBbICTa-
pHI TanmaHFaH. OHepIeTi poaMi3AepaiH dcepi MEH MaFbIHACHIHBIH HETI31 acHeKTijepi aHBIKTaJIIbl, COHBIMEH
KaTap uuesuiap, FalsIMAapIbIH MOJICHUET TUTIHE KOCKAH YJIec )KOHE OJIApIbIH KHHO TiTiH KAJIBIITACTHIPYAAFbl
peni TangaHapl. 3epTTEYIiH JKaHAJIBIFBl — KHHO TUIH KaJBIITACTHIPYIAaFbl MOICHHETTIH CUMBOJIIBIK 3€pT-
TeyJepiHiH peJliH aHbIKTay. CHMBOJIBIK TYKBIPBIMIaMaIapIblH MOICHUETTI 3epTTEyre KOCKaH YJIEeCiH aHbIK-
Tail OTHIPHIN, MaKajia aBTOPJIapbl OYJI 3epTTeyIepAiH KHHO TUIiH KaJbIITacTHIpyFa, COHBIMEH 0ipre CHMBOJI-
IBIK TUIHI KYpYyFa 9CepiH aTarl KepceTei.

Kinm ce3dep: pomizniep, MOJCHUCTTIH CHMBOJIBIK YFBIMIAphI, OCNri, KHMHO, KHHOTLII, CHMBOJIU3M, KH-
HOPaOMI3Jiepi, MOICHHETTIH CHMBOJIMKANIBIK KHHOTL, 91cOUET TiJi.

9. Tac6onatymsl, C. Xemxkasu, 3.H. NcmarambeToBa

CumMBoOJIMYeCKHEe KOHIENIMHU KYJIbTYPbI U NP00JieMa A3bIKa KHHO

OnHOIt M3 aKTyaldbHBIX 33/1a4 B KyJIbTYpPOJIOTHIECKOI HayKe SIBISIETCS HCCIEN0BAHUE MPOOIEMBI SI3bIKA KHHO
B KOHTEKCTE KyJNbTYphl. BaxkHYI0 POl B CTAaHOBICHHH U (pOPMHUPOBAHHUN SI3BIKA KMHO OKAa3aJH TEOPETHKO-
METO0JIOTHYECKAE CUMBOIMYECKUE UCCIIEOBAHUS KyJIbTYphl. B 3TOH CBA3M B HacTOsALIEH CTaTbe pacCMOT-
PEHBI OCHOBHBIE IIOJIOXKEHHS M 3aJa4dl CHMBOJIMYECKUX HCCIIECJOBAHUI KyJIbTYpHl, (opMHpOBaHHE CHMBO-
JM3Ma B KOHCTPYHUPOBAHHY S3bIKA JINTEPATYPBI, IO33KH B IIEIOM, HX POJIb B (JOPMHPOBAHHN CUMBOJIMYECKOTO
MOHMMAaHUs KyJbTYpPHBIX ()EHOMEHOB B )XKM3HU YeJOBEeKa. ABTOPBI IPOBEIH aHAIN3 BIUSHUS CUMBOJIMYECKHX
HCCIIeIOBaHMI KYIBTYpHI Ha (POPMHUpOBaHHUE s3bIka KHHO. OCHOBHBIE 3a]]a4M UCCIIEIOBAaHNs — OIPEACIICHHE
TEOPETUYECKOr0 BKJIa[a CUMBOJIMYECKUX UCCIECIOBAaHUN B UCCIENOBAHUM KYJIBTYpBI, I0OKa3 UX BIMAHUS Ha
(opmupoBanue s3b1ka KHHO. C 3TOH IENbI0 B CTaThe MPOAHAIN3HPOBAHBl OCHOBHBIE pa0OTHI yIEHBIX, 3aHHU-
MAIOMINXCS UCCIIEN0BAHUAMH KyJIBTYPHI C IO3HIMH CHMBOJIMYECKOTO TMoaxofa. OnpeneneHsl OCHOBHEIE ac-
HEKTHl BIMSAHUS U 3HAUYEHHs CHMBOJIOB B MCKYCCTBE, a TakXKe IPOaHAIM3HPOBAaHBl UIEHU, BKJIAJ yYCHBIX B
SI3BIK KYJIBTYPBI M HX POJH B ()OPMHPOBAHUM si3bIKa KMHO. HOBH3HA HMCCIeJOBaHUS 3aKIIIOUACTCS B BBISBIIC-
HHUHU POJIM CHMBOJIMYECKUX HCCICAOBAHUN KyJIbTYphl B (POPMUPOBAHUH si3bIKa KMHO. OTpenenss BKIal CHM-
BOJIMYECKUX KOHIETIINH B MCCIENOBAaHUE KYJIbTYpPbI, aBTOPBI CTAThH MOAYEPKUBAIOT BIMSIHUE ITUX HCCIIENO-
BaHUIi Ha pOPMHUPOBAHHE SI3bIKA KHHO, HO U B TO XK€ BPeMsl KOHCTPYUPOBAaHNE CHMBOJIMYECKOTO SI3bIKA.

Knoueswvie cnosa: CHUMBOJIbI, CUMBOJIMYCCKUEC KOHUCHITHI KYJIbTYPhI, 3HaK, KWUHO, KUHOA3bIK, CUMBOJIM3M, KH-
HOCHUMBOJIBI, CHMBOJIHMYCCKHUI KHHOSI3BIK KYJIbTYPBbI, IIPITepaTypHLIﬁ SI3BIK.
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