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The purpose of the article is to determine the sociocultural determinants of the formation for interpretation systems of
fashion activity as a factor in the global problems of our time. The research methodology has used the methods of fashion
semiological analysis by R. Barthes and system-semiotic analysis of pop culture, advertising, and fashion by J. Baudrillard.
Scientific novelty lies in the linguistic-semiotic interpretation of fashion as a cultural phenomenon. Conclusions. It was found
that in the context of theatrical influences fashion has its own figurative feature, which is analysed as a specific discourse. The
fashion space of the 20" century is the totallogy of scenism, which begins from a theatre wall, a ramp, a proscenium, and ends
with an open-air theatre of large stadiums, festivals, and theatrical political battles. The philosophical-aesthetic and cultural
dimensions of fashion are associated with the linguistic-semiotic direction of research, with a semiological turn. However,
there is still no unambiguous interpretation of this turn. Some call it linguistic-semiotic, others semiological. Sometimes
it is said that this turn actually reflected the dichotomy of the transcendental philosophy of Neo-Kantianism and the entire
post-Kantian synthesis that arose in the 20" century, as well as the philosophy of dialogue. The article presents an analysis
of discursive fashion practices of the 20" century.
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Introduction

If the transcendental subject of the classics was monistic and carried one ascending “I”, that is, con-
sciousness was defined as the unshakable harmony of the universe, then the postmodern dialogism indicates
the heterogeneity of culture subject or subjects living by interaction and dialogue. Semiology, to a certain
extent, used both paradigms. So, on the one hand, it remains monistic (the phonism of Ferdinand de Saus-
sure, the socio-praxiological dimension of Charles Peirce), and on the other hand, it expresses the problem
of the event interpreter, the interpretant, as well as the problem of sign connotations, which sometimes
eliminate the monism of the ascending principle. The reference crisis associated with the loss of denotatum,
acutely assured already in post-structural reflective tendencies, in particular, in the works of U. Eco and
others. The main thing is that the semiological turn, starting from Ferdinand de Saussure, made linguistics
the main interpretive scene of the culture in the 20™ century. The old verification scheme, which can be
called creationistic, where God (the real true reality) acted as the creator of the world, who created another
reality, is replaced by a “linguistic” theurgist. The Word becomes God. So, according to G. Shpet (1914),
the word is the Universe. The word carries in its depths that culture scenism, which subsequently turns into
polyscenism.

Scientific novelty. It has been found out that theatrical fashion space of the 20" century is the totallogy
of scenism, which begins from a theatre wall, a ramp, a proscenium, and ends with an open-air theatre of
large stadiums, festivals, and theatrical political battles, the theatre of political purges during totalitarianism,
concentration camp theatres. The totalitarian monsters of Stalin Gesamtkunstwerk and the Third Reich will
be studied in structuralism as mechanisms for culture homogenization. Philosophical-aesthetic and cultural
dimensions of fashion are associated with the linguistic-semiotic direction of research, with a semiological
turn. It has been determined that there is still no unambiguous interpretation of this turn: some scholars call
it linguistic-semiotic, others call it semiological, and some argue that this turn actually reflected the dichot-
omy of the transcendental philosophy of Neo-Kantianism and the entire post-Kantian synthesis that arose in
the 20™ century, as well as the philosophy of dialogue.
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The problem of the semiotic turn was investigated in the works of R. Barthes, J. Baudrillard, J. Derrida
(2000), Iu. Legenkii, Ch. Morris (1983), P. Pavis (1976; 1991), Ch. Peirce (2000), V. Savchuk, A. Usmanova
(2007) and others.

In the studies of R. Barthes (1994; 2003), fashion is mainly studied as a system of vestimentary code
(clothes code), where the subject, visual and verbal levels are determined. The researcher considers the verbal
level, which prompts the creation of certain fashion rhetoric, to be generative. J. Baudrillard (2000) captures
the cyclism, temporality, fashion elusiveness, because we are talking only about the fashion of the 20% century.
Tu. Legenkii (2003) tried to turn the verbal space of fashion rhetoric into a project-model one, where culturally
defined modes dominate: garter, drape, placket, monad space. This approach allowed us to turn the rhetorical
model of fashion into a formative plane. V. Savchuk (2013) in the context of media populations of the visual
space defined ontological, linguistic-semiotic and visual turns. A. Usmanova (2007) noted the visual domi-
nants of modern culture. However, the aesthetic and cultural aspects of cultural matrices formation for fashion
interpretation as a semiotic phenomenon are still not well defined.

The purpose of the article

The purpose of the article is to determine the sociocultural determinants of the formation for interpretation
systems of fashion activity as a factor in the globalization problems of our time.

The research methodology is represented by the method of fashion semiological analysis by R. Barthes
and system-semiotic analysis of popular culture, advertising, fashion by J. Baudrillard, on the basis of which
a discursive fashion analysis was carried out.

Presentation of the main material

The sign-discursive continuum becomes an interpretative configuration of communicative, dialogic fash-
ion scenes becomes, which was explicated as part of a semiological turn. The dialogue reflects a certain extent
the intentions of the transcendental axiology of the post-Kantian example and the philosophy of dialogue,
which to a certain extent tried to turn into semiology or semiotics. And so it happened.

However, it is the formation of sign structures as the basis of interpretation that is interpreted different-
ly. It is believed that the rise of semiology and semiotics as a doctrine of sign systems started at the turn of
the 19"-20™ centuries, when scientists such as F. de Saussure and Ch. Peirce were the unknown fringe group
of science. And suddenly their ideas fell into the circle of philosophical reflection of transcendentalism and
dialogism. There is a synthesis of sign systems and philosophical reflection, which in the end turns into syner-
getic versions of cultural creation, speech acts analysis, etc.

The interpretation of the symbol as a binary system (the unity of the definable and the definitive) becomes
fundamental for the emergence of various reflective constructions. Very quickly, theorists rejected an atomistic
understanding of the symbol: discourse becomes dominant in French semiology, the language of culture — in
the Tartu-Moscow school, and pragmatism — in the American school. There is a variety of theories that cor-
relate with philosophical schools of thought, in particular, the Husserl’s phenomenology of G. Shpet (1914),
which also has the signs of semiotics.

The dialogue turns into a polylogue: the construction of culture dialogism by M. Bakhtin (1986) — into the
construction of the polylogue of J. Kristeva (2004), the dialogics or polylogics of culture by V. Bibler (2014).
All schools that are associated with the semiological turn use the methods of structural linguistics, interpre-
tation of culture in the linguistic equivalent, because natural language as a sign system remains a universal
interpretant.

The concept of “language” is universalized and takes on the meaning of “language of culture”. Culture is
interpreted as a complex system that expresses the dynamics of linguistic valencies and is formed as a kind of
systemogenesis of symbolic connotative realities that are associated with certain semiotic codes or connotation
varieties, starting from sign language, pictographic communication skills, as well as mythological mnemonic
schemes originating from ethnic culture, non-verbal communication system and others. The general is the un-
derstanding of culture as a text, a certain space, oversaturated with symbolic connotations and appeal to certain
concepts that become certain signals to aesthetic, ethical information. The problem of semiotic equivalence of
interpretation systems arises.

Understanding the languages of culture as certain codes of information transfer represents the multifunc-
tional nature of human communication as an expression of will, syncretism, synthetism of the generation and
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perception of information. This is especially noticeable in the modern media space, where each subject of an
information act produces and perceives communicative values as the subject of an information message in one
communicative time and space on many communicative scenes. However, the culture semiological interpreta-
tion programs are in one way or another focused on the exchange of values, on the development and exchange of
places — communicative zones, or scenes of human and media communication. The scene, in this case, becomes
the buffer, space where the action and event are identified, and the actants of the stage event who play, and those
who perceive the information, form a general syncretic or synthetic act of polyscenism, in which a fashion im-
age appears as self-sufficient cultural integrity.

Theatricality in fashion is an implicit installation of entertainment, symbiotic scenism, which adapts all
theatrical innovations. This is demonstrated, in particular, by the work of fashion designers such as J. Galli-
ano, Yamamoto, etc. It is important that literature-centrism, a focus on poetics went through all directions and
all movements of cultural practices: cinema, theatre, architecture, design, fashion. Literature and poetry were
drawn into the interpretation semiotic panorama of their cultural configurations. One of the semiotically orient-
ed fashion theorists was R. Barthes (1994; 2003).

R. Barthes (1994) writes: “We recall now that in any semiological system, the relation between two el-
ements is postulated: the definable and the definitive. This relation connects objects of a different order, and
therefore it is an equivalence rather than equality relation. It should be noted that contrary to the usual under-
standing of these words, when we simply say that the definable expresses the definitive, in any semiological
system there are not two, but three different elements; therefore, what I directly perceive is not a sequence of
two elements, but a correlation that unites them. So, there is the definable, the definitive and there is a sign that
is the result of the association of the first two elements” (p. 76).

The author subsequently uses the language of phenomenology, to which he was always inclined. In par-
ticular, this is observed in the work “Camera Lucida” (Barthes, 1997). The constitutive principle or noem, ac-
cording to E. Husserl (2013), is defined as stating “it was”, that is, in the photo there always exists post-reality.
As we see, Barthes’s semiology is a definite reincarnation of Husserl’s phenomenology in sign connotations.
The most important universal of phenomenology, which E. Husserl (2013) defines as intentionality (orientation
of consciousness to the objective world), R. Barthes (1994) turns into the idea of “concept”, and only then uses
the Husser!’s idea of the “noem”.

G. Deleuze (1997), who in the paper “The Fold: Leibniz and the Baroque”, defined the phenomenon of pli
(formation or unity, fold) as a “seamless” connection, flow of continuum substructures, was not far from the
phenomenological interpretation of cultural creation. The researcher considers the new communicative scene
as an imperative of the multiplicity of shaping possibilities, a new matrix of thousands of “plateau”, thousands
of possibilities to be different in the context of the new continuum paradigm of space transformation. Decon-
struction is eliminated and converted into pli or into formation. As it is known, these ideas were borrowed by
architects and designers.

R. Barthes (1994) defines myth as the “thief” of language. What is the essence of the new reflective myth in
design, fashion, and advertising? Its essence is that it turns meaning into form, “steals” language. The myth does
not steal a language in order to use it as examples or symbols, but in order to naturalize the formed text with its
help. At the same time, R. Barthes (1994) uses an interesting term — “theft”. “Theft” is an unexpected possibility
of appropriation without value exchange equivocations and value equivalents transformation. This is the myth
of miracle, dispersion, when convincing by a miracle, and the result is actually theft of values. You may not use
the rude word “theft”, but R. Barthes (1994) uses it very appropriately.

Theatrical interpretation of the sign, discourse was carried out by P. Pavis (1991) and S. Neretina (1996),
who study the “theatrology of the sign” and the “pragmatics” of theatrical discourse. P. Pavis (1991) states:
“Pragmatics has recently grown so enormously that it has taken the place of semantics and has become one of
the dominant branches of semiotics (since the time of Peirce or Morris it has been divided into semantics, syntax
and pragmatics). This development was uncontrollable; it took place in different directions and in accordance
with different methodologies, so pragmatics becomes, according to the rude but fairly definition of one of the
Italian researchers, “linguistic dump” (p. 242).

So, semiotics considers pragmatics as a linguistic phenomenon, as the most abstract function of the pro-
tagonist, the producer of event values. The event itself can be a fairy tale, fantasy, comic book, fashion event,
communication in various circumstances (with intermediaries, without intermediaries). A fashionable event in
the context of various cultural practices is focused on the action definition, the functioning of the discursive
mechanism, which is interpreted in the linguistic field of pragmatics as a particular function of discursive cul-
tural practices.
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Conclusions

The stratification of the two systems of semiotic turn (semiological and semiotic) determined the analysis
priorities for such concepts as sign, discourse, language, dialogue, dispersion, pragmatics, etc. Structuralist and
poststructuralist reflection in the postmodern version produces the concepts of “fold”, “rhizome”, “plateau”, “ge-
netic algorithm”, etc. In fashion reflection, they are learned sporadically and fragmentarily, because theatreology
as a synthetic discipline allows you to broaden your horizons of thinking and interpret fashion scenism as semi-

ological phenomenon. The next step of the semiological analysis is to create a specific fashion grammatology.
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CEMIOJIOI'TYHUM MMOBOPOT | Bapua Haranis Biraniisua
SIK IHTEPIIPETAHTA ITPOCTOPY | Joxmop ginocogpcorux nayx, npogecop,
MOIUN XX CTOJITTS | Bioxpumuii miscnapoonuii ynisepcumem
PO3BUMKY HOOUHU « VKpainay,
Kuis, Yxpaina

Mera crarTi — BU3HAYUTH COLIOKYJBTYpPHI JieTepMiHaHTH (OPMyBaHHs CHCTEM IHTEpIIpeTalii MOIHOI AisIbHOCTI
K (akTopa robanizaiifHux mpodiiemM cyyacHOCTi. Y METONOJIOTIT JOCHIPKSHHS] BUKOPUCTAHI METO/IU CEMiOIOTTYHOTO
ananizy momu P. Bapra Ta ciucreMHO-ceMiOTHYHMI aHaIi3 MacoBoi KynbTypH, pekiaamu, moan y K. Bompiiispa. Haykoa
HOBH3HA TIOJNATAE y JIHTBO-CEMIOTHYHIN 1HTEpIpeTallii Moau sk (eHOMeHa KynbTypu. BrucHOBKH. BcraHoBmeHo, mio
MoOJa B KOHTEKCTI TeaTpabHIX BILTHBIB Mae CBOIO 00pa3Hy 0COONHBICTS, SIKa ITpoaHalli30BaHa K Crenu(igHINA TUCKYPC.
[poctip Mogu XX CTONITTS — L€ TOTAUIOTIS CHEHI3MY, 110 PO3rOPTAETHCS, MOYMHAIOYM BiJ] T€aTpajibHOI BUTOPOIKH,
pamIu, IPOCTUEHIYMY 1 3aKIHUYIOUH TeaTPOM MPOCTO HeOa BEIUKHUX CTAIi0HIB, CBAT, TCATPATBHUX MOJITHYHHUX OaTaiil.
dinocodcrKo-ecTETHYHI Ta KyJIBTYpOJIOTiYHI BUMIPH MOJX OB’ SI3YIOTh 3 JIIH'BO-CEMIOTHYHUM HAIPSIMOM JOCIIKECHb,
3 CeMiOJIOriYHUM MoBOpoToM. OiHAK 1 JI0CI HEMa€e OJHO3HAYHOTO TIIYMa4yeHHs 11boro nmoBopoty. OnHI Ha3UBAIOTh HOTO
JIIHTBO-CEMIOTHYHUM, IHII CEMiOJOTiYHMM. [HKOIM MOBa iiae mpo Te, M0 Ie MOBOPOT (aKTHYHO BiII3EpPKATIOBAB
i BiIOWBaB MUXOTOMIIO TPaHCUEHACHTAIBHOI (ilocodii HEOKaHTIAaHCTBA i BCHOTO TIOCT KaHTIAHCHKOTO CHHTE3Y, KU
BUHUK Yy XX CTOMITTI, @ TakoX (istocodiero aianmory. Y crarTi HoAaHO aHaJi3 JUCKYPCUBHUX MPAKTHK MOIH XX CTOMNITTS.

Kniouosi crosa: KyapTypa; MOJia; CEMIOTHKA; CEMIOJIOTTYHUI TIOBOPOT; TUCKYPC

CEMUOJIOTUYECKHUMN NOBOPOT | Bapua Haranss Butansesna
KAK UHTEPHPETAHTA | ZJoxmop ¢unocogcxux nayx, npogheccop,
IMPOCTPAHCTBA MO/bI XX BEKA | Omxpoimuiii mesicoynapoonsiii ynueepcumem
paseumus uenoéexa « Ykpaunay,
Kues, Yxkpauna

Ienb cTaThbyl — ONMPEICTUTH COLMOKYIBTYPHBIC ACTEPMUHAHTHI (POPMHUPOBAHUS CHCTEM HMHTEPIPETAI[H MOJHOM

JeATENILHOCTH KaK (paKTopa I1o0aan3alnOHHbBIX TPOOIEM COBPEMEHHOCTH. B MeTo1010THH HCCIieJOBaHNS HCIIOIb30BAHBI
METO/IBI CEMHUOJIOTNIECKOT0 aHanm3a Mozl P. bapra u crcteMHO-CeMHOTHYECKHI aHAITI3 MaCCOBON KyJIBTYPBI, PEKIIaMBI,
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monsl y K. boxpwuitspa. Hayunas HOBH3HA 3aKiIfodaeTcs B IMHTBO-CEMUOTHYECKON HHTEPIPETAIINHA MOJIBI Kak (PeHOMEHa
KyJIbTYpBI. BEIBOZIBI. YCTaHOBIIEHO, YTO MOJIa B KOHTEKCTE TeaTPaIbHBIX BO3ACHCTBUI NIMEET CBOIO 00pa3HYI0 0COOEHHOCTb,
KOTOpasi MMpoaHaJIM3NpOBaHa Kak crenuduyeckuit auckypce. [IpoctpancTBo Mol XX Beka — 3TO TOTAJUIOTHS CIIEHU3MA,
KOTOpasi pa3BOpauMBaeTCs, HAUMHAs OT TeaTPalbHOM BBITOPOJKHU, PaMIIbl, IPOCTLHEHUYMA M 3aKaHUUBAasl TEATPOM I1OJ
OTKPBITBIM HEOOM OOJIBIIMX CTAANOHOB, IPA3HUKOB, T€ATPaIbHBIX MMOJUTHYECKUX OaTannid. dunocopcko-scTeTnyeckne
N KYJIBTYPOJOTHYCCKUEC HU3MEPCHUSA MOJbl CBA3BIBAIOT C JMHIBO-CEMHOTHUYECKHUM HAIPAaBJICHHUEM I/ICCHC}IOB&HI/Iﬁ, us3
CEMHUOJIOTUYECKUM TOBOPOTOM. OJJHAKO 10 CHX IOP HET OTHO3HAYHOTO TOJIKOBAHMS 3TOr0 NOBOPOTA. OIHY HA3BIBAIOT €TO
JIMHI'BO-CEMHOTHYECKHUH, APYTue CEMUOJIOTHUECKHH. VIHOTIa pedb UIeT O TOM, 94TO 3TOT MOBOPOT (haKTHUECKH OTpaskall
JMXOTOMHIO TPAHCIEHICHTAIBHON (UI0CO()UN HEOKAHTHAHCTBA U BCETO NMOCT KAHTHAHCKOTO CHHTE3a, KOTOPBIN BO3HUK
B XX Beke, a Taioke (pritocoduio auanora. B craree npeacraBieH aHa M3 AUCKYPCUBHBIX IPAKTUK MOl XX Beka.
Kniouegvie cnoea: KyneTypa; Mozia; CEMHOTHKA; CEMHOJIOTMYECKHI IOBOPOT; TUCKYpPC
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