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SYMBOL AS A MULTI-NOTIONAL CONVENTIONAL SIGN

Anessova Umit

FhD
Al-Farabi Kazakh National University

We know that there are many ways in which the phenomena of language and
culmre are closely related. Nowadays phenomena of language and culture is
considered as the subject of anthropological. sociological. and semuotics study.
Language 1s determuned by culture and in some cases vice versa. Steven Pinker gives
the examples of 1t: “Of course, there are ways i which culture really does determune
language. or at least certain facets thereof. Obviously, the ancient Romans did not have
words for radios, televisions, or computers because these items were simply not part of
their cultural context. In the same vein, uncivilized tnibes living 1n Europe m the time
of the Romans did not have words for tribunes, praetors, or any other trapping of
Foman government because Foman law was not part of their culture. Our culture does.
sometimes, restrict what we can think about efficiently in our own language. For
example, some languages have only three color terms equivalent to black, white, and
red; a native speaker of this language would have a difficult time expressing the
concept of "purple” efficiently. Some languages are also more expressive about certain
topics. For example, it 15 commonly acknowledged that Yiddish 15 a linguistic
champion. with an amazing number of words referring to the simpleminded™. (1)

One of the phenomena of interaction of language and culture 15 the symbol. If
we consider symbol from the linguistic point of view, we can find out different
perception of it among scientists.

Averintsev 5. 5. defines a symbol through concept of an image: "Any symbol 15
an mmage (and any 1mage 15, at least to a certain extent. a symbol); but if the category
of an image assumes subject identity to itself, the category of a symbol places emphasis
on other part of the same essence — on going of an image out of own limits, on presence
of the certain sense which has been intimately merged with an image. but not identical
to 1t . The subject image and deep sense act in symbol structure as two poles,
inconcervable one without another (because meaming loses own appearance out of an
image, and the image out of sense is scattered on the components), but also divorced
and generating tension among themselves in which the essence of a symbol consists.
Passing to a symbol, the image becomes "transparent”; the sense "appears” through 1t,
being given as the semantic depth, the semantic prospect demanding hard "occurrence”
into it. "(2)

According to Shelestyvuk symbol 1s a mmlti-notion conventional sign which
represents, apart from 1ts inherent and immediate designatum, an essentially different,
usually more abstract designatum. connected with the former by a logical link
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(Shelestruk 1997: 125)! In semantic terms, in symbols we deal with a hierarchy of
meamngs, where the direct meaning constitutes the first laver of sense and serves as a
basis for the mndirect (secondary) meaning - the second layer of sense, both of them
united under the same designator (a name, a visual image, a significant object or person,
etc.). (3)

There 15 term presented by Philip Wheelwnight “immanent polysemy of a
symbol” which means 1ts innumerable implications: a cluster of conceptually disparate
meanings related to a symbol. (for example, fire — hearth and home; masculine

prnciple; passion; the sun: purification) . (6).
Shevkin gives the following definition of a symbol from a position of sociocultural
sciences:  The material or ideatsionny cultural object. vystwayushchy

commumicative of transmitting process as a sign, which meaning 1s considered as
conventional analog of value of other object™ (3).

E F.Gubsky. G. V. Korablev, V_A Lutchenko mark out one more important quality
of a symbol: "The sense of a symbol. can't and shouldn't be clear for the people who
aren't belonging to this group. i.e. for those who 1sn't devoted i meaning of a symbol
(each symbol in 1ts character 15 seen as a secret or at least a conventional sign). it is as
a rule. a hint that 1s over or behind sensually percerved appearance of education (for
example, a cross — a symbol of Christian belief)” (4).

According to Karasik V.I. “The symbol 1s opposed to allegory — to an allegory,
to an image with a clear readable unambiguous rational formula of decoding of this
image (for example. a skull and bones — death). The symbeol 15 essentially multiple-
valued, this polysemy represents not only possibility of multiple mterpretation of a
symbol. but also consecutive plurality of interpretation”™ (3).

Among symbols Shelestyuk specifies language and speech symbols. “Language
symbols are fixed in people’s mind as stable associative complexes. existing i the
lexical meaning of a word as “a symbolic aura’, 1. . a number of semes of cultural-
stereotype and archetypal or mythological character. Cultural-stereotype symbols are
contemporary and comprehensible for all the representatives of a culture, with a
transparent logical connection between a direct and a secondary meaning,. the latter
being easily deducible. Archetypal symbols, consistent with K. G. Jung’s archetypes,
are symbols based on the most ancient or primary i1deas of the ambient world. In
archetypes the conmection between the direct and secondary meaning 1s ofien
darkened™ (2).

As a result of the analysis above-stated theones we can consider a symbol
according to several signs.

First, 1t 1s that value which lies in a symbol. Each symbol and images which
evolved from this symbol are very valuable to the person as they have stereotypical,
mythological characters.
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Secondly, its orientation on super sensual experience. Symbols show in us
various emotions. Some symbols are universal. and some unique. The perception of
the second usually depends both on life expenence, and on education and nurseries
expenience. Here we can give an example from the novel of any author and show a
language picture of the world of the personality through symbols.

Thard, 1ts interpretive depth and multidimensionality. Symbols are interpreted
quite deep and as we spoke above have historical roots and are comnected with
mythology. Sometimes it 15 heavy to us to explain the reason of interpretation as here
we assign the advanced role to subconscious processes.

Fourth. symbols happen multiple-valued. We can connect this sign with the
following as there 15 a lot of cultures and all of them different, however even 1 one
culture and native speaker language we can distinguish different meanings of any
symbaol.

Fifth. 1t"s attractive for carmiers of culture. In our opimion the attractivity of a
symbaol 1s that people’s emotions and thoughts can be expressed through it easier and
those feelings which person has i symbolical images reach as signals of a speech and
the sender, 1n the consciousness, in the same way or at least reproduces a sinular picture
and feels the same emotions as a speaker.
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