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SYMBOL-INTERTEXTUALITY-DECONSTRUCTION (ON DIALECTIC OF STABILITY AND VARIABILITY OF CONCEPT AND SYMBOL)

ABSTRACT

This article probes into the essence of such phenomena as concept and symbol, considers the dialectic of their stability and variability; traces the development of content in some of them. Archetypes, stereotypes and conceptual values are identified as the entities that are responsible for the universality of concepts and symbols, and that provide the stable ‘kernels’ of their content, which resist changes happening in them over time. Finally, the article expands on the main factors bringing about these changes - intertextuality and deconstruction, and offers a case study of the deconstruction of the Soviet ideological model during the ‘Perestroika’ of the 1990s.

***

Concept and symbol
A concept is largely viewed as a complex of objective logical content and an aura of cultural-stereotype and non-discursive archetypal associations related to it. Using Claude Levi-Strauss’s structuralist model we can represent concepts as nodal points in the ‘picture of the world’ of an individual or a social community. These nodal points are connected together paradigmatically and syntagmatically by relatively stable, yet dynamically developing relationships. 

The core of a concept includes a denotatum (i.e. ‘extension’, the range of objects to which a concept and a correspondent name may apply) and a designatum (i.e. ‘intension’, or signification, the internal content of a concept, the inventory of properties that constitute its complete formal definition or description).The periphery of a concept is constituted by its implications – the cultural-stereotype and archetypal associations. 

Alongside with the objective logical and cultural-stereotype content, concepts possess the emotive-evaluative (axiological) content, owing to which people form specific attitudes to objects and phenomena and build up hierarchies of values of the material and spiritual world. Two other aspects of a concept are cognitive and pragmatic (praxiological) significances, which reflect the principles of cognition (e.g. mythological, religious, scientific determinism) and the practice of using a given concept in accordance with the accumulated knowledge. The emotive-evaluative, cognitive and pragmatic components of concepts enable us to complete the conceptual ‘picture of the world’ - which is actually the psychic image of material world - to the level of ideology, which includes a conceptual structure of common beliefs and convictions; a hierarchy of values, ideals; principles of cognition; the range of application of concepts, etc. It is worth mentioning, that an individual’s ideology is largely determined by the mentality of an ethno-social group to which he or she belongs, by the Jungian ‘collective conscious’ and subconscious, i.e. habitual and latent mechanisms of thinking, which people unwittingly apply in their day-to-day life (Grineva 2003: 390).

At present many scholars maintain, that, since a word meaning reflects a concept, it has a structure identical with the latter. However, a word meaning is more restricted in content than a concept, inasmuch as it is merged with a certain name, possessing a certain pattern of grammatical employment, and used in concrete contexts and discourses, which cut off associations, irrelevant for a situation. Nevertheless, like a concept, a meaning of a word possesses such components as denotatum; designatum (signification) - consisting of a generic ‘hyperseme’ and specific ‘hyposemes’(differential semes); the semes of implication (strict, loose and negative); and emotive-evaluative semes (Yartseva 1990, Nikitin 1983). 

Symbols are subdivided into simple (formal semiotic) and complex (cultural). A formal semiotic symbol denotes a) Ch. Pierce’s conventional sign, a unity of material designator and an ideal designatum, corresponding to a class of objects (denotata, or referents); b) a graphic character of notation (e.g. H2O; ©; ®; e2-e4). A complex symbol is, on the one hand, the latent aura of cultural-stereotype, archetypal and individual symbolic semes implied by a concept; and on the other hand - a sign, the designator of which is an object or phenomenon of reality, a mental image, a picture, a scheme, or a correspondent name (word), and the designatum is complex: the primary designatum is a correspondent concrete, image-bearing notion and the secondary designatum (-a) is a generalized, abstract notion or idea. This dual nature of the complex symbol permits to describe it either a noumenon (the ‘essence’ of a concept) or a phenomenon (an objective manifestation of a concept). Probably, owing to this duality there are two basic models of the complex symbol in the philosophic thought: in E. Cassirer’s model of ‘symbolic forms’ symbol is but a transformed form of a concept, clothed in this or that material vehicle; in Hegelian model it is a material object through which the abstract meaning, different from its concrete meaning, shows itself.  
The model, which makes its reference point the material vehicle of a symbol (designator), which possesses a complex of meanings (designata), is represented below. 
Figure 1. The structure of a complex symbol

[image: image1]
The model, which views a symbol as a function of a concept, i.e. an aura of its cultural-stereotype and archetypal associations, permits to specify several kinds of symbols according to the layers of consciousness1:
1) Prototypal symbols – the primary generalizations of objective contents of reality, emerging in early childhood. According to G. Duby, the deepest mental layer is connected with biological reactions and reflexes of a human being. This layer is immobile, or nearly immobile, as it changes together with the evolution of the biological characteristics of man (Duby 1996: 20). Here belong perceptive reactions to light and darkness, warmth and cold, colors, quantities, symmetry/ asymmetry, space properties, such as up and down, back and front, narrowness and width, spatial characteristics of objects, sounds, rhythm, scents, etc. Owing to these reactions a child’s mind is able to fixate prototypes - primary images of material world in day-to-day existence: the images of his or her home, crib, toys, trees in the window, etc., as well as the prototypal embodiments of emotions – fear (a Witch), pleasure and beauty (a Fairy), etc. A prototype acts as the primary-image denotatum of a concept. In prototypal symbols a concrete image-bearing notion and the corresponding emotion are merged together; in fact, there is no other generalized notion but emotion and evaluation, associated with this concrete notion. 

2) Archetypal (mythological) symbols are based on the most ancient mythological vision of the world. Like the previous kind, they originate from prototypes – the primary subconscious images; in fact, they overlap with prototypal symbols. What distinguishes them from the latter is that archetypal symbols are often incorporated in a myth - a narrative structure which seeks to connect objects and explain the material world with the help of mythological ideas. Most archetypes are universal images, present in all cultures, which fact gives ground for the assumption that they are inborn (Jung 1996a, Frye 1973, Hübner 1996, Eliade 1996).

Archetypes include: a) archetypal images, motives and symbols (deluge, sowing and reaping, tree, mountain, river, primordial ocean, etc.); b) K. Jung’s personified archetypes of Animus and Anima, hero, fool, wise old man/ woman, child, shadow, Prometheus, as well as other personal and professional archetypes (mother, father; craftsman, peasant, teacher, warrior, etc.).
Archetypal symbols are characterized by a denotative ‘cleft’ in the designatum - the primary designatum and the secondary designatum appear. Unlike the immediate connection between a notion and its emotive-evaluative quality in prototypal symbols, the link between notions in archetypal symbols is provided by mythological metaphor or metonymy (Shelestiuk 2003). Compare the archetypal symbolic meanings of sun, moon, stars – deities, persons or souls, faces, ‘eyes’ in the sky; various geometric figures, e.g. circle – the sun, the sky, infinity; tree, mountain, river as models of the world; elements, e.g. water – god(-dess), mother, feminine principle, primordial waters, and others. 
Archetypal symbols often reflect such features of mythological thinking as animism (anthropomorphic, zoomorphic), totemism, they are characterized by irrational syncretism of notions (bricolage), concreteness of secondary designata. Archetypal meanings of concepts are hidden in the depths of human mind, but they appear in many modern symbols.
3) Stereotype symbols represent the layer of trivial logic of the majority of people of a given community, reflect their common mentality. The bases of these symbols are stereotypes - schematic images (‘schemas’) and beliefs,  sometimes emotionally colored, which result from the generalization of accumulated knowledge about objects, gained from common experiences shared by members of a community. Growing from prototypes and archetypes, stereotypes divest themselves of syncretism and mythological analogy; they are based on retrieval of essential properties of various instances of the same object, and on causal logic. They are collective psychological phenomena and also social tools, as they are inculcated in individuals during their education to regulate their way of thinking and conduct (Yadov 1970: 134). Though stereotypes are largely determined by the inertia of tradition and convention, they are more ‘mobile’ than archetypes and tend to change gradually from generation to generation along with the social development.
In stereotype symbols the ground of transposition from the primary designatum to secondary abstract designata is transparent; it is a natural logical (metaphorical, metonymical) link between them. Stereotype symbolic semes of a concept are usually numerous, so stereotype symbols may have many secondary designata, e.g. water may symbolize purity, cleansing and renovation, fertility, ‘juice of life’ - hence the power that does good; less frequently it symbolizes danger, death and destruction as an engulfing and raging element; it may also symbolize dilution, slowness, dormancy (hence introversion), stagnation (passiveness), coolness, depth (emotion), mystery, etc. (Biedermann 1996). 
Stereotypes may, like archetypes, be similar in all cultures, or they may have the national-ethnic character - in this case they are determined by natural, geographic, historical, religious and cultural conditions – e.g. birch as a national symbol of Russia; shamrock as a national symbol of Ireland. To this group also belong emblematic symbols, specific of communities and various social groups, the outfits and peculiar trappings in public institutions, e.g. Eton and Harrow schools in Britain.
The first three groups of symbols are fundamental, they provide life settings and values for members of a community, affect their unconscious and conscious behavior 2. 
4) Ideological symbols arise from the ideological layer of a concept, based upon the meanings of fundamental layers. These symbols, alongside with abstract concepts, are terms of philosophies and theories. Their secondary designata are abstract ideas; their primary designata are also generalized concepts, although more ‘concrete’, image-bearing than secondary ones. Such symbols may appear in various forms of public consciousness – philosophy (metaphysics), ethics, aesthetics, religion, mystic teachings, social and political life, etc. - with various meanings. For example, water represents ‘arche’,  a primary element, in Thales of Miletus’s philosophy; in Christianity - baptism, i.e. death of a pagan and spiritual birth of a Christian. From the socio-political perspective water represents, among other things, one of the victuals necessary for survival; hence the issue of water shortage in some places, with the whole range of social and cultural consequences - for example, the argument, that water as the essence of life is sacred, and its control by external profit-making agencies is a violation (as in V. Strang’s book The Meaning of Water)3. 
5) Individual (subjective) symbols are those, in which a sign, its primary and secondary designata are used to codify individual ideas. Their authors specifically interpret prototype, stereotype, archetypal or conceptual contents. 

Symbols and concepts are media of cultural, historical, social and individual meanings of things. Through them the human mind ascends from concrete to abstract and descends from abstract to concrete, cognizing the meaning of things. They affect the development of human psyche in a global way, as they embrace all levels of consciousness – from the prototypal structures of the subconscious to the level of ideology. As the historian S. Kara-Murza puts it, ‘symbols form their own world, where they cooperate or compete – by the effort of our conscience and imagination. So we can live in the material world spiritually, organizing our day-to-day life under the influence of symbols … Each of us settles their personal biography with the help of symbols, so that it fits into the time and space where we happen to live… The world of symbols legitimizes human life, provides it with meaning and order… It also regulates the history of a nation or community, connecting its past, present and future. With respect to the past, symbols create a common memory, thus making people a nation; similar to how brothers and sisters become a family, united by the symbols of their past – however vague and fragmentary – such as the mother’s song, the father going to war, the grandfather’s death. With respect to the future, symbols unite people into a nation, indicating where to direct their steps and what to fear. Through symbols we feel our connection with our ancestors and descendants; this imparts immortality to human life, and permits us to accept our personal death calmly and consciously. We acquire a ‘Cosmic’ feeling, supporting us in our troubles and the vanity of everyday life’ (Kara-Murza 2002: 521). 
Two important features of concepts and symbols are their constancy (stability, relative immutability) and universality in various cultures - concepts and symbols are specific ‘constants’ of culture, which tend to preserve their semantics (Stepanov 1997: 77). At the same time, both concepts and symbols are capable of change and variability in time and space. The dialectic of universality/ variability, as well as immutability/ changeability of concepts and symbols, is the subject of our further discussion. 

Intertextual Existence, Archetypal and Stereotype Essence 
Universality of concepts and symbols in various cultures is determined by two factors: intertextuality of their existence and archetypality and conventionality (‘stereotypeness) of their nature. 
Concept and symbol are units of intertextual communication – they are conveyed across cultures and generations through ‘cultural texts’. Intertextuality, as many scholars see it, is reference to individuals’ entire cultural experience and linguistic memory, but not only intended or unintended citations and allusions to earlier literary, mythological, historical, etc. sources. The fixed components of these experience and memory ensure that external objects and events resonate with our conceptual vision of them. Of special significance is the linguistic memory, which, according to B. Gasparov, presents ‘a colossal conglomerate, accrued and developed during the whole lifetime of a man. Every thought that a man wishes to express, at the very moment of its generation, wakens this mnemonic citation conglomerate and actualizes those of its components, which we for some reason associate with the image of our future thought’ (Gasparov 1996: 106). Our linguistic memory contains 1) formal constants: a) ‘communicative fragments’ (words, word combinations, whole phrases) together with the images that they bear, b) ‘communicative contours’ (syntactical, rhythmical, melodic, stylistic, genre, verbal potentials of utterances), c) ‘communicative space’ (the discourse, in the entirety of communicative settings, purpose of communication, interlocutors in their social roles, statuses and identities, etc.); 2) constants of content associated with this or that ‘linguistic image’ (the terminology belongs to B. Gasparov). Thus, intro-cultural, cross-cultural and historical intertextuality is the first factor determining universality of conceptual and symbolic contents. 
Archetypal and stereotype nature of cultural signs, such as concepts and symbols, is the second factor of their universality. Archetypes are ancient mythological structures, universal to mankind. According to S. S. Averintsev, ‘identical in character archetypal images and motives … are discovered in mythologies and arts of cultures, never contacting with each other, directly or indirectly, which fact excludes their explanation by mere borrowing’ (Averintsev 1994b: 110). 
It should be noted, that there is some ‘mysticism’ about the term ‘archetype’. In fact, in modern science it is frequently viewed as obsolete, and practically no research is conducted on this phenomenon. However, there are a few hypotheses, both materialist and idealist, about the nature of archetypes, dating back to the first half of the 20th century. 

C. G. Jung’s believed that human thinking, like nature, is determined by universal natural laws, and archetypes are the primary patterns (gestalts) of unconscious images, systems of psychic settings, which are somehow incorporated in brain structure. They are inherited by the offspring as the information about mental structure of individuals and whole ethnoses. According to Jung, archetypes are the chthonic part of human soul, through which the soul is connected to nature, or at least, the connection of the soul to nature (earth) and the world is most conspicuous in archetypes. In other words, archetypes manifest ‘the influence of the earth and its laws’ on human soul. On the one hand, they form very strong instinctive preconceptions, on the other hand they greatly help in the process of instinctive adaptation’ (Jung 1996b: 136).

Although at present there are no proofs of archetypes as hereditary material structures, there is a possibility of theoretical substantiation of Jung’s hypothesis from genetic and neurobiological perspectives. According to I. I. Kondrashin, ‘neuron and neuropile structure of cerebrum is the material basis - metaphorically, the hardware - for all its reflex-algorithmic arches and analytical functional centers (software), and ultimately for human mentality in general’ (cited in (Grineva 2003: 71)). The primary composition of these arches and centers depends on the genome inherited by a human from his ancestors; it forms the elementary basis for human mentality (possibly, with archetypes as its components), although the qualitative ‘filling’ of this mentality largely depends on individual upbringing, education and personal experience (Grineva 2003: 72). 
The idealist view postulates the existence of certain universals of content – the meanings which thread through cultures, conditioning unity of conceptual world models and symbolism (Jung 1996a, Frye 1973, Hübner 1996, Eliade 1996). These meanings are called, in hermeneutic tradition, ‘anagogical’, i.e. pertaining to the fourth and ultimate spiritual meaning, found beyond the literal, allegorical, and moral meanings of objects of reality or texts. Alternatively, in R. Otto’s theological tradition, they are called ‘numinous’, i.e. supernatural, suggestive of the presence of divinity, which a human being contemplates in objects of nature. 
In idealist view archetypes are images of the subconscious, replicating real objects, but both images and real objects ascend to ultimate ideal anagogical senses. Archetypal symbols of the city, the garden, of food and drink, of the quest or journey, of light and darkness, of sexual fulfillment in the form of marriage, etc. are not the forms of being a man creates because nature induces him to – they are themselves forms of nature. On the other hand, nature, in its entirety, is more like a living body, than something inanimate. Therefore archetypes of physical world, such as sea, wood, meadow, sunrise, sunset, seasons, etc., and archetypes of human life, such as sowing, harvesting, birth, initiation, marriage, death – are connected as units of the same order (Frye 1973). K. Hübner suggested that the purpose of universal ‘numinous forces’ is to bring order into the world, so they reveal themselves in human society as mythological concepts (1996: 120). 
No matter how we explain archetypes - by the workings of numinous (anagogical) forces, or by the hypothetic natural mechanism of archetype inheritance, they seem to exist and determine the universality of many symbols and basic abstract concepts in human society. There are numerous correlations of images and ideas in cultures, which are not explained by intertextuality, borrowing from one culture into another, or translation from one generation to another.
The problem of a stable kernel in concepts and symbols. Evolution of meaning
Poststructuralist tendencies have shifted the accents from archetype and stereotype-based universality of concepts and symbols to their variability. Deconstruction critics believe that there is neither firm foundation for thinking (meaning ascription, understanding), nor its end - in the form of finding the final meaning, or ‘sense’. Thinking cannot arrive at a final statement about its subject, it is always thinking it anew. 
Jacques Derrida uses metaphors of ‘presence’ and ‘differAnce’ to reason about this: presence is the illusion of original sense, inalienable from its sign; differAnce is what exists in reality, the trace of meaning, trailing its way from text to text - which is separated in time, delayed to the future and always different from the original meaning (Derrida 2000b: 18, 2000c: 321). He claims that inaccurate reiterations, substitutions, transformations are always involved in the history of meaning (and in history as such), ‘the beginning of which can be awoken, and the end - anticipated’ owing to the illusory ‘presence’ of meaning.  However, ‘meaning’ is subjective reality – it has never been itself, but derived from inconceivable beginnings and replaced by signs. So the sign does not replace anything prior to it that is stable and static. The center (i.e. the sense) is not a fixed place, but a function, permitting an interminable play of sign replacers. Thus the central – intrinsic and transcendental – designatum is never fully present outside a system of differences. The absence of a transcendental designatum expands the field of meaning and the ‘play of meanings’ ad infinitum (Derrida 2000a). 

The aptness of a word to change its meaning has been illustrated already by Socrates, in his arguments about the essence of things. He made his interlocutors define certain concepts, and then, ‘immersing’ these concepts into new and new contexts, made them contradict their initial definitions – thus proving their invalidity. The original knowledge of an interlocutor thus ‘deconstructed’, there was no return to the incipient meaning of a concept, as it was erased by an internal shift (differAnce). According to Derrida, the ‘sense’ remains as a trace, which in vain ‘calls for finding its meaning’ (Stegmeier 1999).

To prove his point Derrida alludes to the anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss’ argument that myth has no common semantic source, that ‘everything begins with structural relationships’(Derrida 2000a: 457). It is remarkable, that initially Levi-Strauss was not an agnostic of the intrinsic meaning - he believed that this meaning should be sought in nature. In this he proceeded from the theory of the ‘nature / culture’ opposition, elaborated upon by ancient sophists. This theory asserted that nature determines the ‘essence’, or ‘sense’, of things; its concepts are universal and independent of culture. On the other hand, culture embraces concepts, which depend on the system of norms adopted in a given society and undergo modifications from one social structure to another. However Levi-Strauss ‘met with a scandal’, when he discovered that certain universal anthropological concepts, e.g. incest prohibition (perhaps also other prohibitions, such as food taboos, various taboos that function during important life events such as birth, marriage, and death etc.), are grounded both in nature and culture – they are biologically determined and also reflected in the system of norms and taboos. Since there is no clear-cut demarcation line between natural and social phenomena, nature cannot be a criterion for deriving the intrinsic meaning of concepts. It can be inferred, reasons Derrida, that a meaning is a mere function, relationship in the network of related anthropological concepts. The example of the incest prohibition demonstrates the transphenomenal nature of meaning of social and cultural concepts, their inscrutability and, eventually, absence of their ontological foundation (Derrida 2000a: 453).

 Other poststructuralist thinkers speak on the subject of meaning in the same vein. The apologist of ‘syntagmatic thinking’ Roland Barthes believes that the postmodern age has transformed a sign to the effect that it has no designatum whatsoever - it assumes a meaning dependent on the signs neighboring it. In his article Imagination of Sign Barthes claims that syntagmatic thinking is more progressive than symbolic thinking, which experiences the reality - sees its meaning - as a ‘fathomless many-faced abyss’ appearing through external forms. It is also more progressive than paradigmatic thinking, which, in the spirit of C. Levi-Strauss, views a meaning as a ‘distinctive function’ – a relation of a sign with other virtual signs, similar and distinct at the same time. Syntagmatic thinking also equates meaning with the relationships between signs, but not in language as an abstract system, but in actual speech. Signs in speech are free from the burden of intrinsic meaning – rather, they name whatever a speaker chooses to name by them. Moreover, their neighborhood with other designators develops their conventional semantics, so syntagmatic thinking is pragmatically-oriented and developing. Finally, this type of thinking stimulates ‘the pleasure of reading’ because any text is perceived as a play of designators (Barthes 1989: 250-251). 
 The theory of intertextuality propounded by Julie Kristeva also denies cognition of the ultimate sense (or the intrinsic meaning) of signs – as signs are used in various contexts it becomes blurred, and generally tends to be lost. In pan-intertextual perspective a concept emerges as an unstable phenomenon, prone to modifications of its designatum - in particular, of its symbolic semantics, and variability of denotata. The reference of a sign to objects and phenomena of reality is replaced by a textual system with its own rules of reference; and as the narrative is perceived as a textual mosaic, any text is opened up to ongoing commentaries. Instead of meaning, a researcher should focus on citation, intra- and intertextual dialogue of meanings, and their permanent modifications. 
Many scholars, however, warn against the understanding of intertextuality the global dilution of actual sense in a perspective of citations or syntagmatic interactions.  For example, G. Agger points out that an ongoing regression will entail a loss of perspective, to the point where origin, context, and purpose fade and results become uncertain. This view is supported by A. Gemzøe’s statement that intertextuality involves a critical confrontation with 1) the subject, sense and pragmatic function of any text, 2) representation of reality as the main function of any sign, 3) the essence of narrative and 4) the work as an autonomous entity (Agger 1999). 

True, intertextuality is present in any actualized sign - it results from the inducement of information by the language memory of a speaker or reader, dependent on certain extralinguistic and linguistic contexts. To repeat the quotation from B. Gasparov, ‘every thought that a man wishes to express, at the very moment of its generation, wakens this mnemonic citation conglomerate and actualizes those of its components, which we for some reason associate with the image of our future thought’ (Gasparov 1996: 106). This phenomenon may be explained by mimesis – the imitative representation of the world by various semiotic systems - lying at the core of sign production (simeosis) 4. With reference to texts, mimesis entails that any text is a ‘non-disposable double’ (J. Derrida’s term) that always stands in relation to what has preceded it. We may agree with that, with a reservation that there is an essential difference between an analytical interpretation of a text, which seeks to elicit its invariable subjects, ideas and implications, and its ‘attitudinal’ interpretation, which will purposefully bring out some of its less conspicuous semantics and slide over some of its marked points.
We have pointed out earlier in this article that intertextuality is an important aspect of the existence of any concept and symbol. There is no denying that a concept, designated by a certain sign, is not static, many semes of ‘loose’ implication are subject to a kaleidoscopic shift of priority, new semes emerge, archaic semes are forgotten, connotations change. This is caused both by changes in extralinguistic reality, and by intertextuality. But there is a stable core in a concept – it is the core of its designatum (hyperseme and differential semes), as well as semes of strict implication. This stability is evident in names of natural kinds and natural phenomena; they have not changed essentially throughout centuries and are little dependent on a culture or society. For example, it is hard to imagine that the core semes of the concept ‘river’ will ever radically change; it will always be ‘any natural stream of water that flows in a channel with defined banks’. Encyclopaedia Britannica points out, that modern usage includes rivers that are multichanneled, intermittent, or ephemeral in flow and channels that are practically bankless. Yet such cases are not representative; and the concept of channeled surface flow remains central to the definition of ‘river’ (Encyclopaedia Britannica 2005 Ultimate Reference Suite). 
Less evident is the stability of general and abstract concepts associated with humanitarian - spiritual, ethic and aesthetic domains (e.g. good, evil, right, wrong, beauty, ugliness, honor, wisdom, fortune), as well as social, political, economic, and scientific-cognitive domains. The semantics of such concepts is to a larger extent mobile and subject to changes dependent on extralinguistic causes – cultural and historical changes – and intertextual influences. It is common knowledge that good and evil, benefit and harm (loss), beauty and ugliness were understood differently in various societies and epochs. The ethical opposition of good and evil appears to be the most controversial among them. For example, while in the age of capitalism there is a tendency to identify good and evil with the concepts of benefit and loss, in the past they were frequently radically opposed. The Russian historian Lev Gumilyov points out the antagonism, with which the 14th century Russians, Tartars and Byzantine Greeks viewed the moral based on capitalist social relations: ‘The manifestations of economic interests, ruling in the new social and economic structure of Western Europe, were strange and repulsive to them. Even Khan Dzhanibek, when he learnt that the Genoese had taken advantage of the massive murrain and famine in the Black Sea coastal steppes to buy cheaply children for the slave-trade, became indignant and sent his troops against Kafa’ (Gumilyov 2002: 606). Compare the attitude, forced on the public thinking in 1990s Russia, to benefit and realization of self-interest as an undisputed boon: ‘We should instill in all the fields of social life the understanding of the fact that everything that is economically inefficient is immoral, and, vice versa, what is efficient is moral’ (the Russian economist N. Shmelyov, cited in (Kara-Murza 2001: 544)).

Symbols are also subject to change. On the one hand, the secondary designata in them undergo constant modification: there may be an enrichment of symbolic clusters and perspectives - unfolding of a series of abstract senses - or their reduction; metaphoric and metonymic transpositions from certain meanings to produce new ones; sacralization or profanation, complication or schematization (‘posterization’) of semantics. On the other hand, the semantic field of designators, associated with a certain abstract meaning, may change (it is either enlarged or diminished). 
Let us adduce two examples. The desert, a universal cultural symbol of barrenness, based on metaphor, in the Judaic and Christian religions assumes the meanings of solitude, revelation, communion with God, temptation of the Satan (metaphor, sacralization of semantics) In W. B. Yeats’ The Second Coming the desert is a solitary wilderness, whence come real and lying prophets (metonymy, specialization of meaning). T. S. Eliot in The Waste Land used this symbol for the allegoric comparison of contemporary Europeans to ancient Jews, who had to live in the desert as God’s punishment and suffered a moral degradation (metaphoric allusion) (Tresidder 1998; Moody 1994). 
The other example is the cup as a symbol of gods’ gift, eternal life, wisdom and happiness. In the ancient Celtic legend of the Fisher King and the Knight it becomes the Grail – the cup symbolizing revitalization and fertility (specialization of meaning, metonymy). In the Christian epoch the Grail becomes sacred, it is a symbol of chalice used by Christ at the Last Supper; later associated with the blood of Christ and the Eucharist. It comes to symbolize the truth and knowledge needed to achieve the experience of salvation. In Arthurian romances the Grail undergoes profanation, as it combines the elements of Christian meanings and pre-Christian mythology; it becomes a cup full of beneficent qualities and a symbol of spiritual development. With its help knights (Perceval, Galahad) gradually learn the true meaning of chivalry and its close connection with the teachings of the church. Another perspective of the development of this symbol is the ‘loving cup’. In the past, at weddings, banquets, or meetings, a loving cup might be shared by a number of persons for ceremonial drinking, symbolizing friendship and unity. Nowadays loving cups are given as trophies to winners of games or other competitions (Averintsev 1994a: 317-318), (Biederman 1996: 61), (Encyclopaedia Britannica 2005 Ultimate Reference Suite).

The dynamics of the development of these symbols is largely determined by intertextuality. According to (Dwyer 1981), the legend of the Holy Grail has been read against the texts of the Bible, the church fathers, the Latin classics, the scholastic doctors, the law, chronicles, hagiography, personal history, Hebrew and even Iranian texts. 
However, the process of the development of concepts and symbols appears to be more complex than mere intertextual influences. Possibly, it is adequately described by the laws of information behavior, as, for example, in (Claeys 1995). According to this model, the full ‘life cycle’ of information contains the following phases: abstraction (singling out the essential features from concrete facts, generalization, schematization) – instantiation (realization of a scheme in a concrete element in a certain context) – externalization (reproduction of information in similar concrete examples) – projection of information from one cognitive domain to another (metaphor, metonymy, functional transfer) – fixation and stabilization of information – induration5 of information as a condition for its strengthening - isolation and preservation – interaction with other types of information – decay and destruction of ‘weaker’ information carriers through environment changes, insulation failures and absorption by other information entities – separation of abstract information from a concrete information carrier and its ‘vertical’ insulation 6. The development of information is connected with energy conservation and redistribution. Obviously, intertextuality corresponds to the phase of interaction with other types of information, in Claeys’ scheme. In all other phases the role of intertextuality for information development is less important. 

Thus, similar to natural kinds and artifacts, ‘mentifacts’ (symbols and abstract concepts) possess a stable core, which prevents them from drastic changing. While the stability of the former is explained by their correlation with the perceptible reality, in the latter, stability is ensured by the presence of archetypal and stereotype components. And since the majority of universal symbols and abstract concepts are also universal values and anti-values7; their emotive-evaluative component is one more important factor of their stability and universality.
Deconstruction of symbols and concepts as a result of social progress. Manipulative deconstruction of socially valuable concepts and symbols
As a rule, the process of changes of concept and symbol meanings is spontaneous and evolutionary; besides, it is generally restricted to their peripheral semantics. However, sometimes there are cardinal shifts of meaning of these stable mental units, caused by scientific discoveries, global social and economic changes, etc. Drastic changes of socially adopted concepts – once considered hard and fast truths – frequently leads to public discontent. For example, we know how hard it was to work their way in public consciousness for such discoveries as the heliocentric structure of the solar system, the evolutionistic theories of the origin of man and life. Ideas of modern science bring forth new controversial concepts, such as, for example, human cloning, intensive care, artificial intelligence, which affect the traditional concepts of life and death, a human being, etc. Even when a new or renovated concept is officially accepted, it does not imply the refusal from the earlier notions of the world; they are transferred to the stereotype or mythological elements of consciousness, which are always latently present in the symbolic aura of a concept – such is the notion, for example, of the heart as the seat of feelings, especially of love.
The radical changes of spiritual and ethic concepts and symbols, which determine the system of values in a society and the basic value orientations of people, are even more disturbing for a society. If we take the ideological overturns in Russia, such as Peter I’s reforms, 1917 revolution or ‘Perestroika’ during of M. Gorbachev’s rule, we notice that these were a kind of induced deconstruction of ideological texts, a loosening of allegedly impregnable concepts, ‘decentration’ of privileged senses and foregrounding of peripheral ones – in compliance with J. Derrida’s strategy (destruction plus reconstruction). This process is justified by Derrida’s thesis of the fictitiousness of ultimate meaning and the necessity of freedom of thinking (mind’s ‘hospitality’, hearing ‘other voices’) - the acceptance of the ideas of others without being subdued by them. 

But the negative side of deconstruction of deeply ingrained concepts and symbols is that, alongside with the possibility of shifting accents in the familiar picture of the world, and eventually changing it in accordance with the social-historical progress, it can destroy (at least, for the time being) the integrity of world outlook, cause the ‘rupture of consciousness’ – the ambivalent orientation to contradictory values - or complete loss of values. 
If deconstruction of stereotype and archetypal concepts is entirely destructive and does not presuppose the following stage of reconstruction, it creates the sensation of absurd. Violation of ordinary norms can plunge an individual into panic, in extreme cases it drives him mad. Such an example is demonstrated, even though in the form of artistic fiction, in the film ‘Zero Town’ by Karen Shakhnazarov, a Russian film director. The hero of this film is placed in situations of absurd, defeating all cultural norms, while the other characters apparently perceive these situations as quite normal. The breakdown of consciousness happens, when the accessible means of order - archetypes and stereotypes – prove to be weaker than the impending chaos: they cannot order this chaos and protect an individual. 

The consistent manipulation of mind in the form of anti-theories, subversive doctrines, etc. suggests, that instead of ‘destructed’ concepts and symbols, new or reconstructed entities are offered, with the implicit semantic accents placed by the manipulator. However, such reconstructed concepts and symbols must respect the archetypes and stereotype values prevailing in a community. If they are organically not of the prevailing mentality, they do not take root and are sooner or later rejected. 
Archetypes and stereotypes are the unconscious tools of estimation and evaluation of objects, phenomena, events and ideas. They are irrational, but make up a ‘holistic outlook, which perceives reality in the total of all its non-formalized and non-measurable sides’ (Kara-Murza 2001: 441). The actual outlook of average people - the common sense - is permeated with time-proved moral values, based on these fundamental premises. In contrast, any alternative, artificially implanted model of reality is less holistic, because non-discursive, irrational factors are overlooked or underestimated, as it needs to fit in a given paradigm of thinking and suit the pragmatic purposes of its creators. However, it is precisely these ‘trivial’ details that are important to a common man in taking day-to-day decisions. 

As a precedent of manipulative deconstruction let us analyze the ideology, accompanying the liberal market reforms, which were carried out in Russia in the 1990s following the Western models (Trofimov 2001, Kasjanova 2003, Grineva 2003). According to the expert opinion poll, conducted by the culturologist X. Kasjanova in 1997, the prevalent values of the Russians, named by the informants, were: spirituality, morality, culture, religiousness, collectivism and patriotism (Kasjanova 2003). In the early 1990s these values were ‘seriously undermined’ by the inculcation of capitalist values – ‘natural, but less significant for this particular culture’ – material wealth, entrepreneurship, individualism and individual freedom, consumption of quality goods, etc. The new values reflected the existential notions less common for Russia in the earlier epochs and atypical of the Russian mentality - those of ‘natural causality’, which presented the world as an arena of competition of individuals for ordinary benefits, exerting their effort to outperform their competitors. Meanwhile, the common Russian value of collectivism presupposed the causality, which sees the world as something where individuals should succumb to the interests of the collective, and self-interest should be submitted to the public interest; and the value of morality prescribed that moral and social justice should reign supreme (Tikhonravov 1998: 223).
It goes without saying, that the deconstruction of conceptual values aimed first of all at ‘ideologemes’8 – concepts of ideology or social ideas condensed to the level of slogans, which are connected with certain social groups, reveal the ideal models of a society, definite aims and means of their achievement, objects of fighting, etc. Ideologemes specifically represent the past, future and present, correlating with the stereotype picture of the world with a different degree of concordance or discordance; constitute the basis for political activity, give power to political groups to act and oppose other groups. 
Thus, the ideologeme ‘Soviet’ (i.e. ruled by the Soviet - elected governmental council in socialist Russia) acquired negative connotations, which were introduced into Russian consciousness though contexts, accentuating dependence on authorities, egalitarianism, mob feelings, dullness, sluggishness, lack of enterprise, meagerness of material wealth, backwardness, etc. – instead of the former contexts, accentuating humanity, altruism, equality, honest labor for the public good, patriotism, lofty spirit, progressiveness, etc. This transformation becomes evident if we compare the respective entries in the associative dictionaries – A Dictionary of the Associative Norms of the Russian Language (Leontiev 1977) and The Russian Associative Dictionary (Karaulov 2002). In the first case the most frequent associations are, as translated into English9 : ‘native (= own), proud, good; humane, best, excellent, patriotism; combative (dashing), great, proud’; in the second case the associations are opposite in evaluations: ‘bad, sovkovyj 10, poor, fool, idiot, loser, wretched’. The concept ‘Soviet’ was capacious - it embraced a system of tenets and morals, upon which the citizens of the USSR built their individual meanings of life. After its deconstruction (with the ensuing deposition of the socialist structure) the succession of ideological and moral notions was interrupted, and in the situation where ‘the meaning, moral and stereotypes lost their power, the ordinary needs – immediate self-interest and the threat of losses, coming from the rivals or authorities - came to the fore’ (Tikhonravov 1998: 219). On the surface, the market ideology resonated with the ordinary human needs; nevertheless it failed to establish itself as a system of values for the majority of Russians. The explanation of this paradox lies in the fact that the Soviet ideology was largely based upon the old peasant moral adapted for the society at large. This moral reflected the habit of communal life, with the elected soviets (councils) of the elders making main decisions; common opposition to the ‘barin’ (landlord); antagonism to lucre, usury; and some other elements. For decades the peasant moral was largely the basis for ‘the code of honor’ of Russians, and formed their stereotype conceptual values, which could not be transformed overnight.
In the same strain many other ideologemes underwent deconstruction of their semantics. ‘The main attempts to re-orientate Russian culture to Western values were made along the line of elevation of an individual and humiliation of collectivism, communalism and conciliarism in every possible way’ (Kasjanova 2003: 463-464). The cult of a strong and adroit individual was spread to replace the former cult of a collective. Another very important direction was the reorientation of the post-socialist society from spiritual to material values. 

This deconstruction was generally two-stage: at first the concepts were ‘decentered’, i.e. the accents in them were shifted by placing them in specifically selected contexts; then the substitution of notions was performed, as they were renamed or substituted by their correlatives with the opposite evaluation. Thus collectivism was substituted by dictatorship of the masses, herd instinct, and spiritual slavery. Equality, formerly associated with social justice, when the majority of people live in more or less equal conditions, was reduced to wage-leveling11 or declared utopian because of the obvious inequality of individuals as psycho-physiological beings. Internationalism was dissociated from its original meaning 12 and substituted by the imperial ambitions of the USSR, or, in other contexts, with the unwise free dispensation of the Russian wealth and resources to other republics of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries. Planned economy – the economic system in socialist countries, in which the means of production were publicly owned and economic activity was controlled by central authorities that assigned quantitative production goals and allotted raw materials to productive enterprises, was renamed ‘command economy’; its problem aspects – the complexity of this system, difficulties of its implementation - were highlighted, and the planned economy was basically associated with inefficiency 13. 
The deconstruction of ideologemes went hand in hand with re-evaluation of moral concepts and ideals; Yu. S. Stepanov points out the process of ‘mutual vitiation of general moral terms’ (Stepanov 2001: 752). The disparagement of one concept, as a rule, was accompanied by the elevation of its opposite. Thus altruism, propagated in the Soviet times, with its extreme manifestation in the form of self-sacrifice, ceased to be a moral value, obviously being associated with dependence and imprudence. Its opposite – egotism - acquired a positive connotation as a synonym of selectness, efficient individualism (hence the widespread use of the names Egoist and Egotist for shops and magazines). The analogous transformations were observed with the moral concepts disinterestedness - self-seeking, moderation – hedonism, romanticism – pragmatism, spirituality – consumerism, patriotism – cosmopolitanism, etc. 
Many ideological and historical symbols of the USSR were also subjected to deconstruction in Russia in the 1990s; first of all, the symbolic concepts of socialist revolution, the USSR, collectivization, industrialization, World War II, cultivation of virgin lands, space exploration, the war in Afghanistan, etc. Moreover, some common stereotype symbols changed their semantics through reiterations in negative contexts. Thus, the stimulus ‘Russia’ evoked, among others, the associations ‘chaos, in poverty, in darkness, …, long-suffering, may survive, dump’ (Karaulov 2002). Strangely enough, the ideological deconstruction partly affected even ideologically unmarked universal concepts and symbols, for example, the symbol of a child, meaning simplicity, innocence and weakness. Thus in The Russian Associative Dictionary (Karaulov 2002) there appear such negative associates with the stimulus ‘child’, as ‘dolt, wicked, whiner, mean, nasty, dull, abandoned, in a children's home, vermin, bad, foolish, imbecile, cub, creature, etc.’, as compared to A Dictionary of the Associative Norms of the Russian Language (Leontiev 1977), in which there are no negative associates with this stimulus. The negative responses in the RAD may be connected with the lifting of ‘inner censorship’, following the destruction of external censorship in Russia in the 1990s, or with the predominantly negative disposition of Russians at that time. They may equally be connected with the re-orientation of the former Soviet society to the value of a strong individual, despising weakness, which was subconsciously displayed by the young informants of that associative experiment. 

From the above analysis we may conclude that the problem of archetypes and stereotypes remains very topical today; taking them into account and paying them careful attention is vitally important in the epoch of postmodernism, which opened the laws of artificial restructuring of conceptual values and legitimized their distortion, eclectic blending, or parodying. Ideologists and educationists should make archetypes and national stereotypes their reference points, as they inculcate systems of values in their recipients.
Deconstruction of concepts and symbols in contradiction to the obtaining archetypes, stereotypes and the related values and anti-values will cause the rupture of consciousness. At best their new semantics is perceived as a disturbing ‘noise’ interfering with the adequate estimation of reality. At worst, it may result in aggressive protests, or generate such forms of psychological defense as relativism, cynicism, ‘emotional flattening’ – the loss of subtler emotions and feelings (empathy, moral sense, conscience, social awareness), with the retention of primitive forms of emotional reaction, viz. seeking pleasure, avoidance of unpleasant emotions, crave for sensory impressions. It is also worth remembering, that this condition of consciousness is but temporary, since archetypes are ineradicable and stereotypes are extremely enduring – they build into the induced ideology, transforming it in such a way, that the new model has to comply with the basic, vital concepts of the traditional picture of the world.

Notes

1 It should be noted that we do not specify here symbols, classified on the basis of other rationales, e.g. the logical type of transfer (metaphor, metonymy, phonosymbolism, paronymy). Nor do we specify phenomenological subtypes of symbols (e.g. hermetic symbols of alchemy and Symbolism, vague or hypothetic symbols of individual conscious, etc.). Such symbols are dwelt upon in more detail in (Shelestiuk 2003).

2 The difference between prototypes, archetypes and stereotypes may be illustrated by the following example: aggressive and initiative conduct of male humans is of prototypal nature, as it is based on prime sexual instincts; hunting, wars, building and plowing are archetypal male occupations; career-making, ‘bread-winning’ for the family, risky and responsible occupations, etc. are common stereotypes for men’s mode of life.

3 As regards such an important form of public consciousness as science, cultural symbols are usually alien to it, since scientific knowledge is based on strict notions, which do not ‘imply’ any different meanings. Postmodern thinkers may dispute this, claiming that every scientific notion trails a long ‘train’ of scientific paradigms, personalities and events. Besides, to be ‘legitimized’, any scientific knowledge should be properly inserted into scientific discourse, with its prescriptive rules of discussion (‘language play’). Thus, any cognition occurs as Wittgensteinian ‘language play’, and the world reveals itself as a narrative, a tale (e.g., physicists ‘tell tales’ about nuclear particles) (Liotard 1998). But despite the obvious historical and ‘narrative’ associations scientific terms tend to represent but one designatum and no secondary designata above it. 

4 Mimesis is the basic concept of the theory of memetics (the term, possibly coined with the contamination of ‘mimesis, mimicry’ and ‘memory’), which has become a basis for the concept of evolution as circulation of information, for example, (Henson 1993), ‘Journal of Memetics -Evolutionary Models of Information Transmission’ (http://jom-emit.cfpm.org/online.html)).

5 According to Claeys, induration is the effect of strengthening coming through frequent self-expression, i.e. application, of information. Induration is obtained by ‘packing energy in the structure of the information element. The more energy packed in the information element, the heavier it becomes, the more energy it has to act and the more difficult it is to change the information’. 

6 Vertical insulation protects the abstract information from too profound an impression of one particular instantiation. It abstracts experience from different instantiations. While an abstract element propagates when it is instantiated to a concrete form, the form propagates without copying all abstract information. This offspring is (vertically) insulated from its abstract origin. 

7 Following G. E. Moore, we regard values and anti-values as concepts universally accepted as ‘good’ and ‘bad’ correspondingly.

8 The term was introduced into scientific use by Mikhail Bakhtin.

9 The names of associate-words are translated into English with the observance of maximum equivalence.

10 A derogatory coinage of the 1990s, a blend of the words Soviet and sovok, meaning ‘scoop’.

11 Early wage-leveling in later Socialism was transformed into the principle ‘from each person – according to his/ her abilities, to each one – according to his/ her labor’. That principle was, with a considerable degree of success, implemented and controlled by the government.

12 In the early Soviet times internationalism was interpreted as ‘international proletarian cooperation’, later - as ‘fraternal mutual help of nations and nationalities’. Being a donating source, on the one hand, and a leading republic in the USSR, on the other, Russia acted as ‘the elder brother’ – it determined the strategies of the union and bore most responsibility. 

13 The advantages of the planned economy, for example, monitoring of resources on a national scale, and the apparent and documented fact of the intensive economic and cultural growth in Russia from 1920 to mid 1980s (excluding the years of 1941-1945), were slurred over in the 1990s mass media and literature on social sciences.
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