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The article analyzes the concept of «intertextuality», emphasizes its essential features 
and characteristics. 

The intertextuality is defined as a dialogue of a text with other text, the features of 
one text in another, which is known to the reader, is recognized by him, correlates with a 
certain historical and cultural epoch. The intertextuality introduces this work of art into 
the context of the new epoch as a new phenomenon. 

The appearance of the term and its evolution are traced. The intertextuality is ana-
lyzed from the point of view of the historical and literary, communicative, system and typo-
logical method. There is establishing the connection with M. Bakhtin’s dialogueness theory 
and it is analyzing the main points and opinions of intertextuality researchers: J. Derrida, 
L. Jenny, R. Bart, J. Kristeva. 
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Term «intertextuality» has an author and date of birth. It was offered by 
Yu. Kristeva in 1969 in her first book. The term was probably so necessary 
that it became quickly used by many researchers. At first glance, it appears 
that intertextuality is engaged in the same activities as literature, namely it 
has a common research object. Nevertheless, this is a superficial similari-
ty, as researchers of intertextuality are interested first not in sources-texts, 
which elements are transferred into a new work, but a place of these el-
ements in the structure of the work, a role in semantic filling of the text. 
These relations of the text-source and a new text may be described as spe-
cial, transparent, visible to the reader, assigned to it. 

Concept of dialogueness by M. Bakhtin essentially influences on inter-
textuality theory. Surely, intertextual researches cannot be deemed one of 
the forms of realization of its concept. Certainly, dialogueness is a wider 
notion than intertext, but it should not be perceived as a so-called detail-
ing of the concept by Bakhtin. Intertextuality is an independent sphere of 
research, with its own problematic, object and subject. Nevertheless, the 
common feature that connects the concept of dialogueness by M. Bakhtin 
with intertextuality may be deemed «totality of problems, which is called by 
him as stylization, namely inheritance of a language of the other by means 
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of own language» [2, p. 288]. Hence, dialogue of the text with the text, el-
ements of one text in another, being known to the reader, recognized by 
him, may be deemed manifestations of intertextuality. In our opinion, it is 
necessary to speak about actualization of two texts on a semantic level where 
the principal one is a text, which uses references, and a referenced text is 
secondary. 

Besides theory of dialogueness by M. Bakhtin, researches of formal-
ists greatly influenced on understanding of the notion of intertextuality, in 
particular concepts of parodies by Yu. Tynianova. In formalists’ and Yu. 
Tynianova’s opinion, parody is a language tool that serves for creation of a 
new original text. In this text, reference, for example, is an important factor, 
as this is a reference to notion, sense of the primary text of artistic work. This 
is a constructive approach to understanding of the parody containing not 
only a language game, but also intertextuality links and properties. At such 
approach, parody is treated as not a literature genre, but as intertextuality, 
a sign of an analyzed text. Nevertheless, when parodying intetextuality is 
not only a mean, but also a goal of different kind of expressions, that is why 
determination of its function, showing their role in difficult and ingenious, 
tortuous texts is one of its tasks. 

Term «intertextuality» is used in several meanings, namely it is not se-
mantically uniform and clearly defined. In Yu. Kristeva’s opinion, intertext 
is not a targeted collection of citations but is a certain space for convergence 
of possibility of citation and its manifestation [3, p. 233]. 

I. Smirnov writes «Intertextuality is two or several artistic works united 
by characteristics being indicators of intertextual connection» [3, p. 233]. 

Thus, this definition of intertextuality is treated as a feature of a work to 
be associated with other works, to born certain associative series in a recip-
ient’s mind. Thanks to these associations the new structures of reproduced 
text of an artistic work occur. We can call it intertextuality. 

Intertextuality can occur in different levels of structure of an artistic 
work, namely genre, motive, position of narrator, reader etc. 

Problem of motivation of intertextual relations, connections, especially 
citations, is related, in our opinion, to genre differentiation. In dramatic 
works, these relations can be motivated as usual, while in lyrics they are 
not motivated, as one subject dominates here. There is not always an indi-
cation of a function of intertextual elements in a new text in lyrical works. 
In addition, vice-versa, in dramatic works there are many subjects included 
into a certain fragment or situation of the text, nevertheless expressions of 



ISSN 2312–6809. Ïðîáëåìè ñó÷àñíîãî ë³òåðàòóðîçíàâñòâà. 2017. Âèï. 24  53

© Êóäðÿâöåâ Ì., 2015

characters, not referenced to cited sources, are important here. And here 
a problem of genre delineation of intertextuality moves to a new level of 
research, namely narrative one. Intertextuality is manifested in this level by 
the position of the author, the narrator, who can freely pass from motive 
to motive and «above all from style to style, and also he not so much nar-
rates as polemizes while narrating» [2, p. 293]. Here it is appropriate to talk 
about quite significant constitutive sign of intertextuality, namely intention-
al reference. The narrator conscientiously addresses it to the reader who 
must feel it, try to determine why the author says not his own, by the other’s 
words. This consideration of the author’s intentions when investigating in-
tertextuality and narrative strategies gives the right to analyze the latter in 
pragmatic, communicative point of view. 

With such approach intertextuality is treated wider, not as just a feature 
of artistic, literature work, namely it can be a feature of speaking of a cer-
tain social group, epoch and culture. In this case, intertextuality is feature 
of literatureness. Nevertheless, this is another aspect in communicative ap-
proach to intertextuality. Researchers have long observed that each epoch 
uses its own methods of analysis of texts of previous epochs. In this per-
spective, intertextuality is a subject of research in Communication Science. 
Given the communicative goal, task, functioning, the body of hypertexts 
primarily giving birth to references is formed. 

That is why intertextuality cannot be neutral; it involves not only the 
context space of an artistic work to analysis, but culture and epoch as well. 

With such communicative approach to intertextuality, the important 
thing is category of interpretant (according to terminology by Peirce). In-
terpretant is not only a linguistic identity but also totality of factors that de-
termines attitude to a borrowed text in the new context, which is defined by 
French structuralists as intertext. Borrowed element of the full text that has 
been created earlier is expressed and perceptibly prevails in the field, which 
can be defined as mentioned above. Nevertheless, the element described 
earlier has become an element of a new work, something new, that is why it 
gets new features that it has not had in the work described above. «Interpre-
tant is a designation contained in the text, which instructs in a certain way 
how this elements must be understood, construed, determines the perspec-
tive from which it should be seen» [2, p. 296]. 

In other works, the fragment itself of a text created earlier, borrowed text 
in a new context is not significantly clearly determined, properly speaking 
the matter of its delineation, attribute is resolved by the interpretant. 
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In this meaning interpretant is an immanent element of any intertextual 
relations [6]. The category of interpretant itself is a prerequisite of detection 
and understanding of intertext. Relations of the thing «that has been said» 
and the new text can be different, namely parody, stylization, citation, po-
lemics etc. And this is a problem of reception of intertextual constructions, 
which is determined by the levels of readers’ competence and intelligence. 
We can say that «text that has been said» and the new one enter into dialogue 
relations, relations of language game, thus creating a new text. Such dia-
logueness, polyphony ensures intextuality of an artistic work. 

Therefore, in terms of pragmatics, communicativistics, intertextuality is 
determined by the category of the interpretant, which ensures the language 
game, polyphony, dialogueness of the text that has been created and the new 
one, considers context and markers-designations that play a role of instruc-
tion to perception of the text created earlier in the new one. 

Nevertheless, intertextuality is also investigated on historical and litera-
ture point of view. Not deepening in history of the problem, we can observe 
that each epoch uses texts created earlier in its own way, elaborates schemes 
of using the components of the text created earlier in the new one. Each 
epoch appeals to its range of texts, to its body of citations and reference that 
are relevant and tendentious in this epoch. 

Thus, in order to object statements and postulates of one epoch, the ref-
erences and statements of another epoch that is recognized as exemplary, 
model, sample to follow can be used. For example, we can consider the ne-
cessity of references to works by Lenin, Marks, and Engels during the soviet 
period, compulsory citation of these authors and full ignorance in literature 
of 90th of XX century, for example. Time trends in this way find revelation in 
literature outlining the body of the texts and postulate pragmatic features of 
intertextuality. Changing therefore the view to literature, its features, prop-
erties, genre transformations, we change the nature of texts referred and 
cited. Namely, literature in such an approach is a living organism, dynamic 
and not static phenomenon. Dynamics of literature in this case is ensured 
by intertextuality. 

We can say that intertextuality is one of the features of literature evolu-
tion and ensures changes of content and nature of works in different historic 
periods. Sometimes certain intertextual relations are consciously cultivated 
by authors of a certain epoch, and vice versa, other are ignored. Such con-
scious instruction on certain intertextual relations influences on structures 
properties, functions, concept of literature in general. This predictability of 
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intertextual relations ensures their identification, provides interests to the 
new work, estimated assessment of the latter. Thus, each epoch accepts cer-
tain intertextual relations and adapts them to its time and requirements, and 
rejects some of them as excessive and unnecessary. 

With historic and literature view of intertextuality the genre specifics is 
actualized and «It seems that except for cases when the main differential 
feature is construction of an expression of processed elements as in cento 
or collage, as well as such elements, in which the main differential crite-
rion is relations with other texts (parody as a genre), there are no genres, 
in which the intertextual co-factors are outlined beyond history» [2, p. 
307]. This idea seems sensible; it can be supported by ideas of researchers 
who trace dependence between a genre and a certain epoch, for example, 
by D. Lykhachov, M. Bakhtin, Yu. Tynianov, M. Khrapchenko, I. Franko, 
L. Ukrainka etc. Relations of this text with literature of the past are ensured 
in this way. Dependence of occurrence of the new text from previous litera-
ture traditions and directions is analyzed in work by M. Bakhtin «Problems 
of Content, Material and Forms in Verbal Artistic Creativity» (1924). In 
this work M. Bakhtin determines this dependence, and today we would say 
intertextuality as a dialogue between the author and former literature phe-
nomena. Introducing the notion of «extraneous words», he seems to pre-
pare subsoil for appearance of the term «intertextuality» offered later by Yu. 
Kristeva. 

Just with historical and literary point of view intertextuality provides re-
lation of this text with historical, social, ideological, text characteristics and 
factors of a certain historical epoch. Intertextuality provides construction 
and perception of an artistic work as autonomous, existing on its own. This 
idea is developed by poststructuralists. Theorists and philosophers of post-
structuralism ensure autonomy of a text, the world is construed by them as 
a single general text containing hidden and obvious accumulation of allu-
sions, citations and reminiscences from the past. «Explaining any text as a 
single intertextual, universal text, which is a consequence of a textual reality 
and in turn the material and the reason of occurrence of new texts, the main 
feature of intertextuality according to Bart is infinity caused by infinity of 
language (writing)» [3, p. 233]. As we see, according to Bart intertextuality 
is global literature category providing multiplicity and infinity of printing 
thorough of new artistic works in different historical and literary epochs. 

L. Jenny says that feature of intertextuality is «in introduction of a 
new method of reading that undermines linearity of the text» [3, p. 233]. 
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Surely, any intertextual reference can make the reader apply to the orig-
inal source or continue reading the work. Here the reader’s intertextual 
stock, associative thinking, reading memory, interpretation and reception 
abilities snap into action. In fact, reading association and interpretation 
and reception abilities are the basis for intertextuality. There is a so-called 
rupture of autonomy of the text; intertextual practices of reading the text 
are introduced. Such deprivation of self-isolation of the text has resulted 
in search of new points of intersection of this text with other texts, epochs, 
culture, history that entitles us to speak not about other literature influ-
ences, but about intertextuality. Intertextuality contains focuses of assess-
ment and reading of this artistic work. This is not originality that is distin-
guished in the text, but probably the nature of artistic work. Intertextuality 
ensures search of not a biographic author, but the narrator. Manifestations 
of authors’ strategies in the text, their search and distinguishing become 
possible thanks to intertextuality. Moreover, intertextuality provides com-
municative attitude of the reader, his expectations and intentions. After 
all, all acts of intertextuality of an artistic work are aimed at it and for it. 
For this reason, intertextuality provides change of approach to determina-
tion of the value of the artistic work not as a self-sufficient and self-valu-
able, but such aimed at a reader. 

Intertextuality provides the field of functioning of this work, introduces 
it into historical and literature context as a chain link, and not as a separated 
phenomenon related to nothing. This idea is proved in essay «Living On» by 
Derrida, convincing that autonomy of the text is actually impossible, and 
text exists only in the chain of textual relations [4]. 

R. Bart interprets the text as a product of social and historical forces, as 
a sign where these forces are manifested. That is why this text, in R. Bart’s 
opinion, cannot be perceived as an artistic fact «itself», as it is dependent on 
cultural value and is its sign [1]. 

Thereby, having analyzed intertextuality as a sign of an artistic work, we 
hereby ascertain that the latter is determined by the researchers as a dia-
logue of a text with a text, elements, features of one text in another one. 
These features are surely known to the reader, recognized by him, associat-
ed with texts and certain cultural and historical epochs. 

Intertextuality can be investigated with different views, namely histori-
cal and literature, communicative, systematic, typological. Moreover, it can 
be expressed in different levels of the structure of the artistic work, namely 
genre, motive, position of the narrator, the reader. 
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Problem outlined as literary was investigated by Yu. Kristeva in 1969, it 
is theoretically grounded and developed in works by J. Derrida, L. Jenny, 
R. Bart, M. Hlovinskyi, S. Pavlychko and other researchers. 
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ÏÎÍßÒÈÅ ÈÍÒÅÐÒÅÊÑÒÓÀËÜÍÎÑÒÈ È ÏÎÄÕÎÄÛ Ê ÍÅÌÓ 

Àíàñòàñèÿ Øèñòîâñêàÿ, àñïèðàíòêà 

Îäåññêèé íàöèîíàëüíûé óíèâåðñèòåò èìåíè È. È. Ìå÷íèêîâà 

Â ñòàòüå àíàëèçèðóåòñÿ ïîíÿòèå «èíòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñòè», âûäåëÿþòñÿ å¸ 
ñóùåñòâåííûå ïðèçíàêè è õàðàêòåðèñòèêè. Ïðîñëåæèâàåòñÿ ïîÿâëåíèå òåðìè-
íà è åãî ýâîëþöèÿ. Àíàëèçèðóåòñÿ èíòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñòü ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ èñòîðè-
êî-ëèòåðàòóðíîãî, êîììóíèêàòèâíîãî, ñèñòåìíîãî è òèïîëîãè÷åñêîãî ïîäõîäîâ. 
Ìåòîäîëîãè÷åñêîé îñíîâîé ñòàòüè ÿâëÿåòñÿ òåîðèÿ äèàëîãè÷íîñòè Ì. Áàõòèíà, 
êîíöåïöèÿ ïàðîäèè Þ. Òûíÿíîâà, ó÷èòûâàþòñÿ îñíîâíûå ïîëîæåíèÿ è ìûñëè èñ-
ñëåäîâàòåëåé èíòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñòè, òàêèõ êàê Æ. Äåððèäà, Ë. Æåííè, Ð. Áàðò, 
Þ. Êðèñòåâà. 

Êëþ÷åâûå ñëîâà: èíòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñòü, èñòîðèêî-ëèòåðàòóðíûé ìåòîä, 
êîììóíèêàòèâíûé ìåòîä, ñèñòåìíûé ìåòîä, òèïîëîãè÷åñêèé ìåòîä, òåîðèÿ äè-
àëîãè÷íîñòè. 
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ÏÎÍßÒÒß ²ÍÒÅÐÒÅÊÑÒÓÀËÜÍÎÑÒ² ÒÀ Ï²ÄÕÎÄÈ ÄÎ ÍÜÎÃÎ 

Àíàñòàñ³ÿ Øèñòîâñüêà, àñï³ðàíòêà 

Îäåñüêèé íàö³îíàëüíèé óí³âåðñèòåò ³ìåí³ ². ². Ìå÷íèêîâà 

Ó ñòàòò³ àíàë³çóºòüñÿ ïîíÿòòÿ «³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü», âèä³ëÿþòüñÿ ¿¿ 
ñóòòºâ³ îçíàêè òà õàðàêòåðèñòèêè. Ïðîñë³äêîâóºòüñÿ ïîÿâà òåðì³íó òà éîãî 
åâîëþö³ÿ. ²íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü ðîçãëÿäàºòüñÿ ÿê ñàìîñò³éíà ñôåðà äîñë³äæåíü, 
ç âëàñíîþ ïðîáëåìàòèêîþ, îá’ºêòîì òà ïðåäìåòîì. Âîíà âèçíà÷àºòüñÿ ÿê ä³àëîã 
òåêñòó ç òåêñòîì, ÿê íàÿâí³ñòü ðèñè îäíîãî òåêñòó â ³íøîìó, ÿêèé â³äîìèé ÷è-
òà÷åâ³, âï³çíàºòüñÿ íèì, ñï³ââ³äíîñèòüñÿ ç ïåâíîþ ³ñòîðèêî-êóëüòóðíîþ åïîõîþ. 
²íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü óâîäèòü äàíèé õóäîæí³é òâ³ð ó êîíòåêñò íîâî¿ åïîõè ÿê 
íîâèé ôåíîìåí. 

Â³äçíà÷àºòüñÿ, ùî ñàìå íà ÷èòàöüêèõ àñîö³àö³ÿõ òà ³íòåðïðåòàö³éíî-ðåöåï-
òèâíèõ çä³áíîñòÿõ ³ áàçóºòüñÿ ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü. Ñàìå çà ðàõóíîê ¿õ ðîçìà-
¿òòÿ ³ ââîäÿòüñÿ ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ ïðàêòèêè ïðî÷èòàííÿ òåêñòó. Òàêèì ÷èíîì 
â³äáóâàºòüñÿ ñâîãî ðîäó ðîçðèâ àâòîíîì³¿ òåêñòó. Òàêå ïîçáàâëåííÿ ñàìî³çîëÿö³¿ 
òåêñòó ñïðè÷èíèëî ïîøóê òî÷îê ïåðåòèíó äàíîãî òåêñòó ç ³íøèìè òåêñòàìè, 
ç åïîõîþ, êóëüòóðîþ, ³ñòîð³ºþ, ùî äàº ïðàâî ãîâîðèòè íå ïðî ë³òåðàòóðí³ âïëè-
âè, à ïðî ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü. ²íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü çì³ùóº ôîêóñè îö³íêè òà 
ïðî÷èòàííÿ äàíîãî õóäîæíüîãî òâîðó, ó ÿêîìó âèîêðåìëþºòüñÿ íå îðèã³íàëüí³ñòü, 
à øâèäøå ïðèðîäà õóäîæíüîãî òâîðó. ²íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü çàáåçïå÷óº ïîøóê íå 
á³îãðàô³÷íîãî àâòîðà, à íàðàòîðà. Ïðîÿâè àâòîðñüêèõ ñòðàòåã³é ó òåêñò³, ¿õí³é 
ïîøóê òà âèîêðåìëåííÿ ñòàþòü ìîæëèâèìè çàâäÿêè òàêîìó êîíòåêñòó. Îòæå, 
³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü çàáåçïå÷óº êîìóí³êàòèâíó íàñòàíîâó íà ÷èòà÷à, éîãî î÷³êó-
âàííÿ òà ³íòåíö³¿. Àäæå âñ³ àêòè ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñò³ õóäîæíüîãî òâîðó ñïðÿ-
ìîâàí³ äî íüîãî ³ íà íüîãî. Òîìó ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü çàáåçïå÷óº çì³íó ï³äõîäó äî 
âèçíà÷åííÿ ö³ííîñò³ õóäîæíüîãî òâîðó íå ÿê ñàìîäîñòàòíüîãî ³ ñàìîö³ííîãî, à ÿê 
òàêîãî, ùî íàö³ëåíèé íà ÷èòà÷à. 

Àíàë³çóºòüñÿ ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü ç ïîãëÿäó ³ñòîðèêî-ë³òåðàòóðíîãî, êîìó-
í³êàòèâíîãî, ñèñòåìíîãî òà òèïîëîã³÷íîãî ï³äõîä³â. 

Ìåòîäîëîã³÷íîþ îñíîâîþ ñòàòò³ º òåîð³ÿ ä³àëîã³÷íîñò³ Ì. Áàõò³íà, êîíöåï-
ö³ÿ ïàðîä³¿ Þ. Òèíÿíîâà, âðàõîâóþòüñÿ îñíîâí³ ïîëîæåííÿ òà äóìêè äîñë³äíèê³â 
³íòåðòåêñòóàëüíîñò³, òàêèõ ÿê Æ. Äåððèäà, Ë. Æåíí³, Ð. Áàðò, Þ. Êð³ñòåâà. 

Êëþ÷îâ³ ñëîâà: ³íòåðòåêñòóàëüí³ñòü, ³ñòîðèêî-ë³òåðàòóðíèé ìåòîä, êîìó-
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