
Postmodern Openings 
ISSN: 2068-0236 | e-ISSN: 2069-9387 
Covered in: Web of Science (WOS); EBSCO; ERIH+; Google Scholar; Index Copernicus; Ideas RePeC; Econpapers; 

Socionet; CEEOL; Ulrich ProQuest; Cabell, Journalseek; Scipio; Philpapers; SHERPA/RoMEO repositories; KVK; 

WorldCat; CrossRef; CrossCheck 
 

2021, Volume 12, Issue 4, pages: 255-271 | https://doi.org/10.18662/po/12.4/373  
 

Intertextuality as an 
Integral Component of 
the Modern Ukrainian 
Discourse (on the 
Example of Literary 
and Journalistic 
Styles) 
 
Nataliia TORCHYNSKA1,  
Viktoriia SHYMANSKA2,  
Iryna GONTSA3,  
Olena DUDENKO4 
 
1 Khmelnytskyi National University, 
Khmelnytskyi, Ukraine, natatora@ukr.net, 
ОRCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-
6182-0027   
2 Pavlo Tychyna Uman State Pedagogical 
University, Uman, Ukraine, 
vishuma@ukr.net, ОRCID ID: 
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1164-1041   
3 Pavlo Tychyna Uman State Pedagogical 
University, Uman, Ukraine, 
i.s.hontsa@udpu.edu.ua, ОRCID ID: 
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9848-045X  
4 Pavlo Tychyna Uman State Pedagogical 
University, Uman, Ukraina, 
nusik2009@meta.ua, ОRCID ID: 
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9168-6321    
 

Abstract: The article highlights the impact of globalization 
processes on formation of dominant worldviews and 
guidelines, as well as ways and means of representing the latter. 
The state and prospects of studying intertextuality as an 
important element of modern world discourses in the 
projection on the national cultural background are studied. 
Attention is drawn to the high degree of development of both 
theoretical and applied aspects of intertextuality of discourses 
by representatives of academic communities of different 
countries and fields of knowledge, which gave grounds to 
establish the polydiscursive and interdiscursive nature of the 
object of analysis. Orientation of domestic experts on 
parameterization of mainly specific manifestations of 
intertextuality within certain discourses at the level of isolated 
intertexts and presence of gaps in the theoretical description of 
the phenomenon in the context of national specificity is stated. 
Emphasis is placed on the definite variability of the 
terminology due to the interdisciplinary nature of 
discursiveness and, accordingly, intertextuality. A 
complementary link has been established between 
postmodernism as the dominant philosophical worldview and 
the intertextuality of discourses. The specifics of the 
intertextuality of contemporary Ukrainian literary discourse 
with regard to various scientific studies are clarified. The 
concept of “intertextual memory” is introduced and 
justification of its use is given. The need to apply the term 
“postmodern intertextuality” in relation to contemporary 
literary discourse is considered. The common and distinctive 
features of the manifestation of intertextuality in literary and 
journalistic discourses are traced. The specifics of intertextuality 
of Ukrainian journalistic discourse are described. It is 
established that the precedent character of the communicative 
act is of exceptional importance for realization of intertextuality 
in journalistic discourse. 
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1. Introduction 

The dominant phenomenon in the spiritual, educational and 
scientific spaces of recent times is the unique phenomenon of globalization, 
which causes both active and passive interpenetration not only of new 
technologies, methods and means of communication, but also of original 
cultures, arts and types of thinking. In view of this, the statement of 
Shalayev (2008) that the spirit of globalization is most fully revealed in 
postmodernism with the latter’s inherent mixing of concepts, value 
orientations, guidelines, comprehensive creative play, experiment (Shalayev, 
2008) seems natural and justified. At the same time, it is impossible not to 
pay attention to the oxymoronic nature of the essence of the phenomenon 
of postmodernism, which, due to destruction and chaos, forms a special 
kind of order, the core of which is the text. Derrida (2000) concluded in a 
similar way at the time, pointing to the absence of non-textual reality as a 
conceptual space in which culture formalizes its discursiveness (Derrida, 
2000). We must understand that it is not only and not so much about the 
linguistic context of understanding this concept, because from this point of 
view, any concept becomes a text, and any text, respectively – a concept 
(Derrida, 2000). 

The outlined complementary binary of textual reality in one or 
another formulation suggests existence of a certain prototext, which is the 
basis of both the previous and following texts. From such positions, any text 
is actually or potentially a component of another text, so initially the latter 
will have intertextual status. This clearly demonstrates the process of 
creating new words in the language, as it involves existing and repeatedly 
reproduced components and patterns, which are then produced and 
reduplicated systematically, but in a random order. 

The most comprehensive concept of prototextuality and, 
accordingly, the essence of intertextuality is set out in the works of Barthes 
(1973): “Any text is always already an intertext; other texts are available in it 
at different levels, in relatively well-known forms: texts of past cultures or 
texts of the modern one... Any text is a new fabric, woven from the existing 
primary quotations ... fragments of cultural codes, formulas, rhythmic 
structures, fragments of social idioms, etc., they are all absorbed by this text, 
involved in it ... As a prerequisite for any text, intertextuality cannot be 
reduced to problems of sources and influences, they are a common field of 
anonymous formulas, the etymology of which can rarely be established, 
unconscious or automatic citations, used even outside the quotation marks” 
(Barthes, 1973). From the above interpretation of the essence of 
intertextuality it becomes clear that the phenomenon itself has a long 
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history, although the term came into scientific circulation thanks to 
exploration of Kristeva (1967) “Bakhtin, word, dialogue and novel” only in 
1967. It is absolutely assumed that the concept, laid down by the author in 
the definition initially, has undergone transformations to our time due to 
rethinking of the essence of the phenomenon by representatives of different 
industries, areas, approaches and scientific schools. Today, depending on the 
object of research and the field of knowledge, intertextuality is interpreted 
differently, but in general it is a broad and narrow definition of the term. 
From the standpoint of Barthes (1973), Derrida (2000), Nerubasska, 
Palshkov, & Maksymchuk (2020), Nerubasska, Maksymchuk (2020) and 
Riffaterre (1987) (broad understanding), this is a special philosophy 
according to which each sign system is a text that is constantly in a state of 
intertextual communication with other sign systems, and from the point of 
view of linguists and literary critics (narrow understanding), a special quality 
of individual texts, a special way of creating and reading texts (Bogovin, 
2017). 

The problem of intertextuality in its various manifestations and 
contexts can be considered to be thoroughly developed by the world 
scientific community. The outlined range of issues at different times 
interested literary critics, linguists, philosophers, art critics of broad 
geographical affiliation: Barthes (1973), Bloom (1973), Derrida (2000), 
Mitosek (2005), Khant, 2019, Piegay-Gros (1996), Riffaterre (1987) and 
many others. Some aspects of intertextuality were not overlooked by 
Ukrainianists, in particular Vivat (2011), Bilozub (2011), Halych (2015), 
Golovinsky (2008), Zavgorodnya (2009), Shystovska (2017) and others. At 
the same time, we should state that recently there has been a decrease in the 
scientific interest of domestic researchers in the theoretical foundations of 
intertextuality and refocusing on the practical study and description of 
samples of specific manifestations of intertextuality of separate discourses 
and their fragments. In this regard, today in the Ukrainian theory of 
intertextuality we observe gaps that need to be filled by analysing and 
systematizing the achievements of predecessors, taking into account the 
general vector of discursiveness inherent in domestic academic practice. 

Thus, the aim of the article is to establish and describe the specifics 
of the phenomenon of intertextuality in the context of modern 
polydiscursive and interdiscursive concepts on the Ukrainian basis. 
Accordingly, the objects of the work were manifestations of intertextuality in 
modern Ukrainian discourse, which has a clear postmodern vector. The 
subject of research is the literary and journalistic styles of modern Ukrainian 
discourse as a manifestation and at the same time the basis of intertextuality. 
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2. The phenomenon of intertextuality as a discursive dominant of 
postmodernism 

The postmodernist model of the world with the “death of the 
author” postulated by Barthes (1973) presumes not only creation and 
functioning of a metatext in which many prototexts and their fragments 
coexist, but above all the conceptual interaction of meanings and 
connections between them, formed on a pluralistic polycode and 
multicultural background by active interaction of intro- and extralingual 
factors. In this sense, the axial dominant of postmodernism is absolutely 
reasonably becoming the discourse, which “essentially symbolizes 
postmodernism: heterogeneity, diversity, variability, but at the same time 
regularity and unpredictability of the choice in search of meaning on the line 
between the possible and the impossible” (Barasheva & Petrenko, 2017). 

In view of the above, it seems natural to say that discourse is a unit 
of knowledge of the postmodernist concept, which allows not only unsealing 
or decoding to the maximum extent the meanings of the text, but primarily 
unconstructively and constructively approaching to the reality made by the 
author. Postulating discourse as a central category of postmodernism, it 
should be noted that the definition itself, despite the high degree of 
interdisciplinary study and parameterization by philosophers, sociologists, 
linguists, literary critics, psycholinguists, political scientists, etc., remains 
debatable, actually polysemous, and open to many new interpretations. 

The vast majority of scientists, studying the issue of discursiveness in 
various aspects of its manifestation, point as the author of the term the 
American linguist Harris (1952), who in the article “Discourse Analysis” 
noted that “the language is realized not in confusing words and sentences, 
but in a coherent discourse, from one word to a ten-volume novel, from a 
monologue to a debate on the Square of Unity”, so the discourse is “a 
sequence of sentences expressed (or written) by one (or more) people in a 
given situation” (Harris, 1952). We assume that the definition has a 
somewhat older etymology, given the formal presence of the word discursus 
in Latin, relevant to such units as “speech”, “type of speech”, “text”, “type 
of text”. The point is that discourse as a phenomenon is not terminologically 
defined and not established, the need for parameterization and introduction 
into scientific circulation of which was paid attention only in the second half 
of the twentieth century, it potentially exists for hundreds of years, i.e., it is 
older than is commonly believed. 

The most comprehensive evolution of the term, in our opinion, was 
traced and described by Naumenko (2005), who pointed out that depending 
on the approach, discourse can be understood as speech, functional style, 
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perception of the addressee, and a question and answer act with a computer, 
and sociolect, and idiolect, but in fact it is about “the ability of any text to be 
constructed so as to provoke the addressee to pose questions to the 
addresser and their own answers to them” (Naumenko, 2005). At the same 
time, the most cited by scholars - researchers of discourse, is the definition 
of Arutyunova (1990), according to which the discourse is a speech 
“immersed in life” (Arutyunova, 1990). We assume that such an approach is 
a pragmatic attempt to remove a number of contradictions and uncertainties 
related, in particular, to the fact that postmodern discourse exists and the 
renaissance discourse remains in question. In a sense, it is an attempt to 
formalize the theoretical basis in order to facilitate the empirical study of 
discourse as a scientific object, because extralingual factors become specific 
to understanding the course of intralingual processes. 

Within the framework of stated above, it is logical to conclude that 
discourse as a basis and at the same time a reflection of the postmodernist 
model of the world has a mosaic-hierarchical structure generated and 
mediated by the text in the form of synchronous existence in it of an infinite 
number of prototexts, decoded or unencoded, explicitly or latently present at 
the fragmentary level, with a minimal component in the form of utterances. 

Intertextuality is a characteristic feature of discourse, on the one 
hand, and on the other – a key condition of its existence. As Bezrukov 
(2018) rightly noted at the time, “intertextuality not only creates an 
atmosphere of general context, which generates new / other meanings of 
the work, but also forms a manipulative stylistic unity of the text, turning the 
latter into polystylistic. It seems to replace the typed structure of the 
language with an infinite text mosaic, which reflects not only the integrity of 
the individual idiosyncratic system, but also forms the discursiveness of the 
new, author’s text” (Bezrukov, 2018). Taking into account these features of 
intertextual contamination of meanings within a certain discourse, we can 
assume that the latter will be of varying degrees of polydiscursive nature. 
The point is that within one communicative space-time coordinate, several 
discourses can be synchronously actualized due to objective “involvement” 
of a person in several communicative situations at the same time. We mean 
that when considering the specifics of discourse in general and the 
peculiarities of literary and journalistic discourses in particular, within this 
scientific article we operate with at least three discourses at the same time, 
given the citations and references to the above, in addition to the two 
mentioned, we involve fragments of scientific discourse. 

It is also interesting to note that intertextuality often causes 
interdiscursiveness, which arises at the intersection of discourses in a 
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complex of both explicit-implicit features and in the synthesis of lingual and 
extralingual factors. Orlandi (1999) concluded in a similar way, pointing out 
that interdiscourse is “the sphere of knowledge, memory of discursive 
formations” (Orlandi, 1999). Thus, interdiscursivity as a reflection of 
permanent complementary attraction and repulsion of different discourses 
due to intersection of intertextual inclusions is not a new phenomenon, 
although theoretically it has been described and empirically parameterized 
not so long ago. 

In this regard, it is reasonable to assume that isolation and decoding 
of intertextual elements within a single discourse directly depend not only on 
the so-called background knowledge, the level of general erudition of the 
recipient or the depth of his “immersion” in the global cultural context, but 
also on intertextual memory of the creator or scriptor. We believe that the 
term “intertextual memory” should be used to consider descriptions of 
intertextuality within discourse or discourses which at the thesis or 
conclusion levels is actively used by scientists for more than a decade Schank 
& Abelson (1977), Karpenko-Seccombe (2016), Chernyavska (2009), 
Shystovska (2017), et al., but has not acquired a well-established definition. 
By intertextual memory, in a broad sense, we mean genetic, mechanical, 
cultural, historical, and linguistic memory, certain mechanisms of which are 
activated and work with maximum productivity, while others remain inactive 
depending on the subject, which is its carrier. It is important to emphasize 
that actualization of fragments of donor texts in such case can occur at both 
subconscious and conscious levels, but in any case, the whole body of 
prototexts in the complex may remain undecoded due to features, firstly, 
perception and reproduction by intertextual memory of fragments of reality, 
and secondly, the previous experience of participants in the discourse. 

Thus, intertextuality is justifiably qualified as an integral part of any 
discourse, that it is one of the central concepts of postmodernism, which, in 
turn, loses its essence outside the intertextual boundaries as a complex 
worldview. On the one hand, intertextuality in this case should be 
considered as part of metacognition, given the globalized nature of its 
manifestation in the text. On the other hand, it becomes a concrete 
realization (conscious or subconscious) of the body of acquired and 
inherited knowledge and experiences of a single author or scripter. Given 
this, any discourse or discourses, Ukrainian as well, due to primary 
intertextuality are inextricably linked with the globalized cultural background 
and at the same time contain elements of the national conceptospheres. 

We emphasize that some thorough and multi-vector theoretical 
works on the specifics of Ukrainian discursiveness, including the 
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intertextuality of national discourse, are not observed in academic practice 
today. At the same time, national-cultural concepts as components and 
contributors of the intertextual level in modern Ukrainian discourses are 
increasingly being developed by scientists in various scientific fields. 
Researchers currently focus mainly on literary and journalistic discourses as 
markers of modern national culture, which seems justified from the 
standpoint of their representation of poly- and interdiscursivity and, 
accordingly, manifestations of intertextuality of different etymologies and 
character. 

3. The specifics of intertext in the contemporary literary discourse 

Postmodernism as a form of self-consciousness of the globalized 
world at the present stage models a special heterogeneous picture of reality, 
which is most fully revealed through multi-vector and semantic interactions 
in literary texts, which, according to Gurbanska (2014), “function in a special 
linguistic-culture space in the semiosphere of national and world culture” 
(Gurbanska, 2014). In this regard, the interest of domestic semiotics, 
cognitologists, comparativists, culturologists, linguists and other specialists 
(Bacevych, 2004, Zubritskaya, 1996, Kolegaeva, 1991, Perelomova, 2008, 
Sologub, 2015) to the problems of literary discourse in general and 
Ukrainian in particular seems clear. At the same time, experts are not able to 
reach unambiguity in the definitions, among other things, regarding the 
concept of “literary discourse”. 

In the work of Perelomova (2008) “Linguocultural codes of 
intertextuality of Ukrainian literary discourse: diachronic aspect”, 
unfortunately, without indicating the relevant source, in the context of 
consideration of scientists’ approaches to intertextuality of the literary 
discourse, stated the idea that, “a literary text as a specific creative piece of 
work has no discourse, because creation of a literary text and its perception 
cannot be imagined as direct components of a communicative act, a new 
actualization of the text occurs at each reading, but the text is not created 
again” (Perelomova, 2008). It is difficult to agree with this approach in 
general, although we must admit that the thesis that the text is not created 
anew with each reading seems reasonable, but at the same time the 
transaction-interaction complex based on the message does not anticipate a 
compulsory transformation in a clearly defined temporal-locative coordinate 
of communicators. In view of this, a literary text, however, is an integral part 
of structurally and semantically different communicative acts and the latter 
by their nature introduce the text into the discourse. In this case, the most 
concise and capacious is the interpretation of the literary discourse by 
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Voronovskaya (2015), from the standpoint of which we are talking about the 
process of interaction between the text (in a broad sense) and the recipient: 
“A literary text is one of the components of the act of literary 
communication, presenting a special literary reality, which, combining with 
the discourses of the author and the reader, creates a new type of discourse 
– a literary one” (Voronovska, 2015). Thus, we should state the 
groundlessness of the denial of the concept of “a literary discourse”, as 
samples of contemporary Ukrainian literary texts, especially with elements of 
augmented reality such as “the mirror-world”, as well as an active interaction 
of the author with the reader like “The Plays” by Les Poderevyansky, the 
body of meanings of which is realized to the maximum extent exclusively in 
the process of reading by the author, are representatives of individual 
communicative acts, regardless of the breadth and completeness of the 
interpretation of this term, and are of discursive nature. At the same time, 
this specificity reflects the key feature that it is both the basis and the marker 
of contemporary Ukrainian literary discourse, active involvement in the 
global cultural process, manifested at the level of specific intertexts. 

We assume that originality of the literary discourse as a cultural 
phenomenon and its special polyphony on Ukrainian ground contributed to 
the emergence of scientific dissertation and monographs on the specifics, 
including manifestations of intertextuality, of the postmodern Ukrainian 
literary discourse (Voronovska, 2015, Gurbanska, 2014,  Perelomova, 2008, 
Tykha & Kuravska 2020). Taking into account these parameters, Bilozub 
(2011) sees the need to introduce into scientific circulation the term 
“postmodern intertextuality” in relation to contemporary Ukrainian literary 
discourse, as it refers to deeper additional meanings and interpretations 
compared to the intertextuality of previous periods, and most importantly – 
consciousness and the scale of postmodernists’ use of techniques to create 
intertextuality (Belozub, 2011). The immediate confirmation of the validity 
of such conclusions of the author is literary and journalistic works of 
Ukrainian postmodernists Andrukhovych, Vynnychuk, Zabuzhko, Irvanets, 
Izdryk and many others, because the creators of these texts postulate and 
stress intertextuality as central semantic and text-generating category. 

In similar formulations, the above idea can be traced in the work of 
Zavhorodnia (2009) “Tektology”, in which the researcher, parameterizing 
the postmodern intertextuality of contemporary Ukrainian literary discourse, 
traces manifestations of the intertext at the level of specific intertexts of 
Ukrainian writers from Shevchenko to the present. The expert notes that 
intertextuality at the textual level is manifested by the following techniques: 
citation – conditionally verbatim excerpt from the pretext, which may be a 
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statement of another speaker or a previous statement of the author of the 
same text; allusion – a hint at a well-known historical or literary fact, a 
premeditated reference of the reader to a particular plot or image; 
reminiscence - an unconscious echo of the works of other authors, which is 
manifested in borrowed themes, images, individual expressions, details, etc.; 
paraphrase – retelling of someone else’s thoughts in one’s own words; 
imitation of a specific work; variations – use of someone else’s text by 
processing it while preserving certain structural features of the original; 
travesty – transfer of characters and plots in an unusual situation for them to 
create a comic effect; parody – distortion by means of satire and humour of 
the original source; editing is the selection and consolidation of individual 
scenes and episodes that retain their fragmentation; collage – a work 
composed of disparate fragments of other texts, real or imitated documents, 
as well as illusions, quotations, etc. (Zavgorodnya, 2009). It should be added 
that these techniques do not exhaust manifestations of intertextuality in 
general and postmodernism in particular, because, as Matsko (2010) once 
noted, the defining mode of modern writing can be tentatively called pluralia 
tantum an explanation borrowed from the grammar (Matsko, 2010) 
therefore, involvement of the recipient in the discourse is an essential 
prerequisite for creation and existence of the text, and hence – 
implementation of a full-fledged communicative act. 

Analysing intertextuality of contemporary Ukrainian literary 
discourse, it is worth emphasizing the diversity of its expression in the 
structure of the text, which, as mentioned earlier, is often multidiscourse by 
nature. We mean, first of all, the possibility of realizing intertextuality not 
only at the textual level in the form of intertextems, but also at the genre, 
narrative, plot-compositional, positional, etc. It is no coincidence that 
Shistovska (2017), developing the opinion of Golovinsky, notes that 
“intertextuality is manifested by the very position of the author, the narrator, 
who can move freely from motif to motif and above all – from style to style, 
and not so much tells, but telling makes an argument. From this point of 
view, intertextuality is interpreted more broadly than just a sign of an artistic, 
literary work, i.e., it can be a feature of speech of a certain social group, 
epoch, culture” (Shistovska, 2017). As Tykha and Kuravska (2020) aptly 
noted, the prototext manifested in postmodern discourse is layered, mixed, 
allowing to reconstruct the meaning of the new through parody of the 
previous one, and chaotic introduction of fragments of previous cultures 
“creates a unique eclectic structure of postmodern literary text (Tykha & 
Kuravskaya, 2020). We consider the thesis of introducing contemporary 
Ukrainian discourse due to intertextual diversity to the metadiscussion level, 



Intertextuality as an Integral Component of the Modern Ukrainian Discourse … 

Nataliia TORCHYNSKA, et al. 
 

264 

which is indirectly traced in the above-mentioned works, well-argued, but at 
the same time we add that it is about intertextual “inclusion” of national 
discourse both from a retrospective and perspective and in terms of 
perspective in the global communicative and cultural space with 
simultaneous national labelling. With such understanding specifics of 
intertextuality as a mandatory component of modern Ukrainian literary 
discourse, its levelling for some reason or ignoring in the cultural 
environment will mean, on the one hand, a gradual loss of identity of the 
national multicultural environment, and on the other – an isolation from 
integration into the global communicative space. 

4. Intertextual markers of journalistic style 

Intertextuality as a basis and at the same time a leading feature of a 
literary discourse has the same specific significance for journalistic discourse. 
The connection of these discourses seems obvious not only at the level of 
individual means and methods of text creation, but also in the 
communicative-semantic aspect. Despite having a communicative 
component in common with a literary discourse, journalistic discourse aims 
primarily to exert a pragmatic influence on the addressee and it is society-
oriented to “express and shape public opinion, determine the standards of 
status of the individual in society, to conduct indirect inter-societal dialogue” 
(Fedorova, 2007). Some aspects of journalistic discourse, including 
intertextuality as an integral part of it, have long been the object of scientific 
interest of scientists from different countries, as evidenced by the works of 
Bell (1996), Kornetzki (2013), Matheson (2011), Meinhof & Smith (2000) 
and many other experts. Ukrainian scientists Bogdanova (2016), Halych 
(2015), Ilchenko (2013), Kalenych (2020), Moseychuk (2012) and others did 
not miss this problem. A variety of approaches and scientific schools 
determine the branch specificity of the definition of the term “journalistic 
discourse” and its uncertainty. If we generalize an array of definitions, it will 
be in the general sense of “the environment of systematic distribution of 
messages among numerous scattered audiences in order to influence 
formation and change of assessments, opinions, beliefs and behaviour of 
people in the form of pragmatic information” (Moseychuk, 2012). From this 
definition it becomes clear that journalistic discourse, in particular national, 
actively turns to intertextuality in order to intensify logical-associative 
comparisons and oppositions, adjusts the flow of thought according to pre-
set parameters, increase the effectiveness of communicative acts and, 
consequently, their reflection. 
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It should be noted that intertextuality in Ukrainian journalistic 
discourse has become widespread, as well as conscious actualization and 
parameterization, over the past two decades, while in the literary it has been 
directly or indirectly manifested and is qualified for almost half a century. 
Probably, this can explain the fact that scientists did not immediately identify 
prototext markers as manifestations of intertextual discourse, calling this 
phenomenon the transformation of quotations (Shalimova, 1996), the 
unravelling of expressions (Solganyk, 2000) and so on. A similar opinion, 
reflecting on the intertextuality of journalistic works from the standpoint of 
retrospect and features of the modern stage, followed by Zrazhevskaya 
(2010) is held by Halych (2015): “Traditionally, intertextuality in the media is 
understood as a violation of the style of journalistic text. But journalism is a 
scientific and literary activity, and therefore journalism cannot avoid these 
general cultural postmodernist tendencies. <…>… when citation and 
parody are a common phenomenon in journalism, then other means of 
intertextuality, such as pastiche (violation of stylistic unity), use of profanity, 
shift of the semantic centre, etc. came to it not so long ago” (Halych, 2015). 
Thus, the polydiscursiveness of journalism is both in the global, and 
therefore at the present stage – postmodern, and in the national information 
and cultural contexts. National intertextuality markers, however, will be a 
priority due to the functional specificity of the discourse. 

It is worth emphasizing that when studying the nature of the 
intertextuality of modern journalistic discourse and its manifestation in 
specific communicative fragments, scientists often resort to direct and 
indirect analogies with the literary discourse. Thus, analysing the features and 
sources of intertextuality in postmodern journalistic materials, Ilchenko 
(2013), Kalenich (2020), Ryabinina (2008) name the previously mentioned 
quotations, allusions and paraphrases among the categories of expression of 
intertextuality and add frame representants (fragments endowed with a 
stable associative-contextual connection with extralinguistic factors) and 
centonic texts (placement of large amounts of information in a concise 
volume, simultaneous reference to several prototexts) (Ilchenko, 2013). A 
similar unanimity of scientists’ opinions is observed in the issue of precedent 
phenomena as a source base for the intertextuality of modern Ukrainian 
journalistic discourse. Ryabinina (2008), summarizing the theoretical 
achievements of predecessors, somewhat clarifies the classification and 
distinguishes folklore, socio-political, literary, cinematic and song intertexts. 
The researcher tries to trace correlations of the variety of prototext with 
their functions within the discourse: “Intertextuality is a universal feature of 
the discourse of the modern Ukrainian press and manifests itself at all levels 
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of journalistic work, causing by this a variety of functional colouring of the 
discourse of periodicals (information, evaluation, appeal, entertainment, 
decoration, paratextuality, metatextuality, hypertextuality)” (Ryabinina, 
2008). From this we can conclude that the nature of intertextuality makes it 
possible to activate the associative-logical and intellectual potentials of the 
recipient for the maximum disclosure of the multiplicity of meanings within 
the discourse. In addition, there is a paradoxical trend: intertextuality, on the 
one hand, directs the cognitive-thought processes of communication 
participants for the appropriate decoding of authorial intentions, and on the 
other – veils both the personality of the creator and his subjectivity, bringing 
closer due to operating the precedent phenomena the presentation to an 
unbiased and objectified statement of facts. Elements of intertextuality in 
journalistic discourse through a verbal sign refer to nonverbal realities. 

5. Conclusions 

Summarizing ideas stated in the article, it is necessary to emphasize 
the complexity and polyvectorness of the phenomenon of discourse 
intertextuality due to the interdisciplinary nature of the latter, which causes 
terminological variability. On the one hand, this state of affairs somewhat 
slows down scientific progress in this direction, as the academic community 
of a particular field develops its own theoretical and methodological basis 
for further analysis. On the other hand, the specificity of the object itself 
provides a variety of approaches and concepts, the choice of which directly 
depends on subjective factors, including the range of scientific interests of 
the researcher. Despite this, domestic science lacks thorough investigations 
of the monographic or dissertation level, which parameterize postmodern 
discursive intertextuality with maximum completeness, filling gaps in the 
terminology and removing a number of uncertainties. 

We state that globalization transformations promote active 
interaction of cultures, technologies, knowledge, etc., so intertextuality, 
which has long been present in texts in a latent or undecoded state, is now 
gaining a larger scale, special expression and transparency. In addition, 
intertextuality and discursiveness are elements of the postmodernist model 
of the world, which, on the one hand, form its basis, and on the other – a 
specific feature, without which the essence of the philosophical system is 
neutralized. Intertextuality is a manifestation of the identity of the national 
multicultural environment and at the same time an element of integration 
into the global communicative space, which in a verbalized form through 
precedent phenomena appeal to non-textual reality. 
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The postmodern intertextuality of literary and journalistic discourses, 
which has a large number of common features, is meaning-making, but the 
array of decoded meanings correlates with the amount of intertextual 
memory of both the author and the scripter. The texts in them, having their 
own thematic and semantic field, accumulate in a direct or indirect form a 
corpus of meanings due to interaction of prototexts, but necessarily 
constitute a holistic communicative unity at the intersection of polycoding. 
Intertextuality significantly expands the boundaries of discourse, facilitating 
reaching the meta-semantic level of knowledge. 

In this regard, our attempt to explore intertextuality as an integral 
part of modern Ukrainian discourse (on the example of literary and 
journalistic styles) is a separate attempt to generalize the views available in 
academic practice on this issue and does not exhaust its problems, opening 
prospects for further research of the phenomenon of postmodern discursive 
intertextuality. 
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