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Abstract. From a semiotic perspective, a statute is not merely a normative text but also a sign of legal reality whose meaning
varies across social actors. This makes semiotics relevant to examining how statutes function within legal communication
and acquire meanings extending beyond their formal legal content. This study aimed to conceptualise the statute as a
multidimensional semiotic sign functioning within legal reality and socio-cultural space. The statute was examined as a
normative legal act and a textual and semiotic object, illustrated through specific Ukrainian statutes and distinguished
within the framework of the law as the broader system of legal norms, principles, institutions, and relations. The results
of the study showed that the application of a semiotic approach to the consideration of the statute as a socio-normative
sign allows demonstrating in a new way its effectiveness in normative, communicative, axiological, cultural, political,
civilisational, and symbolic dimensions; to show the functionality of related processes (such as legal understanding, law-
making, legal realisation, legal communication, legal practice, etc.). Such a multidimensional semiotic typology of the
statute has not yet been systematically considered in Ukrainian legal science, which demonstrates scientific originality
and reveals the practical significance of this study, because through the mutual agreement of all significant dimensions
of the statute, the state can not only provide a mechanism for legal regulation, but also construct new meanings of legal
reality, and therefore, contribute to the development of appropriate values and a proper level of legal awareness in
society. The combination of semiotics with the structural and functional method shows the statute through the legal text,
legal sign, social interpretation, media reflection, political rethinking, collective legal awareness, and legal effectiveness.
Collectively, this is another multi-level model for building a stable semantic integrity of legal reality in the context of

dynamic development of the socio-cultural space
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Introduction

The statute has outgrown the level of the source and form of
law and has become a multidimensional socio-cultural sign
that simultaneously functions in normative, communicative,
axiological, cultural, political, civilisational, and symbolic
dimensions. And this quite openly demonstrates the prior-
itisation of the statute not only as a regulator of public re-
lations, but also as a producer of new social meanings. If
the classical theory of law explains what the law prescribes,
then semiotics of law adds a further dimension by examining
what the law signifies for the state and society. It is this shift
in focus (from the normative prescription through social in-
terpretations to the construction of legal meaning) that ac-
tualises the semiotic methodological turn in the reading of
the statute. Since in the conditions of war, global communi-
cation, digitalisation, European integration, and the value
transformation of law, the statute increasingly functions as
a complex semiotic construct, the semiotic reading of the
statute acquires not only theoretical, but also practical sig-
nificance for understanding contemporary mechanisms of
law-making, law-realisation, and law-thinking.

The semiotic reading of the statute is gaining a new wave
of relevance. If back in 2010-2015 the semiotic approach
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to understanding law was perceived mainly as one of the
humanitarian methodologies, then further it is increasingly
used as an applied tool for explaining contemporary legal
phenomena and processes. Thus, O. Bandura et al. (2022)
in the collective study, describing the current state of le-
gal semiotics, demonstrated it as a method of studying legal
practice and see its applied significance in the interpretation
of legislation, the development of legal symbols, the assess-
ment of the quality of legal communication, and the analysis
of the effectiveness of the functioning of legal institutions.
V. Nevidomyi & O. Pavlyshyn (2022) described the possibili-
ty of applying semiotics in the analysis of court decisions, the
legal status of citizens, the activities of government bodies,
administrative procedures, etc. A.L. Harold (2021) showed
how semiotics can be applied in legal argumentation, in the
writing of court documents, in the interpretation of statutes
in legal education, and most importantly — moving from
classical semiotics to the practice of a lawyer. D. Wright &
I. Picornell (2024) demonstrated the use of semiotics to an-
alyse evidence and witness statements, in the field of ex-
pert linguistics and forensic science. P. Blandino (2026) was
one of the first to use semiotics to analyse digital law, big
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databases, blockchains, artificial intelligence, etc. A. Lopo
Martinez (2026) revealed a completely new area and created
a model for semiotic analysis of digital evidence, establish-
ing the digital authenticity of electronic documents.

The main approaches used in this study were semiotics
and structural functionalism, which together explain how
legal signs (in particular, the statute) shape social stability.
In particular, semiotics regards statute as a signifier within
the context of legal reality as the signified, whereas struc-
tural functionalism analyses statute as a component of the
social system that performs normative, communicative, inte-
grative, and symbolic functions. The research was based on
the analysis of scientific sources (papers, monographs) pub-
lished in a certain period and selected according to the cri-
teria of thematic relevance, authority, and scientific value.

Basic principles of semiotics methodology

and its role in the study of law
Before proceeding to the description of the semiotic model of
the statute, it is worth briefly outlining the existing theoret-
ical and methodological foundations of such an understand-
ing. Here it is worth mentioning that the issues of defining
social reality by means of language were mainly studied by
structuralists and post-structuralists, ranging from classical
linguists to semiologists. F. de Saussure (2013) received the
greatest recognition for the idea of dividing the phenomenon
of language into an abstract language system (a structured
system of signs) and individual utterances, or speech proper
(a concrete application of an abstract system); moreover, he
applied a structural principle to an individual sign (word),
dividing it into a sound image (a material substance that
he called a signifier) and its concept (or signified). Accord-
ing to this concept, the statute is an image, the legal reali-
ty is the signified. The linguistic and structuralist approach
was also applied to new subjects of study in this context by
the French anthropologist C. Lévi-Strauss (1963). He stud-
ied the components of behaviour of representatives of dif-
ferent cultures as linguistic phenomena. The specific codes
that Lévi-Strauss identified as mediators of the exchange of
similarities and differences between nature and culture, and
between social groups, can be used as a basis for a semiotic
analysis of the legal behaviour of social subjects. Danish lin-
guist H.L. Trolle (1969) divided language into “system” and
“process”; clarified two aspects of the Saussurean language
sign by distributing two fundamental levels of language —
“expression plan” and “content plan”; advanced the idea of
a semiological function, which he defined as the relation-
ship between two aspects of the act of meaning production
(signification) — between the signifier and the signified, or
between expression and content; ultimately, he extended
his semiological research to non-verbal information systems
(traffic lights, clocks, etc.). According to this approach, the
“act of producing meaning” of a statute occurs in the process
of its implementation, in particular, through the interpreta-
tion of the content.

French theorist of semiotics R. Barthes (1967) distin-
guished five codes of perception for the analysis of cultur-
al phenomena: hermeneutical, proeretic, symbolic, semic,
and referential. The first two concern “structural poetics”,
whereas the remaining three demonstrate the connota-
tive (expressive-Author’s note) aspect and, consequently,
the stereotypical nature of culture. Such stereotypes are,
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for example, certain sociolects — types of socio-ideological
“writing”, including the language of law. The concept of
the Italian scholar U. Eco (1979) revealed the general prin-
ciples of semiological analysis. His ideas are so universal
that they can be applied not only to the phenomena that
he offers for consideration (architecture, cinema, painting,
music, advertising, etc.); general problems of semiology
can be suitable for analysing both non-verbal and verbal
signs and their systems.

The essential distinction between the terms “semiot-
ics” and “semiology” became particularly widespread in
the 1970s at the Paris School of Semiotics, founded by the
French scientist A.J. Greimas (1989). His theory of structur-
al semantics is regarded as analytical and applicable across
all fields, as virtually anything can be regarded as a text
conveying information and therefore as containing signs or
constituting signs itself It is this theory that is called the
“basic semiotic theory” in France and it can be considered
a clear division between the study of the process of emer-
gence, generation of production of meaning, or designation
(semiotics) and the study of the functioning of sign systems,
including language signs (semiology). Representatives of the
Lviv-Warsaw School of Philosophy also expressed support
for the semiotic method, developing concepts of the world
of language, the philosophy of names, the philosophy of
sentences, and the formalisation of language. The signifi-
cant role of the Polish School of Semiotics should be noted,
which developed in the middle of the 20" century. In Ger-
many, the so-called semiotics work platform was created at
the Technical University of Berlin in 1974. This is the only
research centre in Germany that deals with semiotic prob-
lems. In particular, this publication applies semiotics in the
fields of cuisine, sports, communication, medicine, and even
burial sites. The practical application of semiotic analysis
was demonstrated in the study of various types of motorists,
which helped to further stimulate their behaviour when test-
ing technical means used in road traffic.

Contemporary science distinguishes several approaches
to understanding the concepts of “semiotics” and “semiol-
ogy”. The first treats semiotics as a theory of signification,
the creation of new meanings; while semiology presents it
as the science of sign systems and their functioning. That is,
semiotics studies the ways in which values are formed, and
semiology studies the effect of these values. The second ap-
proach presents semiotics as the concept of signs in general,
and semiology as only linguistic signs. However, some sci-
entific schools identify semiotics and semiology within the
framework of structuralism.

There are tendencies to distinguish the so-called “third
tradition”, which emphasises the special role of the person
and their consciousness in the formation and development
of sign systems and semantic structures; this refers the so-
called “deep semiotics” as the “expansion of the traditional
theory of sign systems (semiotics) due to the metaphysical
and personological dimension of comprehension and mean-
ing formation”. This approach is similar to the transition
in physics from kinematics, which traces the trajectory of
motion, to dynamics, which considers the forces that give
rise to this motion; therefore, this allows discussing “semio-
dynamics”. In addition, despite the three-part division of
semiotics into semantics, syntactics, and pragmatics, there
is another section that deals with the study of methods for
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creating new signs — semionics, and the concept of “semiur-
gy” refers to the activity of creating such signs and introduc-
ing them into the language. Science also recognises significs
(significo — “I signify, express”), which studies the meaning
of words in language as a process of communication, with
particular emphasis on the psychological aspect, and other
related approaches.

Establishment of legal semiotics
in Ukrainian science

For the first time, the semiotic approach as such was men-
tioned in Ukrainian studies in the late 1970s and also in the
context of jurisprudence (Rabinovych & Nakonechna, 2022;
Rabinovych, 2023), which, through the application of axio-
logical and anthropological approaches, demonstrated that
the rule of law acquires social significance only in the con-
text of social values and human needs), and then — at the
turn of the 1980-90s, but exclusively in the philological con-
text. Initially, it was only about certain areas of semiotics, in
particular the structure of lexical and grammatical semantics
(Rusnivskyi, 1988), which was used even in the study of the
specifics of legal texts, for example, through structural and
semantic analysis of legal documents (Saienko, 1990). Fur-
ther, this area began to be included in the curriculum in the
humanities. In particular, I. Khomenko (2004) revealed the
semiotic nature of logic, proposing this aspect as one of the
sections of the textbook on logic for lawyers.

The study by J. Deely (2000) first proposed to the
Ukrainian public a systematic and holistic concept in the
field of sign systems. Subsequently, A. Karas’ (2003) pub-
lished a monograph, where in the section “Contours of se-
miotic interpretation” he attempted to highlight the devel-
opment of civil society as a semiotic and discursive process,
in particular, considering specific features of Ukrainian so-
cial and cultural development. Dissertations of a philosoph-
ical and applied nature, in particular in the field of legal
understanding, were defended. These include research by
S. Zarkhina (2005), where the reconstruction of the histor-
ical development of ideas concerning the philosophical un-
derstanding of the language of law and legal semiotics was
carried out; P. Baltadzhi (2008), who used the methodology
of semiotics to identify patterns and features of the language
of acts of application of law and determine its dependence
on the level of professionalism, language training, general
and legal culture of law enforcement subjects; A. Tokars-
ka (2008), who carried out a comprehensive scientific and
theoretical analysis and investigated key areas of optimi-
sation of regulation of legal communication activities, and
their comprehensive philosophical and legal substantiation
based on hermeneutics, axiology, and semiotics. T. Podor-
ozhna (2009) separately considered the symbolic function
among the main functions of legislative definitions. A. Ber-
niukov (2009), supplemented the universal method of in-
terpretation with structural and semiotic analysis, which
helped to investigate legal hermeneutics as a methodology
for the administration of justice.

A study related to the semiotics of law, particularly ex-
amining the relationship between law and symbolic reality
and their interaction and mutual influence, is the mono-
graph by V. Rechytskyi (2007), who analysed the concept,
functions, and properties of symbolic reality, including
legal reality. T. Dudash (2010) successfully conducted a

general theoretical study of the semiotic nature of law,
addressing, in particular, the semiotic foundations of legal
signification and the symbolisation of mononormativity. In
doing so, she distinguished between legal signification and
legal naming, placing these issues within the context of the
hermeneutic aspects of the process and outcome of legal
understanding and their influence on the official interpre-
tation of legal norms.

Legal semiotics was analysed by O. Merezhko (2010),
who emphasised that law and all legal phenomena should
be considered from two main standpoints: psychological (or
internal, which is done by legal psychology) and symbol-
ic (or external, which is the subject of legal semiotics). In
particular, the researcher suggests that “without the semi-
otics of law, social communication would be impossible...
this is obviously the function of legal semiotics — ensuring
legal communication in the process of distributing rights and
obligations in society”.

All these studies were useful for developing the author’s
position on the conceptual foundations of semiotics and se-
miology of law as a philosophical and legal paradigm by
O. Balynska (2013). This idea was developed by O. Pavly-
shyn (2017), taking only semiotics as the basis for research
on law and legal relations, without mentioning semiology.
The most applied application of semiotics in the field of ju-
risprudence was found by D. Bocharov (2012), who used this
method to investigate crimes, in particular the examination
of physical evidence.

Thus, the semiotic approach in the Ukrainian scientif-
ic tradition was formed gradually: from the first referenc-
es in legal and philological studies of the late 1970s-early
1990s to its systematic understanding as a methodology of
humanitarian knowledge. At the initial stage, semiotic ideas
were applied mainly to the analysis of the language, text
and structure of legal documents, and later were integrated
into the study of logic, philosophy of law, legal hermeneu-
tics, and legal communication. In the 2000s, the problem
expanded significantly: researchers turned to the symbolic
nature of law, symbolic reality, legal designation, symbolic
function of legislative definitions, and semiotic aspects of
legal understanding. Further, semiotics began to be consid-
ered not only as a tool for analysing legal texts, but also as
a means of explaining the functioning of law in the field of
social communication and interaction of legal and cultural
meanings. The result of this development was the establish-
ment of the concept of semiotics and semiology of law as
an independent philosophical and legal paradigm and its
further application to theoretical and applied problems, in
particular, legal understanding, law enforcement, and inves-
tigation of crimes.

Statute as a normative text
and socio-cultural sign
Despite the fact that the semiotic approach is being actively
applied in the study of legal practice (law-making, official
interpretation, criminalistics, legal proceedings, etc.), the
concept of understanding the statute in the context of semi-
otics of law remains insufficiently investigated. The transi-
tion from the legal content of the statute to its socio-cultural
significance involves a number of points. First, the statute
as a normative text contains formally defined norms and
rules, rights and obligations, permits and prohibitions, clear



procedures, and sanctions. A statute becomes a legal sign
when its content correlates with the social context (the con-
cepts given in it have real correspondences — objects, values,
expectations, behaviour patterns, etc.). Then the meaning
of the statute ceases to depend only on the legislator, and
constructs new legal meanings within the framework of in-
terpretation and application of this normative legal act. The
statute can simultaneously perform regulatory, communica-
tive, value, identification, political, and legitimation func-
tions. This gives grounds to distinguish between the legal
content of the statute, and official interpretation, profession-
al legal reading, media representation, and public perception
of its text, where all elements of legal reality are indicated.
Regardless of how the process of signification is under-
stood, whether as arbitrary or dynamic, the semiosis of stat-
ute, as the process of creating and interpreting legal signs,
is possible only when users of legal signs (citizens and social
actors) already possess some prior understanding of the ob-
jects represented by the signs they perceive. As a rule, such
a preliminary representation is formed throughout the entire
socialisation of the subject, their cognitive activity, the ac-
quisition of life experience, etc. B. Cassin (2013) in this case
emphasises the importance of “meaningful use” (the term
borrowed from L. Wittgenstein) of signs, when their content
(symbolism) is actually manifested. In particular, she writes:
“It is a mistake to assume that where the same sign exists,
there is the same symbol — despite the significant differences
written in the word life, and despite the “tangible” reality of
the symbol. Thus, the limit of meaning and nonsense is not
determined either by “empirical content”, or by some tran-
scendental guide that delineates the boundaries of thought,
or by the reality with which our language must be consist-
ent in its structure. But this limit is determined by usage”.
Therefore, this refers to different perceptions of the statute.
In general, in the legal context, denotation occurs pri-
marily in the process of law-making: modelling signs that
would exhaustively mean objects, facts or events from real
life involves directly naming the signified phenomena with
maximum reproduction of their content. Moreover, the stat-
ute as a sign should not only indicate, but also in a certain
way meaningfully characterise the signified from legal reali-
ty to which it points; this gives grounds to consider the stat-
ute as a sign means of cognition and understanding of legal
reality. Thus, denotation (which involves one sign referring
to a single object) applies when dealing with a specific legal
case; when referring to a normative legal sign (statute as the
result of generalisation), it should be understood that this
sign is the result of designation (the semiotic representation
of a generic concept, i.e., an entire class of homogeneous
Law can be imagined as a sheet of paper with what is
permitted, encouraged, and rewarded in society written on
one side, and what is prohibited, rejected, and condemned
written on the other; the edge of the sheet represents the
demarcation line between good and evil (what is permit-
ted and prohibited), and any attempt to divide it would be
absurd, because this line is as thin as the thickness of the
paper. Accordingly, the statute as a legal message is a semi-
otic pointer, a vector that stands at a crossroads and demon-
strates what to expect by turning in one direction or another.
The same position is described in the concept of under-
standing law and in the papers by the American philoso-
pher R.M. Cover (1995), who rejected the traditional view
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of legal positivism and proposed a cultural, narrative, and
deeply ethical approach to law that combines nomos, juris-
prudence, and the connection to violence. Here, law is not
only a rule of behaviour, but the whole world, living space,
culture, and the system of their interpretations. Each rule of
statute is a separate story (narrative); without stories about
origin, values, and the future, the law becomes meaningless.
But the law acts as a kind of “bridge” from the current social
reality to the imaginary ideal future. R.M. Cover introduced
two fundamental concepts: “jurisgenesis” (the creation of
law, i.e., the emergence of legal meanings within commu-
nities, religious groups, ideological movements, and minor-
ities that develop their own narratives and construct their
own understanding of law) and “jurispathy” (the death of
legal meanings within state courts, which resolve conflicts
between different normative “universes” of communities by
choosing one narrative and neutralising another; courts are
the “pathos” (killers) of alternative law). Abstracting from
the perception by most philosophers of the judicial process
as a rational and purely linguistic discussion, R.M. Cov-
er (1986) focused on the material nature of statute. It de-
scribes the violent nature of justice (a judge’s decision is not
just a text, but a command to action, the execution of which
deprives the offender of property, funds, freedom or life)
and institutional violence (to implement a judge’s decision,
one needs a complex system of institutions with certain pow-
ers — the police, prosecution service, lawyers, correctional
labour institutions, etc.).

British jurist B.S. Jackson (1985) proposed a synthesis
of structural semiotics and Anglo-American jurisprudence.
His concept shifts the focus from the simple logic of legal
norms to the deep meaning hidden in the text of the statute;
he treats the statute not as a static set of commands, but as
a dynamic discourse in which meaning is born through the
social context, the culture of the people and the interpreta-
tion of citizens.

Therefore, the text of the statute as a properly organised
form of communication, as a message, contains units, means,
signals, etc., that are sufficient and necessary to build a cor-
rect and meaningful model based on it. Therefore, the stat-
ute can be considered an ideal abstract information model
(because it models behaviour in an abstract situation with-
out defining the subject) of specific social relations and legal
facts. Read more: the statute is a socio-legal sign model that
reflects the essential features of an object, phenomenon or
process of legal reality, embodied in a generalised form in
a legal norm; it is one of the communicative models of the
socio-cultural space, which describes an ordered type of re-
lations of social subjects within this space. Given this, the
statute can be considered an active socio-cultural sign.

Author’s multidimensional semiotic model
of the statute
The statute as a sign of the socio-cultural space has seven
interdependent dimensions. It is worth noting that the meas-
urement of the statute should be understood as a relatively
independent aspect of its functioning, revealing its specific
symbolic purpose and showing the totality of certain socially
significant symbols. The first (main) dimension is normative;
at this level, the statute performs traditional legal functions:
it establishes a model of behaviour, defines rights and ob-
ligations, and formalises legal prescriptions. The second is
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communicative; this dimension reveals the statute as a com-
mand of the state, addressed not only to individuals (citizens
here and now, and to those who will be born), but also to
institutions (national — authorities, courts, institutions and
organisations, etc.; international — to other states, interstate
associations, etc.). The third is axiological; here the statute
encodes an understanding of the basic principles of society
as social values, such as freedom, equality, justice, dignity,
the rule of law, etc. The fourth is cultural; this dimension
corresponds to the manifestation of the statute as a means
of reproduction and a way of preserving collective memory,
covering the state language, style of education, attitude to
science and innovation, cultural heritage, faith and religion,
customs and traditions, worldview, and universal values.
The fifth is political; in this dimension, the statute appears
as a symbol of the state vector of development, such as stat-
utes on national security and defence, joining the European
Union, anti-corruption policy, reforming public administra-
tion and maintaining sustainability, etc., which is of great
symbolic importance for the entire state. The sixth (derived
from the previous one) is civilisational; this dimension is the
most significant, because it demonstrates how Ukraine posi-
tions itself in the global context; here the statute becomes a
sign of civilisational affiliation (priority of democracy and
the rule of law, final departure from the post-Soviet heritage,
strategic course for unification in profitable economic, mil-
itary and other alliances with the preservation of national
identity). The seventh (most significant) is a symbolic re-
source of legitimacy; in this dimension, the statute is per-
ceived as a means of building trust in the authorities, recog-
nition and support from society, establishing the authority
of the state, projecting expectations, and establishing justice.

This multidimensional nature of the statute is constantly
increasing with the dynamic development of society and the
state. This is especially facilitated by the latest conditions.
Thus, during a large-scale war, the statute is transformed
into a means of mobilising society and a symbol of national
unity. Almost total digitalisation encourages the statute to
shift the focus from the official text to its media translations,
emphasising the intensity of social networks that show oper-
ational short videos, memes, and other content of bloggers,
which forces legal institutions to adapt to the media space.
The tendency of artificial intelligence to dominate in many
areas where subject-subject relations (in particular, legal re-
lations) previously prevailed causes a crisis of confidence in
the law and a loss of normativity of the statute. And only in
the aggregate do all dimensions form a complete symbolic
foundation of the statute.

Not only the multidimensional nature of the statute
gives grounds for different reading of its text. Its interpreta-
tion also depends on the subject of “reading”: a citizen, a for-
eigner, a journalist, a police officer, a prosecutor, a lawyer,
a judge, a civil servant, a people’s deputy, a foreign expert,
etc. In fact, this refers to the probability of the emergence
of several “meanings” of the same statute. It involves not
only the semiotics of the statute, but also about the semiot-
ics of the operation of the statute in the state. Considering
the symbolic nature of law, the effectiveness of legal myths,
the symbolism of legal communication and legal practice in
general, it becomes clear that the statute acquires social sig-
nificance after its adoption. This concerns not so much the
text of the statute as its “social life”. The statute shifts its

functional and semantic load from normativity towards so-
cial interpretation and construction of legal meanings.

One example is Law of Ukraine No. 2704-VIII (2019).
Legally, this document regulates the functioning and use
of the Ukrainian language as the only state language in
Ukraine. In a semiotic context, a socio-cultural reading of
this statute possible as one of the symbols of independence
and national identity of the state, as a tool for decolonisa-
tion of society and a mechanism for preserving culture, as
a means of protecting the rights of Ukrainians and limiting
possible encroachments of foreigners, as a political marker,
and a basic system-forming element of the Ukrainian nation.

Law of Ukraine No. 317-VIII (2015), from the docu-
ment regulating the procedures for renaming and disman-
tling symbols, becomes the leading sign of the civilisation-
al choice of the state. This involves “recoding” collective
memory, changing state narratives, and eventually replac-
ing the Soviet system of symbols with the Ukrainian one.
The statute performs the function of “semiotic purifica-
tion” of the socio-cultural space of the state; it regulates
not only the behaviour of social subjects, but also the se-
mantic load of symbols.

Law of Ukraine No. 3543-XII (1993) demonstrated a de-
parture from the traditional mobilisation legislation, which
in peacetime establishes a legal mechanism for recruiting
troops, and in times of war it becomes a sign of civic re-
sponsibility, belonging of a person to a political nation, and
collective self-preservation of the people. Ideally, this statute
symbolises the priority of the existence of the state, builds a
new balance between human freedom and the security of the
entire people, and forces citizens to rethink the concept of
constitutional rights and obligations. In a society exhausted
by war, such a statute for some turns into a means of direct
state coercion, which leads to internal conflicts.

Law of Ukraine No. 2108-IX (2022) is special in that
it not only criminalises certain actions, but simultaneously
constructs the boundaries of the political community, de-
fines the normative understanding of loyalty, creates new
legal symbols of trust in the authorities, forms the concept of
“friends” and “strangers”, which symbolises a moral assess-
ment of a person’s behaviour. If earlier criminal law mainly
described actions (or omissions), then this statute “works”
with the social meaning of behaviour. Therefore, its semiot-
ic load is much higher. In other words, a single statute can
produce several meanings: from a normative sign — through
media and political interpretation and public reading — to
the development of new legal symbols.

The semiotic mechanism of transformation of the stat-
ute reveals another multi-level model, but with a functional
and active emphasis: 1) legal text, 2) legal sign, 3) social
interpretation, 4) media reflection, 5) political rethinking,
6) mass legal awareness, 7) legal efficiency. This mecha-
nism demonstrates the Statute as a multi-level social sign,
the content of which is not identical to the social mean-
ing, because social interpretations affect the final pragmatic
effect of the statute. In addition, semiotic analysis allows
explaining the reasons for different perceptions of the same
regulatory requirements.

Conclusions
The statute has not always been the focus of semiotics as
the science of signs and sign structures. The analysis of the



basic principles of this methodological approach and its role
in the study of law gives grounds to assert that almost until
the end of the 20" century, legal semiotics only gained mo-
mentum, and Ukrainian science also actualises the use of the
semiotic method for studying subjects of various branches of
knowledge. Focusing on the statute within the framework of
the latest legal discourse with a semiotic reading, it can be
interpreted as a separate landmark phenomenon in which
the state generalises and most clearly crystallises its will,
social values, and political orientations.

The latest social changes demonstrate that one norma-
tive text can cause different models of legal behaviour de-
pending on the “reading” and this creates a crisis of norma-
tivity of law, when the analysis of the normative content of
the statute alone is no longer enough. In addition, the Rus-
sian-Ukrainian war has exacerbated social transformations
in the semiotic reading of law, the statute itself begins to
produce social symbols (for example, the statute on decom-
munisation is a tool for rethinking national historical mem-
ory; the statute on mobilisation is not only a mechanism for
recruiting the armed forces, but also a means of translat-
ing society and the economy into functioning under martial
law; the statute on collaboration is a symbolic division into
“friends” and “strangers”; the statute on the state language is
an attempt to preserve national identity and sustainability,
the blatant public disregard of which has repeatedly led to
negative consequences on a national scale, etc.).

Almost total dynamic digitalisation creates a specific in-
formation space in which citizens, for ease of perception, get
acquainted with the statute no longer through the official
text, but rather through news feeds, messages in social net-
works, various videos, memes, and comments of bloggers —
and together all this forms a complex circle of circulation of
legal meanings, symbols and signs (a specific socio-legisla-
tive semiosis is being created). In general, the functionality
of the statute is increasingly shifting the focus from regu-
latory to communicative, because many statutes (especial-
ly those adopted during the war) have a strong declarative
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which is formed in a continuous interpretation by various
subjects: from individual citizens, public associations, scien-
tists, journalists — to the Supreme and Constitutional Courts
and international institutions. And considering the European
integration trends, many statutes are adopted with the aim
of introducing European standards and relevant institution-
al changes, so the meaning of the contemporary national
statute demonstrates, despite its regulatory capacity, also
the civilisational choice of the state with an emphasis on
Ukraine’s integration into the European space, in particular
the legal one.

Therefore, the statute should be understood in a mul-
tidimensional way: as a normative sign (that is, as a car-
rier of legal prescriptions), a communicative sign (as a
way of interaction between the state and citizens), an ax-
iological sign (as a reproduction of socio-legal values), a
cultural sign (as a component of historical memory and an
element of legal tradition), a political sign (as a marker
of domestic and foreign state policy), a civilisational sign
(as an indicator of belonging to a certain socio-cultural
space with the prospect of its expansion — for Ukraine,
considering European integration), a symbolic sign (as a
means of forming citizens’ trust in the law and recognition
of symbolic violence of state power). Highlighting such
a variety of manifestations of the statute as a sign allows
analysing all the processes that accompany the statute —
law-making, legal understanding, law enforcement, legal
communication, legal interpretation, legalisation of sym-
bolic violence of law, etc.

A promising area of research on this issue should be
the study of the possibilities of mutual agreement and in-
teraction of these dimensions of the statute, which actually
ensures its ability not only to regulate social relations, but
also to reproduce the value foundations of society, to form
legal consciousness and legal worldview, to construct legal
meanings, and therefore legal reality.
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3aKOH fIK COLIOHOPMAaTUBHUM 3HAK:
6aratoBuMipHa ceMioTUUHA MOAEADb

Onbra banMHcbKa

AOKTOP FOPUAMYHUX HayK, Npodecop

AbBiIBCbKWI AEPXaBHUI YHIBEPCUTET BHYTPILLHIX cNpaB
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AHoTauis. I3 no3uliii CeMiOTUKY 3aKOH € He JIMIlIe HOPMAaTUBHUM TEKCTOM, a 1 3HAaKOM MPaBOBOI AilICHOCTi, 3HAaUeHHA
AKOro MO-pi3HOMY cHpuiMaloTh pi3Hi coliajibHi cy6’ekTu. lle 3yMOBJIIOE aKTyaJbHICTh 3aCTOCYBAaHHSA CEMiOTUYHOTO
HNiAXoAy [JiA [OcCJikeHHA (YHKIiOHyBaHHA 3aKOHIiB y IIpaBOBill KOMyHikallii Ta HalOyTTA HHMH 3HaueHb, IO
BUXOJATH 3a MeXi IXHbOTO (OPMaIbHO-IOPUANYHOIO 3MicTy. MeToo fgocigxeHHA Oyjia KOHI[eNTyaJsli3alis 3aKOHY fK
06araToBUMipHOTO CEMiOTHMYHOIO 3HaKy, 0 GYHKI[IOHY€E Y IPaBoOBill AiFICHOCTI Ta COLiOKYJIbTYPHOMY NPOCTOpi. 3aKOH
PpO3IJIaBcsA AK HOpPMAaTUBHO-IIPABOBUI aKT, a TAKOX AK TEKCTOBUH i CEMiOTUYHUI 00’€KT; 1{ed MiIXi/ KOHKPeTU30BaHUHI
Ha IpHUKJIaJax OKpPeMHUX 3aKOHiB YKpalHM Ta BUPIi3HAE 3aKOH y MeXax IpaBa fK IIMPLIOI CUCTEMH IIPAaBOBUX HOPM,
MPUHIMIIB, iHCTUTYTIB i BigHOCHMH. Pe3ynbraTu AOCTigXeHHA NPOAEMOHCTPYBaJM, 1[0 3aCTOCYBaHHA CEMiOTHYHOI'O
HiJXOAy A0 PO3IJIANY 3aKOHY K COIIiIOHOPMATHBHOTO 3HAKy A€ 3MOr'Y II0-HOBOMY IIPOJIEMOHCTPYBATU HOTO Ji€BICTh Y
HOpPMaTHBHOMY, KOMYHiKaTUBHOMY, aKCiOJIOTiYHOMY, KyJIbTYpPHOMY, OJiTUYHOMY, IIMBiIi3alliiHOMYy Ta CUMBOJIIYHOMY
BUMipaX, a TaKOX IMOKa3aTu (PYHKLiOHAJIBHICTh CYNYTHiX MHporeciB (Takux AK NPaBOPO3YMiHHsA, HMPaBOTBOPYIiCTb,
IpaBopeasti3allisi, mpaBoBa KOMYHiKallis, IpaBoBa pakTuka Tomio). Taka 6araroacrnekTHa ceMiOTUYHA TUIOJIOTiA 3aKOHY
Jloci CHUCTEeMHO He po3rJjisffjajacs B YKpaiHChKiMl IOpUAWYHIN HayIi, IO IeMOHCTPyE HayKOBY HOBU3HY i pO3KpHBa€
IPaKTU4Hy LiHHICTh I[bOT0 AOCJiJXeHHA AJKe 4yepe3 B3a€MOY3roJXeHHsA BCiX 3HAKOBUX BHMIpiB 3aKOHy JepkaBa
37aTHA He TUJIBKM 3abe3mevyyBaTy MeXaHi3M INPAaBOBOTO DPETYJIIOBaHHA, a W KOHCTPYIOBAaTHM HOBi CMHUCJIM IPaBOBOI
OiMICHOCTI, a O0TXe, cipuATHU (GOPMYBaHHIO B CYCHiJIbCTBI BiAMOBiAHMX I[iHHOCTE!N i HaJIeXXHOTO PiBHA MPaBOCBiAOMOCTI.
[MoeqHaHHA CeMIOTUKU 3i CTPYKTYpPHO-(DYHKI[iOHAJIBHIM METOAOM MOKAa3y€e 3aKOH Yepe3 I0PUINYHUN TEKCT, IPAaBOBUI
3HAK, COIia/IbHy iHTepmperTalito, MefiliHe BioOpaXXeHHs, HMOJIiTUYHE IePeOCMUCJIeHHs, KOJIEKTUBHY IIPaBOCBiAOMIiCTh
i opuanuHy edbekTuBHicTh. CyKyIIHO Ife Ile oAHa GaraTopiBHeBa Mojiesb No6yqoBU cTabisIbHOI CMICJIOBOI LiliCHOCTI
MIPaBoOBOI AifICHOCTi B yMOBaxX AMHAMiYHOI'O PO3BUTKY COLIiOKYJIBTyPHOTO IIPOCTOPY

KJIr04oBi cJioBa: 3aKOH; MpaBo; MpaBoOBa [iliCHICTh; HOPMATHBHICTD; MTpaBOBa KOMYHIKallis; colliajibHa iHTepIpeTaris;
MPaBOCBiAOMICTh
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