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Agency in the Context of Internationalized Intellectual Practices: An Attempt at a
socio-philosophical analysis of authorship

This article presents a philosophical analysis of the transformation of agency within the context of institution-
alized intellectual practices, utilizing the phenomenon of authorship as a case study. The focus is on the ques-
tion of how contemporary intellectual practices set the framework for the subject’s possible action, redistrib-
uting the function of thought, responsibility, and recognition. The article demonstrates that authorship cannot
be viewed as an expression of individual consciousness. It is possible only as a historically formed status
within stable institutional structures. These structures presuppose the existence of mechanisms for regulating
intellectual activity (academic regulations, expert review practices, citation systems, digital platforms) that
shape the status of the intellectual, oriented toward the reproduction of formalized systems of action. The ar-
ticle demonstrates that, in the context of the infosphere and the development of artificial intelligence, distrib-
uted forms of knowledge production and a new institutional structure are emerging, constituting the phenom-
enon of authorship. The topic of authorship in contemporary academic, legal, and political discussions is
problematized because the existing conception of authorship no longer meets the new conditions of intellec-
tual labor. The required revision is driven by the need to address questions of responsibility, innovation, and
the mechanisms for confirming and protecting authorship. The authors of the article draw on an understand-
ing of agency as a person’s capacity to explore and transform the world in collaboration with others. Attempts
to attribute agency to artificial intelligence are based on the anthropomorphization of machines and technolo-
gy. Only humans are capable of acting, thinking, and bearing responsibility; in the context of contemporary
realities, the problem of agency becomes particularly relevant due to the increasing demands placed on hu-
mans regarding responsibility for cultural creation and self-preservation.

Keywords: agency, human, culture, institutions, intellectual practices, authorship, infosphere, artificial intelli-
gence.

Introduction

The category of agency expresses the logic of active engagement with the world, within which humans
do not merely reflect reality but actively transform the world, shaping culture. In turn, agency is formed only
within culture, which, by its very nature, is a means of reproducing the image and logic of creative, construc-
tive, and socially significant activity. Culture cannot be reduced to a collection of ready-made results, a sum
of achievements suitable for replication, consumption, or use. While accompanied by the production of re-
sults, culture cannot be equated with them, serving as both an expression of human agency and its source.
This is precisely why agency is historically and culturally conditioned: it develops alongside the develop-
ment of forms of human activity and communication.

A defining feature of the modern world is the challenge posed to culture and human agency, stemming
from the fact that people live within the machinery of society, where their lives are increasingly subordinated
to institutionalized, formalized practices and social technologies. When it comes to intellectual activity, this
is linked to the presence of the modern intellectual within the system of scientific production, the existence
of systems for evaluating and recognizing the status of researchers and the results of intellectual activity, the
parameters for conducting expert evaluations, the norms of academic communication, and so on. In the mod-
ern world, these practices ensure the development and reproduction of intellectual outcomes, their integration
into social and legal circulation, and their dissemination. At the same time, the living process of thought
within the framework of institutional forms is subject not to the logic of its own unfolding, but to procedural
requirements and the necessity of conforming to the institutional order that ensures its social recognition.

The aim of the study, the conclusions of which are reflected in this article, is to examine how agency —
as the logic of active engagement with the world — correlates with forms designed, first and foremost, to
reproduce the institutional order and ensure the functioning of technologies.
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The phenomenon of authorship as an institution within the system of intellectual production, taken as an
example and subject of analysis, presupposes the existence of mechanisms for recognizing the forms and
results of intellectual labor, attributing them to a specific subject who bears responsibility for them and/or
receives rewards in the form of payment, status, etc. The basis for the existence of the phenomenon of au-
thorship is the presence of an institutionally formalized mechanism for recording the finished result, separat-
ed from the process of intellectual creation, and attributing it to the actor (subject, quasi-subject) who pro-
duced it. The phenomenon of authorship, which is essentially not necessarily linked to the presence of living
thought that grasps real contradictions and develops socially significant ways to overcome them, refers to it
only in a formal sense. The danger of substituting living thought with a set of intellectual operations subordi-
nated to the task of producing an intellectual product that meets formal requirements and opens the possibil-
ity of social approval lies in curtailing the possibilities for the formation of socially significant knowledge,
ideas, and meanings.

Methods and Materials.

The methodological foundation of this study is the tradition of classical philosophy, within which agen-
cy is viewed as a mode of human existence proper, linked to the ability to creatively overcome circumstanc-
es, transcend the existing, and form something qualitatively new. The examination of human potential and
the problem of agency cannot be abstract but must be linked to an analysis of the specific parameters of the
cultural-historical era in which a person is formed and achieves creative self-realization. An intellectual can-
not be understood as an autonomous knowing subject, nor can cognition be understood as an individual psy-
chological process or a set of cognitive operations. Consequently, to understand how the intellectual is em-
bedded today in socially significant processes and social transformations, it is important to recognize that the
intellectual practices within which they operate constitute historically established forms of objectification
and fixation of intellectual activity, institutionally ensuring the reproduction of knowledge. In this context,
authorship is understood as a civilizational form of consolidating the results of activity, allowing one to iden-
tify the difference and contradiction between the logic of development and the logic of functioning.

Results and Discussion.

Classical philosophical thought has developed the concept of a uniquely human mode of existence as
the overcoming of oneself and one’s circumstances, a refusal to conform rationally to existing conditions,
and the ability to transform the world and endlessly expand one’s horizons as a fundamentally indeterminate
being. This human capacity is expressed in the category of agency.

In the modern world, the formation and unfolding of agency takes place within the framework of insti-
tutional practices functioning as moments of intellectual production. This gives rise to a contradiction be-
tween a creative attitude toward the world and the reproduction of normativity:

— agency is directed toward development, toward transcending existing forms, toward transforming
both the material world and the very modes of activity;

— institutional practices are, on the contrary, oriented toward stabilization, reproduction, and normative
ordering. Institutional practices require subjective activity but seek to confine it within the framework of pre-
scribed procedures.

The problem of the formation and unfolding of human agency in the modern world is mitigated by the
fact that the human being, as a part of the machinery of society, functions as a thing among other things, a
resource among other resources, more or less useful for the realization of certain functions (e.g., the produc-
tion of goods, the reproduction and expansion of capital, the reception and transmission of information, etc.).
Institutionalized intellectual practices are oriented toward the reproduction, standardization, replication, and
control of the functioning of the intellectual sphere to maintain a complex social order. These tasks are
solved by breaking down intellectual inquiry into systems of actions and operations assigned to specific par-
ticipants. Their existence is impossible without the presence of actors’ status and a system for confirming
them, a set of functions and formalized requirements, ratings, and sanctions. All of this creates a requirement
for the intellectual to possess functional literacy.

If an intellectual is oriented toward success and social recognition, they must fit into the system of re-
quired discourse and be able to fulfill prescribed tasks on time. Thus, the living creative process — which
involves resolving real-life contradictions and contributes to the development of culture — is formalized
(and often supplanted) by the production of an institutionally prescribed product, described through systems
of performance indicators. This situation of substitution carries the risk that institutionalized intellectual
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practices may devolve into the interpretation and reinterpretation of the old in the pursuit of “novelty” and
the fulfillment of prescribed outcome parameters. Thus, as part of such a system, the intellectual is obligated
to fulfill its requirements for producing new results and formalizing them, leaving genuine scientific inquiry
outside the scope of attention.

One form of institutional fixation of results is authorship. Historically, authorship emerged as a means
of attributing the result of intellectual activity to a specific name (or names), and in the context of various
cultures (if it exists there at all as a phenomenon), it takes on different forms of attribution and legitimization
within institutions such as the legal system, academia, the education system, the market, and the creative in-
dustries.

The requirements to account for the institutional conditioning of the phenomenon of authorship are dic-
tated by conclusions drawn from an analysis of how it is formed. The activity of the “empirical subject of
individual creativity” outside institutional structures transforms the view of it into an abstraction. The point
is that the finished result itself (text, image, ...) becomes an authorial work (which, in fact, is what makes the
author an author) not in a vacuum, but always within specific historical conditions. This concerns the pres-
ence within the mechanics of the social order of institutions of social recognition, responsibility, the repro-
duction of knowledge, and the incorporation of the result into economic, legal, and scientific circulation.

Plato was one of the first to raise the issue of authorship from an epistemological perspective — or,
more precisely, as a problem of the autonomy of the text — in the history of Western philosophy, continuing
the line of thought of Socrates, who, as a matter of principle, did not write texts, viewing them as the death of
thought. In the dialogue “Phaedrus”, Plato says that a text is only a finished result that “lives” its own life,
detached from the speaker/writer (author), unable to defend itself or reconfigure itself to become understand-
able to different audiences, and that the meanings present in it often pass by the reader, who is unable to see
what is essential in the text [1; 165].

The figure of the author and its problematization in the social dimension emerged in the Modern era,
when science acquired institutional form within the framework of the task of knowledge production.
R. Barthes, reflecting on this, argues that the figure of the author took shape during this era as society began
to discover the autonomous human personality embedded within the capitalist social order [2; 384]. The pos-
itivist tradition, as the most complete reflection of the thinking of this era, R. Barthes believes, absolutizes
the idea of the subject’s autonomy. In this context, the author is understood as the sole source of meaning,
and the text is read as a document of the individual — a consequence of his biography and psychology. Thus,
R. Barthes implies the following: the figure of the author is not a neutral empirical fact, but an expression of
historical ideology, where the individual is considered the source of meaning, meaning is conceived as prop-
erty, and interpretation is subordinated to authority: text and meaning are viewed here as property within the
logic of possession.

In his article “The Author: Epistemic Subject and Tragic Hero”, I.T. Kasavin notes that the term and
concept of the author/authorship have been part of a systematics, literary studies, and philosophy. In philoso-
phy, the concept of authorship is understood within the context of a semantic field defined by the categories
of subject, consciousness, creativity, work, and dialogue, the content of which is examined in postmodern-
ism, as well as through the prism of theories of alienation, the information society, and network analysis.
Thus, one can observe the existence of a “conceptual migration” of the author/authorship from specialized
academic knowledge (jurisprudence and literary studies) into philosophy [3; 6-7]. M. Foucault, in his work
“What Is an Author?”, notes that there are only “a certain number of discourses endowed with the “author”
function, while others are deprived of it. (...). The “author” function, thus, is characteristic of the mode of
existence, circulation, and functioning of quite specific discourses within a given society” [4].

To be an author means to conform to certain formats, standards, and expectations: to master the lan-
guage of the institution — the discourse — to comply with procedural requirements, and to reproduce recog-
nized forms. As a result, authorship can become a form of institutional fixation of results, capable of being
reproduced independently of the subject s actual development and even the fact of their existence.

In the modern world, amid digitalization and the spread of artificial intelligence, a new round of discus-
sion has emerged, involving an examination of the phenomenon of distributed/networked authorship, the is-
sue of responsibility, creativity/reproductivity, intellectual property, innovation, and so on. These circum-
stances provide a substantive historical context in which the agency of the modern individual is formed and
unfolds.

“In contemporary reality, the well-known statement: “Man is a sum of social relations” can be re-
phrased as “Man is a sum of information and channels for its transmission” [5; 21]. This position is ex-
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pressed in the concept of the philosophy of information, a framework that was developed by L. Floridi. Man
lives in the infosphere, which is an informational environment constituted by “informational processes, ser-
vices, and entities, thus including informational agents as well as their properties, interactions, and mutual
relations <...> Since the 1950s, computer science and ICTs have exercised both an extrovert and introvert
influence, changing not only our interactions with the world but also our self-understanding. In many re-
spects, we are not standalone entities, but rather interconnected informational organisms or inforgs, sharing
with biological agents and engineered artefacts a global environment ultimately made of information, the
infosphere” [6; 9].

In the infosphere, action is not localized within a single autonomous subject but is distributed among
human agents, technical systems (algorithms and platforms), institutions, and data infrastructure. As a result,
the generated product (text, image, solution, etc.) cannot be attributed to a single author. Authorship becomes
a networked rather than an individual act, with results attributed to an individual by institutions of social
recognition. This provides the basis for revising the institutions and norms of authorship legitimation suitable
for the modern social order. The entire list of issues under discussion pertains to the fields of law, manage-
ment, accounting, ethics, etc., to the realm of establishing institutions and the associated norms that support
the status of the author under new conditions. It should be noted that the resolution of these issues is not di-
rectly related to creativity, socially meaningful self-realization, or cultural development, but rather serves as
their institutional infrastructure.

Human existence within the context of the modern social order is impossible without mechanisms for
affirming status; consequently, the emergence of new phenomena must always be “carefully planned”, inte-
grated into a system of requirements and norms designed to resolve potential conflicts among stakeholders.
This is precisely why discussions are circulating in the contemporary academic sphere regarding a reevalua-
tion of the phenomenon of authorship within the context of the concept of the infosphere.

The proliferation of artificial intelligence systems capable of generating coherent text, images, and ana-
Iytical materials has led to a reevaluation of questions regarding the nature of human agency. Artificial intel-
ligence demonstrates that institutionally planned and sought-after intellectual products can be created with-
out human involvement as a result of the manipulation, compilation, and interpretation of information. Thus,
it becomes evident that human agency is not a necessary condition for the institutional functioning of intel-
lectual practices, although it remains a necessary condition for cultural development, goal-setting, and the
generation of ideas and meanings: a machine is capable of producing “ready-made” results.

An important subtext of these discussions is the absence or presence of an understanding that the source
of the production of ideas and meanings is and always remains solely the human being in their subjective
dimension. The generation and articulation of ideas and meanings, built on the operation of algorithms, acts
as a substitute for the subject’s substantive, responsible position, and consequently, cannot, in principle, be
distributed. An understanding of the phenomenon of authorship, based on the reduction of agency to author-
ship or other forms of its institutional substitutes, carries the danger of replacing what is essentially meaning-
ful to a human being with its functional manifestations, and thus, questions the very survival of humanity.

Attempts to attribute agency to artificial intelligence rely on the anthropomorphization of machines and
technology. In this case, philosophical analysis is replaced by a functionalist reduction, which is unaccepta-
ble when we understand the human being as a subject of culture, and culture itself as an expression of human
agency.

In the context of human life mediated by the infosphere, humans are described as users, operators, or
controllers of artificial intelligence, a meaningful, practical “interface” (artificial intelligence exists entirely
within a symbolic and digital circuit and has no direct access to offline reality). Texts, images, and diagrams
generated by artificial intelligence remain within the symbolic space until they are perceived and realized by
humans in the social space. Humans are capable of acting, thinking, and bearing responsibility outside the
application of artificial intelligence, whereas the latter, without humans, is confined to the information envi-
ronment. This understanding dispels both the techno-humanistic illusion of “artificial intelligence agency”
and the techno-humanistic anxiety about “the replacement of humans by machines”.

Conclusions

The analysis conducted leads to the conclusion that authorship functions as a socio-historical mecha-
nism for the consolidation and social recognition of the results of activity, whereas agency implies creative
engagement in practice — the human capacity to produce socially significant outcomes that are vital for the
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development of culture. Institutional practices are necessary for the preservation and transmission of cultural
outcomes to people for further objectification and integration into practice.

Contemporary technologies, including artificial intelligence, demonstrate the possibility of intellectual
practices functioning without a subjective foundation. Under conditions of technical mediation, humans
cease to be the sole “producers of text”, yet remain the sole node through which meaning can transcend the
symbolic space and become a moment of practice. The development of artificial intelligence does not abolish
agency but radicalizes it, intensifying the demands on human responsibility for cultural creation.
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NHCcTHTYTTAHABIPBLIFAH HHTEJVIEKTYAJABIK NPAKTHKAIAP KOHTEKCIHAer]
CyObEeKTHBTLIIK: ABTOPJIBIKTHI JIEyMETTIK-(PUI0coOPUAIBIK TaaAay TIKipudeci

Maxkana aBTOPJBIK (DEHOMEH MaTepHalbIHAd WHCTUTYTTAHIBIPBUIFAH HMHTEIUICKTYANIbIK IMpaKTHKaIap
JKargalbplHAa CYOBEKTUBTUIIKTIH €3repyiH (uIocopusIbK TangayFa apHaidrad. Kasipri WHTemIeKTyaiabl
MpakTHKalap OWiay, )KayarmKepuIilik )koHe TaHy QYHKIVSUIApBIH KaiiTa 0eiry apKbUIBI CyObeKTiHIH MYMKiH
00TaThIH OPEKETIHIH MIeHOePiH Kanai OenrielTiHI Typanbl Macese 0acThl Ha3zapaa. Makanaia aBTOPJIBIKTHI
JKEKe CaHaHBIH KOpIHICI peTiHAe KapacThlpyFa OOJMaWTBHIHIBIFBI KepceTimreH. bynm  TypaxrTel
WHCTHTYLIMOHAI/IBIK KYPBUIBIMIAp IIIiHIEri TapuxXH KalblNTacKaH MapTeOe peTiHae raHa MyMKiH. Ocbl
KYPBUIBIMIAp iC-9peKeTTiH (opManbapl kylenepiH keOelTyre OaFbITTalFaH MHTEIUICKTyalabl MopTeOeHi
KaJIBITACTHIPATHIH MHTEIUIEKTYAIBIK KBI3SMETTI PETTey TEeTIKTEepiHiH (aKaZeMUSUIBIK perJIaMeHTTep,
capanrTamMa MpaKTHKachl, IoleKce3 KyHenepi, nudpiplk miardopmanap) OomyslH Oomkaiimel. Makamanga
nHOCchepa MeH KacaHIbl HHTEIUIEKTIH JaMybl KaraalblHAa OiTiM eHIIpiciHiH OeiHreH (Gopmanapsl jxoHE
ABTOPJIBIK  KYOBUIBICTBI ~ KAJBINTACTBIPATBIH JKAHA HMHCTHTYLMOHANABIK KYPBUIBIM  KaJbINTACATHIHBI
kepcetinren. Kazipri axkageMusibIK, KYKBIKTBIK, CasCH HiKipTaltacTapAarbl aBTOPJBIK  TaKbIPBII
npoOsieManbIK OOJIBIN Kelemi, ce6edi MHTEeIUIeKTyanablK eHOeKTIH jKaHa MIapTTapblH KaHAFaTTaH/IbIPMaiIbl.
Tanan eTiNieTiH KaiiTa Kapay jKayamKeplIiIiK, HHHOBAIMs, aBTOPJIBIK MOPTEOCHI pacTay *OHE OHBI KOpFay
TETIKTepi TypaJibl CypakTapra skayarn Oepy KakeTTiirine OaimanbicTel. Makana aBTopiapbl CyObEKTUBTLIIKTI
aJlaMHBIH 0acka ajaMJaapMeH OipIiecill dNieMIi Urepy JKoHe e3repTy KaOilleTi peTiHle TYCiHyre HeTi3AeireH.
XKacaHapl  MHTEIEKTKE  CYOBEKTHUBTUIKTI  JKATKBI3Yy  OpEKeTTepi  MAIMHAHBIH, TEXHOJOTHSHBIH
aHTporIoMOp(H3alMsAChIHA TYXBIPbIMIANFaH. TeKk ajaM FaHa OpeKeT eTe ajajbl, OiJlaHa ajajbl KOHE
JKayarKepIIuTiKTI ©3 MOWHBIHA aia aiajbl )KOHE Ka3ipri IBIHABIK asChHIa CYOBEKTUBTLIIK MOceeci MOICHH
IIBIFAPMALIBUIBIK MIEH ©3iH-631 CaKTay YIIiH )KayalnKepLITiK MaceleciHae aJjaMFa KOMbUIATHIH TajJanTapblH
apTybIHa OalIaHBICTBI ©3EKTEHIIPiIe/I].

Kinm co30ep: cyObEKTHBTIIK, aJaM, MOJICHUET, MHCTUTYTTAp, UHTEIUICKTYal/IbIK TXKipruoOenep, aBTOpJIbIK,
nHpochepa, xKacaHIbl HHTESIUICKT.
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E. PskoBa, E.CaBuyk, A. Ocnan6aeBa

Cy0BEeKTHOCTh B KOHTEKCTE HHCTHTYIIHOHAJIM3UPOBAHHBIX HHTE/LIEKTYAJIbHBIX
MPAKTHK: ONBIT COHATBbHO-(PUIOCOPCKOT0 AaHAIN3Aa AaBTOPCTBA

Cratbst ocBsineHa GpurocoGckoMy aHaIu3y TpaHCHopMaIiy CyObEKTHOCTH B YCIIOBUSIX WHCTHTYIIHOHAIIH-
3UPOBAHHBIX MHTEIUICKTYAIbHBIX MPAKTHK Ha MaTepuaie (peHOMEeHa aBTOPCTBA. B IEHTpe BHUMAHHUs HAXO-
JIMTCS BOIIPOC O TOM, KAKUM 0OPa3oM COBPEMEHHBIC HHTEJUICKTYAlIbHBIC TPAKTUKH 3aJal0T PAMKH BO3MOXK-
HOMY JICHCTBHIO CYOBEKTa, Tiepepacnpeaelsis (pyHKINH MBIIUICHHS, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH U MpU3HaHUs. B cra-
Th€ MOKA3aHO, YTO ABTOPCTBO HE MOKET PACCMATPUBATHCS KK BBHIPAKCHHE HHIMBUIYATBHOTO Co3HaHus. OHO
BO3MOYXHO TOJIBKO KaK MCTOPHYECKH CHOPMUPOBAHHBIA CTATYC BHYTPU YCTONYMBBIX MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIX
CTPYKTYp. DTH CTPYKTYpBI MPEINOIaraloT HaJu4Yue MEXaHM3MOB pErJIAMEHTAIlMU WHTEJUICKTYalbHOU Jes-
TENBHOCTH (aKaJEMUYECKHE PETJIAMEHTHI, MPAKTHKU 3KCIEPTU3BI, CHCTEMBI IIUTHPOBAHUS, IUPPOBBIE TUIAT-
(hopmsI), KoTOpbIe OQOPMIIIIOT CTATYC WHTEIUIEKTyala, OPUCHTHPOBAHHBIA Ha BOCIPOU3BOACTBO (popMau-
30BaHHBIX CUCTEM JICUCTBHUiL. B cTaThe MOKa3bIBAETCS, YTO B YCIOBHUSIX MHPOCPEPHI U PA3BUTHS HCKYCCTBEH-
HOTO MHTEJUIEKTA (POPMUPYIOTCS pactpeieEHHbIE POPMBI IIPOM3BOICTBA 3HAHUS M HOBask HHCTHTYIIHOHAIb-
Hast CTPYKTYpa, KOHCTUTYyUpYIOmas (peHOMeH aBTopcTBa. TeMa aBTOPCTBA B COBPEMEHHBIX aKaJEMHUUYECKHX,
FOPUIMYECKUX, TIOJUTHYECKUX JUCKYCCUSIX MPOOIEMATH3UPYETCS B CBSI3H C TEM, UTO CYLIECTBYIOLIEE Tpei-
CTaBJieHHE 00 aBTOPCTBE IEPECTAET YAOBJICTBOPATH HOBBIM YCIOBUSM HHTEIUIEKTYaIbHOrO Tpyaa. Tpebyro-
IIUHCs TIEPeCMOTpP 0OYCIIOBJIEH HEOOXOAUMOCTBIO OTBETHThH HA BOIPOCHI 00 OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, HHHOBAIIMOH-
HOCTH, MEXaHM3Max IMOATBEPIKIAECHHS CTaTyca aBTOPCTBA M €r0 3alUTHl. ABTOPBI CTAThbU OMHMPAIOTCS HA I1O-
HUMaHHe CYOBEKTHOCTH KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH YeIOBEKA K COBMECTHOMY C IPYIMMH JIOJAbMH OCBOCHHUIO U TIpe-
o6pazoBanuio Mupa. [TOMBITKKA HPUIKUCATh UCKYCCTBEHHOMY MHTEJUIEKTY CYOBEKTHOCTH OIMPAIOTCS Ha aH-
TPOMOMOP(MHU3AIMIO MAIIKHBI, TEXHOJIOTHH. TOJIBKO YENOBEK CIIOCOOEH JEHCTBOBATH, MBICIHTD M HECTH OT-
BETCTBEHHOCTh, M B KOHTEKCTE COBPEMEHHBIX pealliii Mpo0iieMa CyObEKTHOCTH aKTyaIM3UPYETCsl B CBSI3U C
yCHJIEHHEM TPeOOBaHMUIA K YEIOBEKY B BOIIPOCE OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 KYJIBTYPOTBOPYECTBO U COXPAHECHHE Ce-
0s1.

Kniouesvie crosa: cyOBEKTHOCTB, YETIOBEK, KYJIBTYpa, HHCTUTYTHI, HHTEIUICKTYaIbHbIE IPAKTHKH, aBTOPCTBO,
nHpochepa, HICKYCCTBEHHBIH HHTEIUICKT.

References

1 (1922). Polnoe sobranie tvorenii Platona [The Complete works of Plato]. Vols. 1-15. Vol. 5. Pir, Fedr. Zhebelev, S.A.
(Trans.). Saint Petersburg: Academia [in Russian].

2 Bart, R. (1994). Smert avtora [The Death of the Author]. Izbrannye raboty: Semiotika. Poetika — Selected Works: Semiotics.
Poetics (pp. 384-391). Moscow: Progress [in Russian].

3 Kasavin, I.T. (2025). Avtor: epistemicheskii subekt i tragicheskii geroi [Author: Epistemic Subject and Tragic Hero].
Epistemologiia i filosofiia nauki — Epistemology & Philosophy of Science, 62(3), 6-22 [in Russian].

4 Fuko, M. (1996). Chto takoe avtor? [What is an Author?]. Volia k istine: po tu storonu znaniia, vlasti i seksualnosti. Raboty
raznykh let — The Will to Truth: Beyond Knowledge, Power and Sexuality. Works of Different Years (pp. 7-47). Moscow: Kastal [in
Russian].

5 Dobrorodnii, D.G. (2017). Proekt filosofii informatsii Luchano Floridi [Luciano Floridi's Philosophy of Information Project].
Zhurnal Belorusskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta. Filosofiia. Psikhologiia — Journal of the Belarusian State University. Philos-
ophy. Psychology, (3), 18-22. Retrieved from https://elib.bsu.by/bitstream/123456789/187329/1/18-22.pdf [in Russian].

6 Floridi, L. (2010). Information: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Information about the authors

Ryakova Yelena — PhD, Associate Professor, S. Amanzholov East Kazakhstan University, Ust-
Kamenogorsk, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3896-8733

Savchuk Yelena — Senior lecturer, Master of Philosophy, S. Amanzholov East Kazakhstan University,
Ust-Kamenogorsk, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1425-0292

Ospanbayeva Akerke — PhD student, S. Amanzholov East Kazakhstan University, Ust-
Kamenogorsk, Kazakhstan, https://orcid.org/0009-0000-7469-2220

Key Title: Logos (Karaganda) 81


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3896-8733
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1425-0292
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-7469-2220

