
사회적 네트워크 서비스(Social Network Service)에서 표출되는 

표현들의 기호적 속성과 의미의 함축성:

. : 

. SNS , 

. ‘ (Cyworld)’, ‘ (me2day)’

SNS , ‘ (Facebook)’, ‘ (Twitter)’, 

‘ (Myspace)’ .

SNS , 

, 

1) . 

“SNS

 * 
 1) A Social network service focuses on the building and verifying of online social 

networks for communities of people who share interests and activities, or who are 
interested in exploring the interests and activities of others, and which necessitates 
the use of software(IWGDPT, 2008).
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, 

” 

(Boyd & Ellison, 2007). 

( · , 

2011; · · , 2011).

. iPhone iPad

, 

. SNS 

SNS

( , 2010; · , 2011; · , 2011).

2006 3 , 

. 2009 3

21 , 1

( , 2011, p.58). 

, . 

‘ (follower)’ , 

. 

. 

, 

‘ (retweet)’ . S-M-C-R 

, 

.

. 
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. 

. 

140

. 

, , 

. 

SNS , , 

, 

, 

. 

. 

SNS

. 

. 

SNS

. , 

, 

. 

(solidarity) ( , 2011; · , 2011). 

. 

, 
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. < >

. < > , 

SNS

, 

.  

SNS

, SNS

. , , 

, 

. 

. 

. 

, 

SNS . 

. 

.

. 

, SNS

. ·

, 

SNS . ’

SNS , 

. 

. 

, , 
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, 

(Java, et. al, 

2007; · , 2011). 

. 

. 

( , 2009). 

. 

( , 2010), 

. 

, ‘@’ ‘ ’ , ‘#’

‘ ’ ( · , 2011, 

p.52). 

, (block) 

, 

.

SNS

. · (2011)

. 

. 

, . 

(Bakahy, et. al, 2011, p.4; 
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· , 2011).

    

    

·
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1 , 

, A , B , C , 

. 

‘ (following)’

. B

, . 

, ‘RT’

.2) 

.

. 

. 

SNS . 

SNS 

. SNS

, 

. 

, 

 2) (twitter.com)
, (twtkr.com )

.
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( , 2000). , , , , 

, , , 

( , 2006). 

( , 2008). 

, ( , 2006; 

· , 2009).

, 

( · , 2011). 

, ( 96.2%), 

( 3.8%). 

( 80.6%), 

( 7.5%), ( 6.9%) . 

( 1.3%). 

( · 2011). 

( 15.0%), 

( · , 2011, p.68).

. ‘ ’ , 

4.6% . 

( . , 

2011, p.68). 
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SNS . 

, ‘

’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ . 

, 

, 

, , 

( , 2010, p.144-150; ·

, 2011, p.504-505).

. 

. 

. 

, , 

( · , 2006; , 2007; , 2008 ). 

, SNS

, . SNS

, 

. 

SNS

. SNS

, 

, . 

(2011) . 
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, 

( · , 2011).

. 

SNS , 

, 

.

· 1: SNS

?

· 2: SNS

?

· 3: SNS

?

· 4: , SNS

? 

 
, , 

. , ‘ ’, 

‘ < >’, ‘ ’ ‘ ’ . 

‘ ’ 2011 10 26
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1/3

. , 

, ‘ ’

. ‘ < >’ 2006

‘ ’

< > . ‘ ’

, , 

. ‘ ’ 2011

. 

, 

. 2011 9 5 2011 10 3 4

. 

, 

. ‘ ’, ‘

’, ‘ ’ .

, 

. 

. 4

, 

. 
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. 

(

, 1995; 1997; 2000; 2007a; 2007b; 2010 

).

. 

, ‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘

’ . , 

, 

. 

, 

.
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< 1> , 

. ‘ ’ ‘ ’

. . 

. 

, ‘ ’

. 

. ‘ ’‘

’‘ ’ , ‘ ’ ‘ ’ 

. 

, ‘ ’ ‘ ’

, ‘ ’ ‘ ’ 

. 

. 

. ‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘

’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ . 

, , 

. ‘

’ , ‘ ’

. 
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’ ‘ ’ , ‘

’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ .
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Sings  of  the  Social  Network  Service(SNS),  and 

their  semiotic  natures  and  meanings:

A Semiotic analysis on  contents of SNS about  societal agendas

Seon-Gi Baek

The purpose of this study was to concern mainly signs of the Social 

Network Service (SNS) about important societal agendas and investigate 

their meanings implied in the society. The SNS has become a kind of public 

medium about societal issues though it was started as a sort of private or 

individual medium about individual issues. 

In order to attain its purpose, the author raised several research questions; 

‘what were categories for signs of the SNS about specific societal agendas?’, 

‘what were over-lexicalized in those signs?’, ‘what were pre-supposed under 

such signs?’ and ‘what were implied in Korean society by such signs?’. For 

answering these research questions, he selected four agendas as specific 

societal agendas, and collected about 800 tweeted contents in the Twitters 

for them. The retweeted contents were analyzed by several semiotic research 

methods; ‘categorization analaytic method’, ‘over-lexicalized research 

method’, and ‘pre-supposition research method’.

As some results of this study, it was firstly found that the contents of 

Twitter could function to produce public discourses about specific societal 

agendas. Secondly, it was found that such contents of the Twitter could 

produce public discourses with emotional signs. The public discourses were 

normally categorized as emotional criticts aginst some societal agendas 

without any kinds of rationality. Thirdly, the public discourses in the Twitter 

would be seemingly progressive, anti-ruling party, labor-class favored and 

pro-civilian oriented. Forthly, it was found that such signs of  SNS would 
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concern mainly on present societal phenomena rather than on their causes 

or reasons.

Finally, it was concluded that the SNS was not able to be an absolute 

medium for public discourse but an uncertain one with emotional signs for 

public discourse.

: SNS, , , , 

SNS, Twitter, Societal agenda, Semiotic research methods, implied 

meanings


