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Narrative  and Meaning  Structure  of  the Documentary  for 

Handicapped  Humans:

A  Semiotic  Study  on  two  versions  of  a Human Documentary, 

<Planet  of  Sanil> 

Han, Ji-Won ․ Baek, Seon-Gi

This study focused on the documentary, <Planet of Snail> that won 

the best documentary award from the Amsterdam International Documentary 

Film Festival on 2011 for the first time in Korean movie history. The 

movie told a story about an ordinary life of one handicapped couple, 

Husband was deaf and blind and his spous was troubled with spine disability. 

The movie was funded from international media organizations and made 

with producers from different countries. This was speculated to reduce 

‘cultural discount effects’, and thus two different versions of documentaries 

were created the one for Amsterdam’s Film Festival to take European 

consumers and the other for Japanese, which was produced with NHK. 

This study maily focused on differences between two versions in repects 

of narrative and meaning structures even though they both were based 

on same topic and content. In order to indicate how cultural differences 

affect narrative and meaning structures, the two versions were analyzed 

by several semiotic research methods ssuch as Syntagmatic Analysis, 

Paradigmatic Analysis, Narrative Structure Analysis, especially Eemotional 

Semiotic Analysis of Greimas & Montaigne’s. As results of this study, 

it proved that there were many differences between two versions in respects 

of narratvie structure, main thems, subjects and objects, relations with 

others, self-cognition, self-actualization, challenge and recovery, emotions, 

etc. Such differendces would be resulted from different cultural values 

and recognitions. This study indicated that the one version represented 
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for westerner culture tending to emphasize more on individual’s 

independence, while the other based on Asian culture focusing more on 

human-relationships. As a conclusion, it confirmed that each of versions 

reflexed its own cultural values and cognitions which could be explained 

by the interesting concept, ‘Cultural discount’. 

Key  Words  :  Planet  of  Snail,  Handicapped  Human  Documentary,  Narrative 

Structure,  Semiotic Analysis,  Emotional  Semiotic, Multipul Meanings 


