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The article studies the problem of pluralistic background of objective cognition by K. Popper. The
initial point of this analysis is K.Popper's example. While watching the Shakespeare 's play "Hamlet "
the philosopher used this sample in one of his public lectures " Cognition : objective and subjective "
as an illustration of the physical world as physical thing. This was the reason why the play,being be-
longed to the world 1,was refused to be performed. K. Popper grounded not the identity of the play and
it's various variantsof understanding by means of analysisof objective/subjective cognition. Meanwhile
it should be emphasised that the topic of objective and subjective cognition link having a millennia
hystory, within the last ten years gained new aspects and got new impulse for the development and
discussion. These new aspects of vision facilitated in many ways the development of various epistemo-
logical concepts,directed to the elicitation of the role and importance of such a notion as reference.The
problem of the world objectivness 3 or the problem of interpretative plurality in semiotic gained the
following solution. The play and it's performance and understanding, as well as a picture and its repro-
duction, have parasinonimical relations,which are united by means of sence. The process of transition
itself is considered to be a transmutation ,determined by the changes of matter epitome of the sence
field. Within this approach "death " of the text /theory as objective cognition (world 3) is impossi-
ble. But there exist transmutations , which cause the appearance of world 3'1',world 3'2', world 3'n+1'.
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