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Abstract: This paper presents the results of our research into the aspects of communication which involve graphic linguistics, para-
language and visualization. The tasks which it was possible to carry out by the use of these respective branches of linguistic science
have been described, and possible directions for future development have been suggested. A clear distinction has been drawn be-
tween the linguistic fields involved in the analyses. Attention has been devoted to multimodal discourse, which has links to all the
approaches mentioned above because of its broad sphere of application.
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The fact that communication is a multidimensional and
multifunctional process, and one which is quite compli-
cated in its nature, its structure and its constituents, is sel-
dom considered by people in general. Though they may
be aware that the ability to communicate is inborn, many
people fail to realize how they influence the independent
development of that communication, whether intentional-
ly or unintentionally.

Communication itself undergoes a variety of changes
because individuals interfere with it, trying to modify it
ostensibly for the sake of simplicity, but instead introduc-
ing contradictory elements that complicate the process
rather than simplying it.

In the last decade technological advances have had a
massive influence on communication, affecting the partic-
ipants in the speech act—the sender and receiver—and its
components—the channel and the code—to a greater or a
lesser degree. The resources which facilitate successful
interaction have increased significantly and need to be
subjected to argumentational analysis by linguistic sci-
ence.
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These and other factors have altered traditional scien-
tific paradigms and approaches, and have brought about
the formation of some new and unusual ones which are
considered to be important for further studies.

Communication as a whole [5; 9] has customarily been
divided into verbal and non-verbal communication, alt-
hough the latter has received less research attention since
it wasn’t considered to be of primary importance. The sit-
uation has evolved gradually and has caused a change
from traditional linguistic viewpoints, in terms of both
verbal and non-verbal modes of expressing thoughts in
combination for the purpose of conveying information.
Any form of communication, whether verbal or non-
verbal, often involves the two codes mentioned above.

With respect to ‘written’” communication, in the tech-
nological age it has become more common to talk about
those forms of printed expression which have become in-
creasingly popular with the development of the Internet,
opening up new possibilities for communication [4; 5]
based on programming which facilitates information ex-
change, including social networking, electronic mail, fo-
rums and blogs, and interaction through Skype and ICQ.
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It may be considered that communication has a history
almost as long as mankind itself, to the extent that even
cave men would have felt the necessity of interacting. It
was naturally quite primitive to begin with, its first sur-
viving manifestations being the cave paintings [8]. No
matter where they were, prehistoric men used similar
symbols and signs to represent their thoughts. Later, they
must have realized the limitations of their system in terms
of potential ambiguity, in that one image could have mul-
tiple meanings. Even though they were then in a very
primitive form, some of the visceral images which we use
today have evolved from those early drawings and almost
no one tries to state categorically how old they may be.
However, we cannot help but be aware of their im-
portance to human progress, in that they are intrinsically
linked to communication.

The first stage of written communication was thus
based on drawings, and is known as pictorial or picto-
graphic writing [8]. This picture-based process without
words was the predecessor of other, more sophisticated
systems of written communication which appeared later.
It is evident that the modern signs which we call picto-
grams have nothing in common with those which were
developed more than 50,000 years ago, and their objective
is quite different — not just to represent an idea or a
thought, but to be understandable to people all over the
world.

Communication itself is one of the key aspects of sev-
eral linguistics-related disciplines. One of the oldest of
these is ‘graphic linguistics’, which was established by
Ronald A. Crossland [3] in 1956. The necessity of creat-
ing a new branch of linguistics had actually become evi-
dent in the middle of the previous century when writing
systems became of particular interest to scholars. Alt-
hough Ignace Gelb [7] is generally credited with having
realized the importance of a developing a new branch of
linguistics, a German scholar named Friedrich Ballhorn
[1] had mentioned about it a century earlier.

In their works, Russian scholars who were dealing with
writing systems also described the importance of having a
special subject which would be focused on the synchroni-
cal and diachronical aspects of writing itself, the stages of
its development and the possible prospects for its future.
New terminology naturally appeared in their works, but
there was no unanimous answer regarding the naming of
the new discipline, although many possibilities were pro-
posed, such as grammatology [7] and graphistics [13]. We
are inclined to voice support for Crossland’s recommen-
dation, which received further extensive study and devel-
opment by the famous Russian linguist T. Amirova, that it
should be called graphic linguistics.

In modern research papers this term is almost never
used and the field is obviously not studied as a separate
linguistic branch. In our opinion, it ought to be the object
of research now, and its scope should be broadened sig-
nificantly. The ‘information revolution” mentioned above
represented a new stage in its development, which in-
volves not only letters which stand for words, but also
various other signs and symbols which are used for a
range of purposes in the communication process. Along
with the increased number of different means and devices
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employed in the communication process, we are of the
opinion that other characters which may be of a non-
language nature but which can convey language infor-
mation should be regarded as an inalienable part of its ap-
paratus.

Within the linguistic discipline which has been dis-
cussed, there is another problem which remains to be
solved, involving an in-depth study of and a prospective
extension of its terminology. Some existing terms should
be redefined, and its subject, object, tasks and methods
need further investigation. In modern research papers a
number of terms occur with varying degrees of frequency
which we believe should be included within the terminol-
ogy of graphic linguistics, such as “graphemic symbol-
ism” [4], “graphitic contradictions” [4], “graphological
freedom” [4], “graphological distinctiveness” [4], and
“graphitic distinctiveness” [4]. Some other terms which
occur in various sources are: graphoderivate, code-
graphicisation, graphic play, graphic and orphographic
elements, graphic imagery.

Another discipline which devotes more attention to
non-verbal elements rather than to the verbal is paralin-
guistics [16], which is sometimes called metalinguistics.
There is some considerable disagreement regarding this
discipline’s identity, and for a long time it languished in
an inferior position in comparison with other linguistic
disciplines which were developing quickly. Moreover, its
main focus of attention involved non-verbal means which
accompanied speaking, all of which were apt to be classed
in with various other groups, such as kinesics, proxemics,
and haptics. In previous studies, more attention had been
devoted to those aspects, and a certain portion of it was
focused on non-verbal written communication.

It seems evident now that more attention should be de-
voted to non-verbal elements which successfully perform
a number of functions allotted to them. The research and
the papers analysed previously make it possible to con-
clude that when more ways and types come to light with
respect to the process of interpersonal communication,
they merit a correspondingly greater amount of attention.

Paralinguistic graphic means have only been studied
carefully in a few research papers, and have been divided
into a number of respective groups. Generally the spec-
trum of paralinguistic devices is considered to have a
connection with the following aspects: the graphic seg-
mentation of a text and its location on the page; the line
spacing, font, colour, underlining, and italicization of tex-
tual material; the presence of typographical signs, graphic
symbols, figures (numbers) and some subsidiary signs (§,
Ne, %, +, -); iconic language symbols (pictures, photos,
tables, diagrams, and drawings), unusual patterns of writ-
ing words or punctuation marks; and other characteristics
such as page orientation, margins, and text width. Obvi-
ously it must be understood that this list is not compre-
hensive, and that it may be improved—and, in fact, will
be improved as changes in language occur.

Another point which seems to require description in
our opinion is that these non-verbal means need to be
studied within the two branches of linguistics mentioned
above, graphics and paralinguistics, but when they are
treated as separate subjects, it is necessary to determine
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the difference between the various approaches involved in
the study of the graphic devices which are associated with
written communication (discourse).

In our opinion, graphic linguistic should deal only with
the spectrum of graphic signs which are used within a
word or a sentence, which according to modern typology
they are termed ‘ideograms’. Although of a non-imagery
nature, they convey a certain informational content.
Moreover, within graphic linguistics there is no need to
define the functions and the main usage objectives of the
devices: the discipline should only be employed to deter-
mine whether or not there has been an increase in the ex-
isting elements which make up the totality of its devices;
whether it is be included as a character and takes on a
fixed identity; and whether or not it should be viewed as a
constituent part of the range of graphic devices utilized
within the English language. In the meantime any ques-
tion regarding their importance or essentiality will vanish
as they are codified and become generally accepted. Apart
from this, one of the most important questions which
needs to be considered within the graphic linguistics is
orthography, which evidently does not belong within the
purview of paralinguistics.

However, paralinguistics does include non-verbal
modes used in both oral and written communication. In
addition to the devices or features which have already
been enumerated above and which are a part of graphic
linguistics, there are others which fall into the category of
imagery, and which cannot be fixed or limited in the
sense that it is impossible to place limits on an individu-
al’s capacity for imagery. However, they form a part of
the general typology of non-linguistic devices and convey
linguistic information of some kind. Among them we can
distinguish different types of images, including pictures,
photos, diagrams, tables and graphic means which are
based on images, such as pictograms made up of different
combined logos. Of course, logos can also consist of
uniquely graphic means which are lack the characteristics
of an image. Within paralinguistics, other aspects can also
be investigated, including the distinctive features and the
functions of the various devices.

One new research field which has aroused particular
interest among scholars is visual communication. We
have termed it a ‘new’ field, but in actuality the historical
development of civilization shows that its foundations
were laid more than 50,000 years ago as has been men-
tioned above. This can be regarded as another positive
indication that modern linguists are contemplating not on-
ly the traditional approaches which have been used with
regard to the problems under consideration, but that they
are also confidently promoting new ones and foreseeing
excellent prospects for success and future development
within them. The full range of available paralinguistic el-
ements may differ from one language to another; for ex-
ample, in English there are almost no signs which are a
constituent part of a letter such as those which exist in
French (¢, ¢, €, for instance), or in German (such as 4 and
0), we mean accent and diacritical marks.

Visual communication [2; 11] constitutes an area of
study which can be simultaneously viewed as new and
old. It can naturally be regarded as a subsidiary part of
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communication in general, but considering its current im-
portance and the great interest it has evoked in those who
are involved in studying, developing and applying it, it
needs to be stated that it is a separate discipline which is
undergoing very rapid development. It is based on semiot-
ics because of its involvement with image-characters and
signs. Sometimes the term ‘iconic’ [18] is applied to it,
and in many research papers the terms are used synony-
mously. Although they are the same in character, they can
be studied separately because of certain differences.

The contemporary state of this branch of study shows
that scholars are particularly interested in it, as it is the
focus of research in many discrete research fields. In
terms of the linguistic aspect it may seem that to describe
images which are non-verbal in nature is quite complicat-
ed, if not impossible, but it could be argued that this is not
the case. Since it has been studied a great deal and in-
volves results from other branches, it appears to be one of
the most promising and interesting branches, with its ob-
jectives, tasks and special methods.

It is clear that it has created an ‘apparatus’ of terms in-
herent within itself which are still being developed and
expanded. The concepts which have been formulated and
which are now in use are the following: visemics (the
combination of semiotics and visual communication),
visual language, visual perception, visual art, visual cul-
ture, visual artifacts, visual aids, and visual mental image-
ry. In addition to these, it has become evident that there is
a need to introduce this new area linguistics that is re-
ferred to as visual linguistics.

This need not be regarded as something strange, be-
cause when we study elements which are visual in nature
it is possible to observe paradigmatic relationships which
are common in traditional language investigations. More-
over, visual syntactics and visual morphology can also be
found and included within visual grammar. Visual percep-
tion and recognition can be considered within cognitive
linguistics and the functions of visual elements within
functional linguistics. The elements which are of linguis-
tic interest clearly exist in combination, so two codes are
used, verbal and non-verbal. It is evident that visual lin-
guistics (communication), because of its essentially visual
mode, deals only with written messages.

Another aspect which is a problematic one (although
all those mentioned above likewise require further discus-
sion and investigation) is the problem of visual literacy
[6; 17] and the choice of reading rules which can be ap-
plied and used. It has to be considered whether there is
any rule which can be applied in order to grasp the idea
behind an image that is presented image. It is evident that
not all of these approaches need further investigation.

In Russian linguistics it is more common to refer to
these as creolized texts, although there is no term which is
unanimously used and accepted (in Ukrainian and Rus-
sian linguistics); the terms ‘intersemiotic’ and ‘polycode’
are also sometimes used as well.

Multimodal discourse analysis [12] presupposes an in-
vestigation of verbal and non-verbal means of communi-
cation in a single context, in both written and oral com-
munication. It is also based on semiotics, in the sense that
signs and symbols are the integral elements of infor-
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mation. The variety of directions and problems [14; 17]
involved in the study of multimodal discourse analysis
has enabled scholars to study its peculiarities within the
context of systemic-functional multimodal discourse
analysis.

This latter area takes in all the approaches mentioned
above and, in comparison to the linguistic branches al-
ready referred to, along with visual communication, opens
up new possibilities for further study. These approaches
are very much contemporary and will be developed fur-
ther as technologies develop more and more. Thanks to
this factor and to the changes in traditional linguistic
views, all of us in the field of linguistics are looking to-
wards a new stage of language development which ena-
bles us to bring an aspect of reality and current relevance
to things which previously seemed unreal. New approach-
es in general linguistics (such as visual linguistics) have
appeared and are being developed rapidly although they
could scarcely have been imagined a few years ago. Visu-
al grammar [10], visual literacy [6], visual methodology
[15] and visual perception lead scholars into branches of
study which they would never have foreseen earlier.

However, graphic linguistics and paralinguistics (meta-
language) are also important in their own right. Textual
linguistics is also important for the study of the distinctive
features of devices related to the nature of imagery. No
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doubt new branches will appear, just as ‘netlinguistics’ or
‘journal linguistics’ [4] are being introduced and devel-
oped now, for example.

It should also be mentioned that there can be a ‘peace-
ful coexistence’ between the previously existing and the
newly-developed linguistic branches, which makes it pos-
sible to conduct a general linguistic analysis and to pro-
vide scholars and any other interested parties with the de-
tailed and in-depth results. New and as yet unknown pos-
sibilities may be discovered in the future, although it isn’t
possible to be certain that the existing ones are as easy to
solve as it might seem at first glance. We must also bear
in mind that even as Internet resources and programming
achievements develop, they will never be able to deal
with all the possible tasks which could be studied. No one
can predict with certainty what technologies and devices
may be invented even in the next five years, or what ef-
fects they may have on the recipients.

All the branches of linguistics that have been men-
tioned above, as well as multimodal discourse itself, face
the same problems for which solutions need to be devised
in the time to come—the codification of their devices, the
identification and structuring of their terminology, and the
tasks and methodology which make in-depth analysis
possible and improve the prospects for identifying and
cataloguing their peculiarities.
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Maxkapyk JI.JI. IlontnacnekTHoe Hccie0BaHHe TMCbMEHHO KOMMYHHKAIIMH

AHHoTanmsi: B paGoTe npemiokeHo HOBBIH MOIX0J K PACCMOTPEHHUIO MMMCbMEHHOI KOMMYHHUKAIIMH, KOTOPast OJHOBPEMEHHO SIBIIS-
€TCA NPEAMETOM HECKOJIBKUX JIMHIBUCTUYCCKUX HaHpaBHCHMﬁ. Taxoit moaxon 06ycn03neﬂ TEM, YTO B COBPEMEHHOM KOMYHHUKATHUB-
HO-OPHEHTUPOBAHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE MOSIBIAETCS Bce OOJIbIIE KaHANOB /11 00MeHa HH(OopMalueil, 1, ClIe0BaTeNbHO, CPEICTB, KOTO-
pble OCYLIECTBIISIOT 3TOT mporecc. [103ToMy, BO3HHKaeT HEOOXOAUMOCTh NOAPOOHEE IPOAHANTU3UPOBATh T€ HayYHbIE HAIPABJICHH,
B LIEHTPE BHHUMAHHs KOTOPHIX OCTaeTCs KOMMYHHKanus. B cBA3u ¢ 3THM B paboTe NMpOaHAIM3UPOBAHO JUHI'BUCTHYECKUE OTPACIIH,
KOTOpBIE B OOJIbIIEH M MEHbIIEH Mepe UMEIOT OTHOLIEHHE K paccMaTpuBaeMoi npobiaeme. Peus uner 06 rpaduyeckoil TMHIBU-
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CTHKE, MapajMHTBUCTHKE, BU3YalbHOH KOMMYHUKAIUH U MyJIbTUMOMAIbHOCTH. OOYCIOBICHO, YTO KaXKJ0€ M3 THUX HaIlpaBICHUI
HMEET CBOU MpeIMET, 00BEKT, 3alaHUsI U METOJBI HCCIEIOBAHUS, HO B CBA3M C COBPEMEHHBIM Pa3BUTUEM TEXHOJOTUH MOSBISIOTCS
HOBbIE IpadM4eCKUe €ANHULIBI, CTATYC KOTOPBIX MOKa He u3y4eH. CieloBaTeabHO, HEKOTOPBIC OTPACIIH, KOTOPbIE OCTABAIUCH, JOJI-
roe BpeMsl B TEHU, HO OBLTH CO3JIaHbl H pa3BUBAIICh Oaroaaps TpyJlaM OTAENbHBIX y4eHbIX. M3 3Toro cieyer, 4To UX HYXKHO BO3-
POANTH, HEPECMOTPETh TEPMUHOIOTMYECKHH aNnapar, MHCTPYMEHTapHi U €ro COCTAaBIAIOIINE B LETOM. DTO KacaeTcs rpagudeckoi
JIMHTBUCTHKH M MApaMHTBUCTHUKY, B IEHTPE BHUMAHMS KOTOPOH B OOJBIIEH CTETIEHH HAXOIMINCH IApAIHIBUCTHYECKHE KOMIIO-
HEHTBI, COIIPOBOXKIAIOIINE YCTHYIO pedb. HOBBIC eMHUIIEI, KOTOpPBIE HOSBISIOTCS, TPEOYIOT OT HCCIeoBaTeNIed HOBBIX IOJIXOMO0B,
KOTOpBIE M PACCMAaTPUBAIOTCS B paMKaX BH3YalH3alliy M MyJIbTUMOJAIBHOCTH. B paboTe Takke nepedncieHs! HEKOTOPhIe eAUHHITH,
KOTOpBIE MOSBIJINCH CPABHUTEIEHO HEAABHO M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, BXOJT B CIIEKTP OTAEIBHBIX HCCIIEIOBaHUH, COCTaBIIIs, TAKUM 00-
pa3oM, ero TepMHHONOTHYeCKHH ammapaT. OOyCIOBIEHO TaKkXkKe, YTO JUHTBHCTHI CETOAHS HEMHOTO OTOIIIM OT TPAAUIMOHHBIX HC-
ClIeZIOBaHMIT M 0OpaTHIM 3HAYUTEILHOC BHUMAHHE Ha Te Cepbl, KOTOPBIE B IPEABIAYIINE I'OJbl OCTABAINCH Ha nepudepun. 1o co-
372710 HOBbIE BO3MOXHOCTH B HCCIIEJOBAHUSIX U MO3BOIMIIO OTKPBITH HECKOJIBKO, HA TIEPBBIi B3I, HETPAAULUOHHBIX TAPAMETPOB,
KOTOpBIE ellle MPEICTOUT PACCMOTPETh U MOJPOOHO U3YUHUTb.
Knrouesnle cnosa: kommynuxayus, 6u3yanbtulll, papuueckas MUHBUCMUKA, NAPATUHSEUCIIUKA, MYTbIMUMOOATLHOCHb.
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