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Литвинова Н.Б. Дискурсивный потенциал грамматических единиц диалектного рассказа-воспоминания  

Аннотация: В статье на текстовом материале рассказов-воспоминаний одного из украинских восточностепных говоров ра-

ссмотрено дискурсивные функции определенно-личных конструкций-высказываний, которые в своем составе имеют спе-

цифические фатические маркеры актуализации внимания адресата, обеспечения "активного слушателя", контекстуального 

автокомментирования, психологической синхронизации и настройки диалога рассказчик / адресат в процессе развертывания 

повествования. Такими дискурсивными маркерами в структурно-семантическом построении диалектных высказываний 

предстают предикативне единицы типа з|найеш, с|лухаĭ, |бач’іш, гл’а|ди, |думайеіш. Дискурсивно насыщенными являются та-

кже конструкции-высказывания с личными местоимениями я, ты, вы, мы, они, он, она. Они проявляют бытийно-

мировоззренческую позицию рассказчика-диалектоносителя: противопоставления ним самого себя диалектному социуму, 

отождествления или взаимодействия с этим социумом. В зависимости от грамматической позиции в высказывании личные 

местоимения способны формировать дискурсивную семантику сохранения за слушателем активной роли участника комму-

никации, коммуникативной интенции рассказчика-диалектоносителя к сродности со своей общиной, эмотивно-

экпрессивной оценки ним событий, о которых идет речь в рассказе-воспоминании, постоянному обращению рассказчика к 

коллективному опыту диалектноязыковой группы. Функционирование определенно-личных конструкций-высказываний и 

конструкций с личными местоимениями в речи диалектного рассказа-воспоминания указывает на такие его коммуникатив-

ные параметры, как интерактивность, диалогичность, структурно-смысловая открытость, тем самым подтверждая и на гра-

мматическом уровне доказанную в сфере диалектной лексики зависимость диалектной речи от контекста ее развертывания. 

Ключевые слова: дискурс, диалектный текст-рассказ, высказывание, личное местоимение, речевой контекст.  
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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.  

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 

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 (§, 

№, %, +, -); 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 (é, è, ê, for instance), or in German (such as ä and 

ö), 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 

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 

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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Макарук Л.Л. Полиаспектное исследование письменной коммуникации 

Аннотация: В работе предложено новый подход к рассмотрению письменной коммуникации, которая одновременно явля-

ется предметом нескольких лингвистических направлений. Такой подход обусловлен тем, что в современном комуникатив-

но-ориентированом пространстве появляется все больше каналов для обмена информацией, и, следовательно, средств, кото-

рые осуществляют этот процесс. Поэтому, возникает необходимость подробнее проанализировать те научные направления, 

в центре внимания которых остается коммуникация. В связи с этим в работе проанализировано лингвистические отрасли, 

которые в большей или меньшей мере имеют отношение к рассматриваемой проблеме. Речь идет об графической лингви-
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стике, паралингвистике, визуальной коммуникации и мультимодальности. Обусловлено, что каждое из этих направлений 

имеет свой предмет, объект, задания и методы исследования, но в связи с современным развитием технологий появляются 

новые графические единицы, статус которых пока не изучен. Следовательно, некоторые отрасли, которые оставались, дол-

гое время в тени, но были созданы и развивались благодаря трудам отдельных ученых. Из этого следует, что их нужно воз-

родить, пересмотреть терминологический аппарат, инструментарий и его составляющие в целом. Это касается графической 

лингвистики и паралингвистики, в центре внимания которой в большей степени находились паралингвистические компо-

ненты, сопровождающие устную речь. Новые единицы, которые появляются, требуют от исследователей новых подходов, 

которые и рассматриваются в рамках визуализации и мультимодальности. В работе также перечислены некоторые единицы, 

которые появились сравнительно недавно и, соответственно, входят в спектр отдельных исследований, составляя, таким об-

разом, его терминологический аппарат. Обусловлено также, что лингвисты сегодня немного отошли от традиционных ис-

следований и обратили значительное внимание на те сферы, которые в предыдущие годы оставались на периферии. Это со-

здало новые возможности в исследованиях и позволило открыть несколько, на первый взгляд, нетрадиционных параметров, 

которые еще предстоит рассмотреть и подробно изучить.  

Ключевые слова: коммуникация, визуальный, графическая лингвистика, паралингвистика, мультимодальность. 
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Аннотация: В статье рассматриваются традиционные концепции языкового знака и отмечаются их противоречия. С пози-

ций когнитивно-дискурсивной парадигмы раскрывается специфика языка как семиотической системы и обосновывается 

статус высказывания как языкового знака. 
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Один из важнейших вопросов изучения языка – 

знаковость языковой системы. Как отмечал в свое 

время Г.П. Щедровицкий, стремление рассмотреть 

язык как знаковую систему обусловлено поиском соб-

ственно научного предмета для языкознания [12, с. 

430]. Постановка этого вопроса в языкознании при-

надлежит Ф. де Соссюру: “Язык есть система знаков, 

выражающих идеи, а следовательно его можно срав-

нивать с письмом, с азбукой для глухонемых, с сим-

волическими обрядами, с формами учтивости, с воен-

ными сигналами и т.д. и т.п. Он только наиважнейшая 

из этих систем” [10, с. 40]. Соответственно, лингви-

стика определялась им как часть общей науки о зна-

ках – семиологии (семиотики). В настоящее время 

ученые-лингвисты обязательно выделяют знаковый 

аспект при исследовании языка, отмечая при этом, 

что язык – это знаковая система особого рода. 

В отечественной лингвистической традиции сло-

жилось два подхода к пониманию сущности языково-

го знака. Поскольку язык представляет единство звука 

и значения, большинство языковедов рассматривают 

язык как двустороннюю сущность и определяют язы-

ковой знак как материально-идеальное образование. 

При этом языковой знак представляет единство мыс-

лительного содержания (означаемого) и цепочки фо-

нематически расчлененных звуков (означающего). 

Две стороны языкового знака, представляя неразрыв-

ное единство, позволяют обозначить и выразить 

определенный “кусочек действительности”, вычле-

ненные факты и события [8, с. 167]. Считается, что 

билатеральная трактовка языкового знака продолжает 

и развивает концепцию языкового знака Ф. де Соссю-

ра, поскольку знак потому и знак, что нечто означает 

и обозначает. 

Сторонники второго подхода к знаку – унилате-

рального – в качестве знакового аспекта языка отно-

сят только соотношение между звуковым комплексом 

и его акустическим образом, т.к. “звуковые единицы 

языка в принципе не могут включать в себя психиче-

ское отражение действительности в качестве одной из 

своих сторон” [9, с. 164]. Именно поэтому звуковые 

комплексы лишь ассоциируются с психическими от-

ражениями в сознании говорящих, поскольку акусти-

ческий и смысловой коды мозга заложены в разных 

его структурах. Соответственно, “язык даже в той его 

части, которая хранится в мозгу человека, не может 

быть определен как система знаков. Язык не сводится 

к системе знаков, к акустическому коду, ибо в нем за-

ключается и система смысловых образов (означае-

мых), смысловой код” [9, с. 165]. Как следствие “язы-

ковое” значение – ассоциативная связь между акусти-

ческим образом и “мысленным” образом (означае-

мым) – выводится за пределы семиотики. Если сто-

ронники билатерального подхода считают слово ос-

новным знаком языка, то сторонники унилатерально-

го подхода, определяя слово как основную единицу 

языка, выделяют в нем лишь знаковый аспект. Надо 

отметить, что оба похода к определению сущности 

языкового знака содержат неустранимые внутренние 

противоречия и являются своего рода компромисса-

ми, обусловленными теоретическими допущениями и 

ограничениями системоцентрической парадигмы ис-
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