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Marketing discourse is built on new conceptual images, it also encompasses the relationships between the participants
of this discourse, viewed in their language expression, and possesses features which are characteristic of this discourse
in the modern world. The study of marketing discourse from a multimodal perspective is one of the key issues in contem-
porary linguistics.

The purpose of the article is to reveal the cognitive and communicative aspects of marketing discourse as a whole and
of multimodality as one of its characteristic features in particular. The methodology of this research, which is grounded
on the aim and the tasks, requires an integrative multidisciplinary approach which combines the methods and former
research findings of such disciplines as cognitive linguistics, discourse studies, communicative linguistics, semiotics, visual
semantics. In the context of the article business discourse is defined as a type of institutional discourse, the key attributes
of marketing discourse being a type of business discourse are singled out, the specifics of multimodality as one of the
characteristic features of marketing discourse are outlined.

It is assumed that multimodality is one of the key features of American marketing discourse which is a type of busi-
ness discourse. Marketing discourse as well as other types of business discourse is a variety of institutional discourse,
its participants are members of the professional community of business people and their clients, whose interaction is
organized around the key notions of business in order to achieve the aims of communication. Marketing discourse is
a language-based set of activities aimed at creating the product and launching it on the market in the most successful
way. Multimodality, interaction, dynamism, consistency, detail, creativity, and didacticism are the characteristic features
of the analyzed discourse. It has been established that multimodality encompasses the use of several semiotic modes
(numerous ways of their combinations) which include content and expression in the design of a semiotic product or
event.

Key words: business discourse, cognition, communication, institutional discourse, non-verbal component, semiotic
mode, verbal component.
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AmepukaHcbKull QUCKypc MapkemuHay 6alyembCsi Ha HOBUX KOHUenmyasnbHUX 0bpa3ax, OXOMe 8iOHOCUHU MK
y4YacHUKaMu makoeo OucKypcy, HadimeHul pucamu, XapakmepHUMU UboMy OUCKYpPCy y Cyd4acHomy enobasnizogaHomy
ceimi. [JocnioxeHHs aMepuKkaHCbKo20 OUCKYpCYy MapKemuHay 3 moYKu 30py MyfbmumoOanbHOCMi € 0OHUM 3 KITIOHYO8UX
numatb y cyyacHit niHegicmuuj.

Mema cmammi nonsi2ae y po3Kpummi KO2HimuU8HO20 ma KOMyHiKamugH020 acrekmie amMepuKaHCbko20 OUCKYpCy Map-
KemuHay 3azanom ma 6e3nocepedHbo MynbmumodanbHOCMI SK XapakmepHOI 03HaKu aHasni308aHo20 Auckypcy. Memo-
doroeisi docrniOxeHHs, siKka 3yMosrieHa Memoto ma nocmasneHuMu 3a80aHHsIMU, 6a3yembCs Ha 8UKOPUCMAHHI iHmeapo-
8aH020 MynbmuAUCYUMNiHapHO20 nioxody, KUl OXomnmoe MemoOu ma rnonepedHi Haykosi po3gioku makux 2any3el, K
KOoeHimueHa siHesicmuka, OUCKYpCcooais, KOMyHikamugHa JliH2gicmuka, ceMiomuka, eidyanbHa cemMaHmuka. Y cmammi
8U3HaYeHO, W0 bisHec OUCKYpC € 8UOOM IHCMUMYUIUHO20 OUCKYPCY, BUOKPEMIIEHO KITOHYO08I XapakmepucmuKu aMepuKaH-
CbK0o20 QUCKypCy MapkemuHay K nidmury 6i3Hec QUCKYpCY, pO3KpUMO creyudiky mMynbmumodanbHOCMI SK KITH40801
XapakmepucmuKu aMepuKaHCbKo20 OUCKYPCY MapKemuHay.

MynbmumodarnbHicmb 8u3Ha4YaembCs OOHIEI0 3 XapaKmepHUX PUC aMepuKaHCbKo20 OUCKYPCY MapKemuHay, sSKull €
nidmurnom 6is3Hec duckypcy. Juckypc mapkemuHey, siK i iHwi pisHosudu 6i3Hec OUCKYpCY, € iHCmumyuitiHUM OUCKYPCOM.
Y4acHukamu docnidxyeaHo2o OUCKYpCy € YrneHu MpogheciliHoi crinbHomu npedcmasHukie bi3Hecy ma ix KrieHmu, e3ae-
MOoQis IKUX 30cepedkeHa HaBKoIo KITIOY08UX MOHAMb bi3Hecy Or1si AocsieHEHHS uinel KoMyHikauii. JJuckypc mapkemuHay
oxonne Habip sepbanbHux ma HegepbasnbHux Oili, CIPAMOBaHUX Ha CMBOPEHHST NPodyKmy ma 3aryck U020 Ha PUHKY
HauycniwHiwum criocobom. MynbmumodansHicms, 83aemodisi, QuHamiaM, nocnidosHicms, demarnbHicms, KpeamugHicmb
ma 0udakmu3m € xapakmepHUMU pucamu aMepuKkaHCbKo20 OUCKYpCy MapkemuHay. Bcma+oeneHo, wjo mynbmumodarb-
Hicmb 6a3yembCsi Ha 8UKOPUCMAaHHI OEKiNIbKOX CeMIOMUYHUX PEXUMI (@ Makox YUCneHHUX crnocobax ix KombiHysaHHs),

AIKi 8KITH0YarOMb MaH 3MICmy ma riaH 8UPAXeHHS Y CMEOPEeHHi CeMiomUYHO20 npooyKmy.
KntouyoBi cnoBa: 6isHec anckypc, BepbanbHWii KOMMOHEHT, iIHCTUTYLHWIA ANCKYPC, KOMYHiKaLlisi, HeBepOanbHWUIn KOM-

MOHEHT, Mi3HaHHS, CEMIOTUYHUI PEXMM.

1. Introduction

Interrelation between language and social
reality, language and business is under constant
attention of contemporary linguistics. The study
of business discourse and its types is very top-
ical now. Business discourse is considered to be
contextual and intertextual, self-reflexive and
self-critical, it is founded on the notions of dis-
course as situated action and of language at work.

Researchers focusing on business discourse
at the end of the twentieth — beginning of the
twenty-first century were faced with the task of
defining the field of research and with identi-
fying those approaches and methodologies that
could be useful in understanding how business
people use language to achieve their goals (e.g.
F. Bargiela-Chiappini & S. Harris; F.Bargie-
la-Chiappini & C. Nickerson). Researchers have
referred to a number of fields and disciplines in
their investigation of language at work, such as
genre theory, discourse analysis, organizational
communication, and applied linguistics. This
cross-disciplinarity has led to a number of dif-
ferent ways of thinking about business language

and different contextual variables that can be of
influence on how people talk and write at work.

Actuality of the work lies in focusing on con-
temporary discourse types study, especially on
new types of business discourse, which currently
cause particular interest. Internet resources
ensured the research of new types of business
discourses. Marketing discourse is one of the
examples of such discourses which is becoming
a popular research topic in different language
studies. Marketing discourse is built on new con-
ceptual images, it also encompasses the relation-
ships between the participants of this discourse,
viewed in their language expression, and pos-
sesses features which are characteristic of this
discourse in the modern world.

Attention to this discourse is caused not only
by its great importance in the society, influence
of mass media but also by interest in studying the
disciplines, which are connected with business
such as marketing, management, production, etc.
The issues of semiotics, visual semantics, espe-
cially the interaction of verbal and nonverbal
components have also recently become quite
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topical in different branches of linguistics (the
works of O. Anisimova, A. Bernatska, G. Kress,
T. Leeuwen, M. Muckenhaupt, U. Oomen,
S. Sauerbier, Y. Sorokin, M. Voroshilova, etc. are
to name a few) (Kress, Leeuwen, 2017, Mucken-
haupt, 2006). Thus, the study of marketing dis-
course from a multimodal perspective is a rather
contemporary topic which is characterized by
novelty in the field and the necessity of defining
its main characteristics and peculiar features.

The purpose of the article is to reveal the cog-
nitive and communicative aspects of marketing
discourse as a whole and of multimodality as
one of its characteristic features in particular. In
order to achieve the aim it is important to fulfill
the following tasks: to characterize the notion
of business discourse as a type of institutional
discourse, to determine the key features of mar-
keting discourse, to outline the specifics of multi-
modality as one of the key features of marketing
discourse. The methodology of research, which
is grounded on the aim and the tasks, requires an
integrative multidisciplinary approach that com-
bines the methods and former research findings
of such disciplines as cognitive linguistics, dis-
course studies, communicative linguistics, semi-
otics, visual semantics. The findings of the study
are presented in three subsequent parts, each one
of which focuses on the solution of a framed task
followed by the general conclusions.

2. Business Discourse

Discourse refers to formal discussion of a
topic. In a linguistic sense, discourse is a con-
nected series of utterances, reconstructed in
terms of a larger unit (Dijk, 1997:3). Discourse,
in turn, can be studied by deconstructing it to
macro-structures. Macro-structures are semantic
characterizations — compound sentences and
discourse sequences. Macro-structures are the
result of cognitive processes of comprehension,
grounded on generalization, abstraction and
reducing the discourse of irrelevant informa-
tion: “What is important information not only
depends on the semantic structure of the text but
also on the pragmatic functions of the discourse”
(Dijk, 1997: 243-244). This, of course, in parts
justifies some degree of subjectivity in analysis.
As the focus of the conceptual analysis is on
determining the topics in a range of passages and
discourses, all of which use a grammatically sim-
ilar but semantically different vocabulary, estab-
lishing systematic relations between the semantic
representations of the passages and discourses
and an assigned topic is left to creating catego-
ries and comparing the attributes of the various
sources to each other.

Research in contemporary linguistics has led
to the appearance of the term discourse, which
was first introduced in 1952 in the context of dis-
course analysis. Gradually more interpretations
of this term appeared. Discourse began to be
defined as some language abstraction, which vir-
tually exists in depths of live national language,
or artificial language restrictions, which perform
a certain social function, “substitute” sublan-
guages. Languages of science, art can be seen as
an illustration of such artificial “sublanguages”.
Every “sublanguage” like this creates its own
picture of the world, a special “mental world”.
Every discourse is a special sublanguage, special
linguistic practice, which is employed in spe-
cific functional spheres of language community
(Dijk, 1997).

Business discourse is all about how people
communicate using talk or writing in commercial
organizations in order to get their work done (Bar-
giela-Chiappini, Nickerson, 2002: 303). Busi-
ness discourse has been influenced by a number
of different fields and disciplines including dis-
course analysis, conversation analysis, the prag-
matics of interaction, ethnography, genre theory,
and organizational communication. Business
discourse as contextual and intertextual, self-re-
flexive and self-critical although not necessarily
political, is grounded on the twin notions of dis-
course as situated action and of language at work
(Bargiela-Chiappini, Nickerson, 2002: 310).

The problem of defining business discourse
lies in determining its place in the continuum of
general national language (in this case — Amer-
ican variant of English). Business, as a special
form of economic activity has been defined for
the first time in the second half of the XXth cen-
tury. When economic theory has been divided
into macro- and microeconomics, business
became the object of microeconomics research.
Thus, business discourse can be considered as
a variety of discourse of macroeconomics, even
though some think that separation of economic
discourse, in spite of rapid development of eco-
nomic theory, did not take place.

Discourse is produced on the level of macro-
economics or on the level of the whole society;
however, it also has its linguistic practice: par-
liamentary hearings of economic issues, discus-
sion of economic legal acts, public speeches of
leading economists, etc. Unlike economic dis-
course, business discourse can encompass four
main spheres: commerce, production, finance
and brokerage. Every sphere has its own pecu-
liarities, which gives us good reason to consider
them as varieties of business discourse. The pecu-
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liarities are caused by thematic and intentional
orientation, terminology and peculiarities of its
usage, rules of professional interaction between
participants of the communication process.

Thus, English business discourse is a variety
of institutional discourse, which serves the pro-
fessional community of business people and their
clients and is organized around the key notions of
business.

3. Marketing discourse

Marketing is considered to be one of the fields
of business. It is too often confused with selling.
Marketing focuses on the product before it even
exists. It is up to marketing to do everything pos-
sible to make the product work: determine how
to launch, price, distribute, and promote product/
service offerings to the marketplace, monitor the
results and improve the offering over time. The
aim of marketing is to create value by offering
superior solutions, saving buyer search and trans-
action time and effort, and delivering to the whole
society a higher standard of living. Marketing
practice today must go beyond a fixation of trans-
actions. The field is not restricted to a department
that creates ads, selects media, sends out direct
mail, and answers customer questions. It is a
larger process of systematically figuring out what
to make, how to bring it to the customer’s atten-
tion, make it easy to access, and how to keep the
customer wanting to buy more from you.

Marketing discourse is one of the types of
business discourse. “Discourse” is here, in
accordance with e.g. N. Fairclough (2010),
T.A.van Dijk (1997), T. van Leeuwen, (2017),
referred to as language use as a social practice.
In marketing, discourse is considered to be not
beside marketing actions such as strategy formu-
lation, designing of market research, positioning
etc. but above, in other words, overriding and
embodying the latter. Conceiving of marketing
practice as discourse, i.e. as a language based set
of activities, hence pays attention to the primary
role of talk and writing in marketing work.

The conception of marketing consists of the
notions that express all the forms and types of
interactions (commerce, trade, barter, deal,
exchange), people involved in the selling-buying
relationships (sellers and buyers) and the objects
of exchange (commodities). The economic
theory has worked out the concept of marketing,
which is represented by the 4P’s — product, place,
price, promotion, and is defined as intercon-
nected forms and methods of taking charge in the
civilized market economy, which involves all the
stages of the movement of the product, starting
from the study of the needs, wants, demands,

production and creation of services, taking them
to the end-consumer and finishing with the fol-
low-up after selling (Bargiela-Chiappini, Nick-
erson, 2002: 263).

Accordingly, marketing discourse is one of
the types of business discourse, which is a lan-
guage-based set of activities aimed at creating
the product and introducing it to the market in
the best way possible. It is a cognitive and com-
municative activity, restricted by institutional
boundaries, aimed at the realization of discourse
participants’ status and role capabilities and the
achievement of social, business and marketing
aims. Multimodality, interaction, dynamism,
consistency, detail, creativity, and didacticism
are the characteristic features of the analyzed
discourse.

4. Multimodality

In order to give a more detailed description
of the marketing discourse it is necessary to look
at the peculiarities of marketing discourse anal-
ysis. In the world of constantly emerging tech-
nologies, multimodality is an important part of
contemporary marketing discourse.

Discourse analysis focuses on the descrip-
tion of the organization of language in terms of
linguistic units larger than sentences or clauses,
such as conversational exchanges or texts. Within
marketing discourse, research has been used to
establish how business talk is organized more
generally (that is, in speaker turns, content epi-
sodes, and so on). It follows that discourse anal-
ysis is therefore concerned with language use in
its social context, and in particular with interac-
tion between speakers.

One of the defining features of business dis-
course research is that it has not relied on any one
approach or methodology. Business discourse
research has been both descriptive and prescrip-
tive in its research aims. With its roots partly in
the business communication tradition in North
America and the applied linguistics tradition
elsewhere, much of the early research that was
carried out at the end of the twentieth century was
pedagogically motivated. Business language was
investigated not as an end to itself, but largely to
inform teaching or training programs, for pre- or
post-experience business people respectively.

The advent of new media such as electronic
mail, the web, social networks has revolutionized
interpersonal communication in the business
world, and has opened up a series of new research
areas for the business discourse researcher to
explore. The web has introduced new vistas
on marketing and advertising that exploit
the potential of multimedia communication



Cepis [epMaHIiCTUKa Ta MIDKKYNbTYpHa KOMYHiKaLis @

to secure an increasingly multicultural share
of the international market. More importantly
perhaps, the digitization age has been respon-
sible for a shift from monomodality, expressed
in static generic types such as the traditional,
printed business letter, to increasingly complex
and dynamic examples of ‘multimodality’ (e.g.
online commercial websites). In turn, the use of
such new, and particularly web-based, media has
cultivated an interest in the multimodal signifi-
cation of meaning inherent in such media (com-
puters, email, messengers, cell phones, tablets,
etc.), involving as they do not only text, but also
visual and sound-based modalities. A de-em-
phasis on writing in exchange for an emphasis
on other representational modes (i.e. pictures,
sounds, films, etc.) provides researchers with an
opportunity to broaden their approach to how
‘text’ is viewed (Kress, 2010).

Multimodality is the foundational construct
that underpins the theory of communication pro-
posed by G. Kress and T. Leeuwen in Multimodal
Discourse. The authors define multimodality as
‘the use of several semiotic modes in the design
of a semiotic product or event, together with
the particular way in which the modes are com-
bined’. G. Kress and van T. Leeuwen envisage
two strata, Content and Expression, which
encompass four domains of practice: Discourse
and Design (substrata of Content), and Produc-
tion and Distribution (substrata of Expression)
(Kress, Leeuwen, 2017).

Adiscourse is essentially a resource or a semi-
otic mode, that is a socially constructed body of
knowledge, developed in a specific context (e.g.
institutional, geographical, social, etc.) by a par-
ticular community of social actors (e.g. business
practitioners, experts, family members, etc.)
to suit that community’s specific needs (e.g. to
work, act, bond, etc.). Discourses can be realized
differently: marketing discourse, for instance,
can be realized in writing or speech and each
of these in turn, or in combination, can be real-
ized in various media (e.g. a product brochure, a
product demo speech, etc.). Discourses are, thus,
independent of genre and design. The second
stratum, Design, is defined as ‘(uses of) semi-
otic resources, in all semiotic modes and com-
binations of semiotic modes’, to realize a given
Discourse in the context of a specific communi-
cation situation. Essentially, Design creates the
communication situation in which socially con-
structed knowledge evolves into ‘social (inter-)
action’ (Kress, Leeuwen, 2017:5).

The particular attractiveness of multimodality
for Marketing Discourse is its inherent multi-

disciplinary nature. In this view, language still
informs a variety of modes of meaning making
(e.g. narrative, poetry etc.) but is displaced as
a privileged meaning-making mode in favor of
image, sound or film; the tensions between semi-
otic modes become an important topic of research
(Iedema, 2003: 123). Within this new multimodal
landscape, electronic communication, economic
globalization and multiculturalism are respon-
sible for the dissolution of traditional, linear and
hierarchical representational practices and genres
(Iedema, 2003: 38).

Thus, multimodality is the use of several semi-
otic modes in the design of a semiotic product
or event, which encompasses discourse, design,
product, and distribution. This peculiarity of
marketing discourse, as well as others are impor-
tant factors in making marketing discourse a suc-
cessful type of business discourse as a whole.

5. Conclusions

The research has made it possible to arrive at
the conclusion that multimodality is one of the
key features of American marketing discourse
which is a type of business discourse. Marketing
discourse as well as other types of business dis-
course is a variety of institutional discourse, its
participants are members of the professional
community of business people and their clients,
whose interaction is organized around the key
notions of business in order to achieve the aims
of communication.

Unlike the other types of business discourse,
marketing discourse is a language-based set
of activities aimed at creating the product and
launching it on the market in the most suc-
cessful way. It is a cognitive and communicative
activity, which involves constructing the inner
and outer design of the product or description
of a service, defining the pricing strategy, iden-
tifying the details of logistics and positioning of
the products and services on the market, creating
successful promotional activities. The achieve-
ment of the business, social and marketing aims
of the analyzed discourse require an innovative
and dynamic approach of all the participants of
the discourse. Multimodality, interaction, dyna-
mism, consistency, detail, creativity, and didac-
ticism are the characteristic features of the ana-
lyzed discourse.

It has been established that multimodality
encompasses the use of several semiotic modes
which include content and expression in the
design of a semiotic product or event. The number
of semiotic modes used as well as numerous
ways of combining them makes this peculiarity
of marketing discourse rather unique and leaves
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cy4YacHoMy emarii po3gumKy HiMeybKoi Mosu. L1151 00CidxeHHs ceMaHmuyHoi cmpykmypu mepMIiHOOOUHUUb 3acmocosaHull
Memo0d KOMMOHEHMHO20 aHarnisy. CmpyKkmypHul memod cmas iHCmpyMeHmoM onucy napaduaMamuku eKOHOMIYHOI mep-
MiHOcUCMeMU, 30Kpema 8apiaHmHOCmI U CUHOHIMIT mepmiHig. 3a dornomozor yux Memodie ompuMaHi maki pesynbmamu.
BusieneHo, w0 eapiaHmu mepmiHocucmemu eKoOHoMIKU ripedcmaerneHi 8iddieciieHuUMU iMeHHUKaMU, siKi ymeopeHi criocobom
imMnniyumHoi (HemopgporoeidHoi) depusaui U mo3Ha4Yarmb POYEC i3 Lio2o pesyrbmamom i 3a 00romMo2oto diecieHOi 0CHO8U
ma cycikcie -e, -ung, -ing, siKi Mo3Ha4arome rpouec, pedynbsmam 0ii U (hyHKUto 8i0r08iOHO.

[1i0 yac 0oCnidXKeHHs1 CUHOHIMIYHUX mepMiHie 8udifieHi mpu muUnu CUHOHIMIYHUX 8iOHOCUH: MiX MOHONEKCeMHUMU mep-
MiHaMmu, MiX rofinekceMHUMU mepmiHamu ma Mk MOHO- U NOMINEKCeMHUMU mepMiHaMu. Y CUHOHIMIYHI 8IOHOWEHHS MiX
MOHOMIEKCEMHUMU mepMiHaMu ecmynatoms npocmi 00HOKOPEeHe8i mepMiHU, MoxXiOHi mMepMiHU 3 00OHaKo8UMU ma Pi3HUMU
npecpikcamu i cknadHi mepMiHU 3 MOBHOK Ui YHaCMKOBOK 3aMIiHOK KOMIOHEeHMI8 mepMiHig. [JosedeHo, w0 CUHOHIMIS MK
MoxiOHUMU mepMiHamu rpedcmasieHa 8e/UKOI0 Kinlbkicmio psdia. Lle nosicHIoembCsi muM, Wo npocmi mepMiHU He 30amHi
mMomusygamu Haykoge noHImmsi. CUHOHIMISI MixK CKnaOHUMU mepMiHamu rocidae 8 eKOHOMIYHIU mepMiHonoaii HiMeubKoi
MOBU UeHmparsbHe Micye U xapakmepusyembcs pisHOMaHimmsm nposisig. Y AocnidxysaHili mepMiHonoaii CUHOHIMIsS
MiX mepMiHamu yjiei cmpykmypu € HalnpodykmusHiwor. BudineHo cmpykmypHi modeni 8iflbHUX Cro80CronyyeHb, Wo
YMBOPIOKMb CUHOHIMIYHI psdU 8 pe3yribmami 3aMiHU 8U3HaYasibHUX KOMIIOHEHMI8 | KOMIMTOHEeHMIS, siKi 8U3HaYatombCs.



