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The study of the Internet discourse is of particular importance as it is one of the most popular and rapidly developing
types of communication featuring a range of possibilities for any individual to be involved in speech interaction. Digital
discourse analyzes is a subject of modern linguistic studying and systematization. The analysis of different approaches to
digital discourse classification has been provided in the article.

The analyses of the modern linguistic works in digital discourse studying revealed the existence of numerous approaches
to the question of its definition and systematization. A number of conducted earlier interdisciplinary studies of Internet
communication established the main features of network discourse. However, different approaches to the discourse
analyses existing in linguistics and great variability of Internet communication types create a discrepancy in the studies
of digital texts.

The terminology defining Internet communication has been summarized in the paper, and different directions
of linguistic analysis of digital texts mediated by the Internet channel have been studied. Rapid developing forms of Internet
communication create difficulties in defining them as types of interaction, which are not a simple message transfer from
the sender to the recipient but a creative mutual effort via a technical device for participating in the communication process
realization.

The paper suggests using the term Human-Mediated Communication for different types of computer-mediated interaction
and indicates the importance of the human factor in Internet linguistics. This type of communication possesses certain
dichotomic properties described in the article. It is highlighted that a wide application of a range of levels of multimedia
recourses supply the text in a communicative situation changing the level of text authorship and influencing the content,
which requires further linguistic analysis.

Key words: digital discourse, Internet communication dichotomy, Internet discourse, Internet linguistics, linguistics
of web 2.0, keyboard-to-screen communication.

BrBYEHHS iHTEPHET-OUCKYPCY MaE BaromMe 3HaYeHHS, OCKiflbKM BiH LUBMAKO PO3BMBAETbCA W OOCHIOXYE OAUH i3
HannonynsapHiWmx BuAiB KOMyHikauii, 3any4eHoi 4o cutyauil MOBNeHHEBOT B3aemogil. [locnigxeHHs umdpoBoro nckypey
€ NpegmMeToOM Cy4acHOro MiHrBICTUMHOTO BMBYEHHS Ta cucTematm3auii. Y cTaTTi nogaeTbcst aHani3 pisHUx nmigxodis go
Knacudgikauii umgpoBoro gUCKypcy.

AHani3 cyvyacHux NiHrBICTUYHUX Npaub i3 BUBYEHHS LMPOBOro ONCKYPCY BUSIBUB HAsBHICTb YMCIIEHHMX NiOXOAiB OO
MUTaHHS KOro BM3HAYEHHA Ta cucTemaTtuaalii. Hu3ka npoBegeHux paHille MiKgucumMniiHapHUX AOCHifKEHb iHTEpHET-
KOMYHiKaLii okpecnuna OCHOBHi puCM MepexeBOro Auckypcy. lNpoTe HasiBHI B MIiHrBICTUUI pi3Hi nigxogun OO aHanisy
AMCKYPCY Ta BENWUKa BapiaTUBHICTb TWUMIB iHTEPHET-KOMYHiKaLlii CTBOPIOKOTL PO3BiXKHICTb Y AOCHIAXEHHI LMGPOBKX TEKCTIB.

Y cratTi y3aranbHeHO TEPMIHOSMOriI0 ANS BU3HAYEHHS! iHTEPHET-KOMYHiKaLii, AOCNISKEHO Pi3HOMaHITHI HanpsMm
MIHrBICTMYHOIO aHanisy uMgpoBMX TEKCTIB, OoNy6nikoBaHMX B iHTEpHET-gkepenax. LLUBnakui po3BMTOK hOpM iHTEPHET-
KOMYHiKaLjii CTBOPIOE HU3KY TPYAHOLLIB Y BU3HAYEHHI X OUCKYpCY, TUNiB B3aeMogii Towo. Lindposi noBigomMneHHs pisHux
HanpsMiB po3rnaA4arTbCa He K MPOCTe nepeAaHHs iHdopmauii Big BignpaBHMKa 4O peuunieHTa, a sk TBOpYe B3aEMHe
3ycunnsi, 3aiiCHeHe 3a 4OMOMOrOH TEXHIYHOrO NPUCTPOLO A5 peanisalii KOMYHiKaLinHOro npoLecy.

Y poBGoTi NPONOHYETLCA BUKOPUCTOBYBATU TEPMIH «OMocepeaKoBaHe MyMnbTUMeiiHe ChifikyBaHHS NS PisHUX BUAIB
KOMM'I0TEepHO-0NocepeKkoBaHOi B3aEMOAi» Ta HaronowyeTbCA Ha BaXNWBOCTI AOCHIAXEHHS NoAcbKoro dakropa
B CTBOPEHHI iHTEpHET-ANCKYpCY. Llen Tmn cninkyBaHHS Mae NeBHi AUXOTOMIYHI BNACTUBOCTI, onuncaHi B ctatTi. BuceitneHo
LUMPOKe 3aCTOCYBaHHS Pi3HOMAHITHOMO PiBHS MyNbTUMEAINHUX pecypciB, AKki 3abe3nevyoTb iHPOPMATUBHICTL TEKCTY
B KOMYHIKaTMBHIN CMTYyaLii, 3MiHIOLYM piBEHb aBTOPCTBa TEKCTY Ta BM/MBAlOYM HA WMOMO 3MICT, @ TakoX noTpebyroun
no4anbLUOro AeTanbHOro NiHrBICTUYHOIO aHanisy.

KnioyoBi cnoBa: AuXOTOMIiSt iHTEpPHET-KOMYHIiKaLi, iIHTEpHET-OUCKYPC, IHTEPHET-NIHIBICTMKA, niHreicTnka Bed 2.0,
KOMYHiKaLis Bif knasiaTypu A0 ekpaHa, LMdpoBuii QUCKypC.

Statement of the problem. The growing num-
ber of Internet users affects language development
and leads to the emergence of several directions in
linguistics. They study various aspects of the global
web’s impact on our speech and language. In the
era of digitalization and information globalization,
the concept of communication is acquiring new and

more diverse spheres of application; therefore, the
achievements of modern linguistics are based on a
comprehensive interdisciplinary study of human
speech activities [12]. The transformation of modern
socio-cultural reality and the increase of the Internet,
the growth of the web audience, and the development
of the Web resources influenced the nature of com-
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munication. The Internet has become the main com-
munication center of the digital era, which has led to
changes both in language functioning and in speech
interaction: new means for emotional demonstration,
new models of texts, new genres of communication
have appeared [5].

Internet communication includes transmitting
text, audio, and video data in the digital space via
emails, blog posts, forums, web pages, social net-
works, and various instant messaging platforms.
It is a dynamic social phenomenon that requires a
comprehensive study, as well as a generalization of
the already available research results of the studies
in different spheres. In particular, it is necessary to
systematize the knowledge about modern discourse
development and adjust the approaches in theoretical
and applied linguistics.

An important area of modern linguistics is the
study of the Internet discourse variability based on
information about the digitalized language. This is
of particular importance in the connection with the
discourse of the social network functioning in the
information and communication space of the Internet
[7]. It is one of the most popular and widely availa-
ble types of communication, since in such a discourse
any individual can be involved in speech interaction,
regardless of age, education, religion, political views,
country of residence, etc. Digital discourse analyzes
is a subject of modern linguistic research and needs
further studying and systematization.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The information and telecommunications network
Internet is characterized by the simultaneous coex-
istence of many segments of the virtual space with
different functions. Crystal defined the Internet as the
largest area of language development we have seen
in our lifetimes. Only two things are certain: it is not
going to go away, and it is going to get larger and,
“...the challenges facing linguists are considerable, as
they move towards the goal of formulating a sophisti-
cated theoretical and applied Internet linguistics. But
that, of course, is the basis of its appeal” [2, p. 149].

M. Warschauer discusses broad trends of Internet
language development. B. Danet and S. Herring stud-
ied the linguistic of Internet communication in differ-
ent ranges of languages and analyzed the linguistic
diversity of the largest share of Internet resources [3;
16]. The analysis of electronic discourse by discuss-
ing the pragmatics of language use in computer-me-
diated settings was conducted by M. Locher [12].

Scientists in numerous works have defined net-
work discourse as a global intercultural phenomenon,
a special type of oral-written discourse existing in the
interactive sphere. P. Opincario, B. Ozad, N. Dogruer,

R Eyyam, R., and I. Menevis tried to analyze modern
trends in general linguistics from proto-linguistics
to natural language processing, the new era of inter-
net-linguistics. [14; 15]

The scientists allocate in a digital content block
of texts, designed for one-way reception or provision
of information for individual perception. However,
most of the webspace is occupied by segments
involving feedback, which results in communication
between two or more parties [13]. In the interdiscipli-
nary studies of Internet communication, conducted
earlier, the features of network discourse were estab-
lished, in particular the mediation of communication,
the spatial distance of communicants, the variability
of speech activities (written or oral), as well as the
possibilities of asynchronous communication.

Purpose of the article. The purpose of this arti-
cle is to analyze different approaches to the digital
internet discourse classifications and systematize the
general modern Internet language studies as an inte-
gral element of a new fast-developing direction in the
linguistic— the Internet-linguistics.

Presenting main material. Internet communi-
cation provides almost unlimited opportunities for
the exchange of a wide variety of information (text,
photo, video, etc.), creating individual profiles with
the amount of personal information that the user
considers necessary to report about himself, content
commenting on, and much more [9].

It should be noted that until now there was not
a single term describing the study of the language
functioning in the new situation of Internet com-
munication. The most used terms in this genesis
are Computer-Mediated Communication, Digital-
Mediated Communication, Digital or Computer-
Mediated Discourse or Digital Discourse, as well
as Internet-Mediated Communication and Internet-
Communication [10]. In relation to the linguistics
framework the terms Internet linguistics, linguistics
of Web 2.0, Internet media linguistics have arisen.
These conceptual spheres of linguistics study the
platform-communicative interactive space or channel
information transmission.

The term Internet linguistics was introduced by
David Crystal in 2011. If the authors emphasize the
study of linguistic processes in the web 2.0 services,
they talk about the Internet media linguistics or dis-
course of web 2.0. The terms Internet linguistics,
computer-mediated communication, Internet com-
munication are also used to denote the direction of
linguistic analysis of the linguistic and communica-
tion processes mediated by the Internet channel [2].

However, in 2011-2012, is the term keyboard-
to-screen communication appears, which unifies all
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types of computer-mediated communication, includ-
ing Internet-communication, communication in
multimodal situations (comprising social networks,
microblogging or video hosting), communication
with robots or robot-mediated communication, and
some other types of communication [10].

It should be noted that this term keyboard-to-
screen communication describes all various forms
of communication via modern gadgets, including the
non-verbal components (e.g., expressed graphically);
implements three communication formats: one-to-
many, one-to-one, and many-to-many; and indicates
the information transmission mediated by a digital
channel [10, p. 40].

Moreover, the term keyboard-to-screen commu-
nication also takes into account the change in mod-
ern communications, when instead of one indirect
information transmission channel there is a tran-
sition to the transmission in multimodal situations,
which leads not only to the transmission channels
convergence but also to the convergence of forms
and content of communication [10, p. 41]. This con-
vergence is implemented due to various electronic
devices (laptops, tablets, smartphones, etc.) that have
two things in common: any information is inputted
from the keyboard and all transmitted information
is reproduced on the screens of these devices, or in
other words, the data from the sender’s keyboard
goes through electronic channel and is displayed on
the recipient’s screen. These two conditions are the
backbone of keyboard-to-screen communication.

However, this type of communication does
not include Skype, voice messengers, or other
voice transmissions. For this type, we use voice/
keyboard-voice/screen communication. It is used
for communication by recording your speech in
Telegram, WhatsApp, or other messengers. And this
term takes into account two factors. Firstly, com-
munication is not a simple message transfer from
the sender to the recipient but a creative joint work,
whom E. Toffler's called prosumers. Secondly,
voice/keyboard-voice/screen communication takes
into account the fact that both the recipient and the
sender need a technical device to participate in the
communication process, without that this communi-
cation cannot be realized [10].

In the framework of linguistics as a general sub-
ject of research, the terms Internet linguistics, Internet
communication study, sociology of the Internet, soci-
ology of web 2.0, and others are used. In addition, the
research methodology and a specific linguistic area
of analysis should be taken into account. Such terms
as Internet discourse or digital genre studies could be
used respectively [7].

Considering keyboard to screen or keyboard
(sound)/screen (sound) communication, the term
Human-Mediated Communication, which defines all
types of human computer-mediated interaction pro-
cesses and emphasizes its anthropocentric compo-
nent is applied. The importance of the human factor
is vital in the linguistics of computer-based commu-
nicative situations. The new type of communication
is characterized by certain properties or dichotomies
that describe its structure. They could be asynchro-
nous or synchronous; written or oral; monologic or
polylog; text-utterance or fragment of speech; pri-
vate or public; mobile or stationary; monomodal or
multimodal; voice-keyboard etc. [10, p. 42]. Some of
these dichotomies are contrasted, while others blur,
developing in a constant stream of transitions from
one state to another.

The synchronicity/asynchrony factor was one of
the first defined for this type of communication [8].
Subsequently, this dichotomy was clarified by intro-
ducing the concept of delayed communication or qua-
si-synchronous communication, when the response to
the message does not occur instantly [10, p. 43]. The
delayed communication makes it less formal, closer
to the oral style than instant communication. Landert
and Jucker even introduced a special term to describe
it — the language of communicative immediacy [11].

This term is also related to the concept of the
language of distance, which, according to Jucker
and Dursheid, together with the language of direct
communication, describes the opposition between
written-oral communication more accurately and
explains the concept of the third type of speech
(oral-written) used by other researchers (Baron or
Kristal) [1; 2; 10, p. 44].

The monologic-polylogic (dialogical) dichotomy
is associated with the text-narrative dichotomy. The
text is monologic, embodied in graphic code and
edited for asynchronous perception, has a certain and
sometimes sufficiently long-range, often does not
depend on the context, and the utterance is always a
dialogue based on a certain communicative situation,
is spontaneous with small lexical volume [10, p. 44].
An utterance is always a replica, a comment on
something that has already been uttered, or some-
thing that requires a comment as the development of
a dialogue, for example, an update of the status on
Facebook, which is displayed in the user’s feed.

In the public-private dichotomy, three concepts
are used to categorize it: a communicative situa-
tion or level of public availability, content or level
of privacy, and linguistic embodiment or level of
implementation [10]. In this context, we also mean
public/non-public language situation and private/
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non-private content. For example, on Facebook,
public messages viewers can be limited by the pro-
file’s privacy settings.

The dichotomy of monomodal-multimodal states
considers the language, as well as images, sounds,
melodies, which with the development of Internet
multimodal platforms, increases the level of multi-
channel communication leading to its convergence
and diversification at the same time.

These dichotomous features affect computer-me-
diated communication characterised also by certain
anonymity of its participants, who can use nick-
names or pseudonyms instead of their real names.
This often leads to more relaxed or aggressive verbal
behaviour, disrespect for the interlocutor’s opinion,
trolling, in most cases avoiding responsibility for
what was said. This leads to the development of a
more aggressive discourse and frequent use of the
so-called hate speech.

Moreover, the content richness and variety pro-
vided by the media make the users less dependent
on one news source or any other information as they
can use quickly and flexibly all the sources they need
in a variety of services. While the modus operandi
of these media lies in their timely content updating,
a user does not need to participate in every conver-
sation only to analyze the final result of the com-
munication situation. Alternatively, a recipient can
be constantly present in these communications, and
the social boundaries between public and private are
quite blurred, and so an accidental utterance in com-
mentaries can be made public immediately and have
an influence on real life.

Likewise, the instantaneous speed of information
transfer leads to its propagation without any prelim-
inary verification, which developed an idea of being
overconnected or getting into various communica-
tive contacts without enough time for processing all
incoming information. All participants of such com-
munications must be multitaskers and be ready to
deal with any problem quickly, e.g., create and edit a
text, video, audio, develop or update a game or appli-
cations, etc.

The relationships in social media are built
according to the network principle, where leaders
of public opinion or any other significant stake-
holders, as a rule, dominate. However, there is no
hierarchy in these relationships and we observe
a shift from objectivity to subjectivity, when any

false information, gossip, or speculation spreads
rapidly reducing the overall level of trust in social
media information.

A high level of multimedia, such as video, graph-
ics, and animation, can be used to supply the text
information within the framework of one commu-
nicative situation and modern software allows every
user to make a multimedia presentation or create a
video without significant effort to give a direct instant
response, whereas the content sender and recipient
become its co-producers and participants. It changes
the category of text authorship and influences its
content, which requires further linguistic analysis.
Moreover, such features of Internet communication
as interactivity dichotomous to one-way communi-
cation, a higher degree of communication efficiency,
and the absence of temporal-spatial boundaries
change the text perception.

Conclusions. All these changes could not but
affect the main forms of public and personal com-
munication, which results in the language changes
and make it an object of studying by a new direc-
tion in linguistics — the Internet-linguistics. The rapid
development of technologies, including the Internet,
has led to the emergence of several directions in lin-
guistics studies for the impact of the Global Web on
different aspects of speech and language.

For the new trends in communication descrip-
tion, the term communication from the keyboard (or
sound) to screen (or sound) is proposed, which takes
into account such modern trends as robot-mediated
communication, communication 2.0, and others. At
the same time, all these types of communication
refer to human-mediated communication. The terms
Internet linguistics, linguistics of web 2.0, Internet
media linguistics should be used to emphasize the
study of linguistic situations occurring in the frame-
work of certain computer technologies. These new
types of communication possess certain dichotomous
features (asynchronous-synchronous; written-oral;
monologue-polylog; private-public; mobile-station-
ary, monomodal-multimodal and voice-keyboard or
screen) of speech utterances.

In further studies of the digital discourse classifi-
cations, a crucial role of Internet-linguistics should
be defined. The practical analysis of Internet texts
and their linguistic parameters by theoretical linguis-
tics permits solving arising problems related to the
study of the digital discourse of the Internet space.
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OCBITSIHCHKHM JUCKYPC: BIXH PO3BUTKY 1 JOCJJIIXKEHHSI
TEACHERS’ DISCOURSE: MILESTONES OF DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH
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KaHouoam inono2iuHux HayK, OoyeHm,

ooyenm Kapeopu nPuKIaAOHOT IiH28ICMUKU

Odecvko2o HayionanvHozo yrieepcumemy imeni I.1. Meunuxosa

AKTyanbHiCTb AOCHIMKEHHS OCBITSHCHKOrO AMCKYpPCY i Moro 6a3oBux kaTteropiii nonsrae B Ginbly AOKNagHOMY AOCHi-
[DKEeHHi Takoi 3aTpebyBaHOi TeMu cborogHi. Monpu po3BUTOK i JOCMIMKEHHS AUCKYPCIB, HAYKOBUIA i OCBITSIHCBKI AWMCKYpCH
3anNULLNANCA OCTOPOHb OCHOBHMX AOCHigKeHb. 3 iHWOro 60Ky, Nonynspusais OCBITHIX Nporpam i nonynsapusais ocBiTH
CMPUYMHMNK, Y CBOIO Yepry, BUMPaLOBAHHSI HOBMX OCBITSHCbKMX Tpaguuin. Metoto ctatTi € Ginb rmmboke AoChimKeHHS
OCBITSIHCbKOrO Auckypcy. O6’ekToOM AOCNIIKEHHS € BUBYEHHS1 6A30BUX KaTeropii OCBITSHCLKOTO AMCKYPCY, a NpeaMeToM
DOCNioXeHHs — AOKNaAHe BUCBITNIEHHS 0COBNMBOCTEN KaTeropii apryMeHTaTMBHOCTI OCBITSHCLKOrO AMCKYpCyY. Ha BiaMiHy Big,
HayKOBOTO MCKYPCY, Y MeXaXx MiHrBONEPCOHOONYHOI CKEPOBaHOCTI AOCMIMKEHHS BU3HAYaEMO MOro sk 0COBNMBMIA TMN iHCTW-
TYUINHOIO CMiNKyBaHHS, COLIOKYIIBTYPHUI | KOTHITUBHO-KOMYHIKaTUBHUIA (hEHOMEH, Y LEHTPi Sikoro nepebyBae AMCKYPCUBHA
AiANbHICTb NpeacTaBHUKIB HAYKOBOI rPOMafAChKOCTI, LLO 3abe3nedye BTINEHHS IXHIX iHTEeHL | OCArHEHHS NeproKyTUBHOM
edekTy 3 METOK nepeadi haxoBux 3HaHb i 415 iHTENEKTYyanbHOro i eMOLIMHOMO BNNMBY Ha agpecaHTa/agpecaHTiB. AKLWO
MOPIBHATW OCBITSIHCbKWIA OUCKYPC i3 HAYKOBWM, TO MOXHA 3a3Ha4MTW TaKi O3HaKW, SK CTaTyCHO HekBanidikoBaHi y4acHUKU
(y HaykoBOMY AMCKYpPCi — CTaTyCHO KBanihikoBaHi y4acHUKW), HENOKanisoBaHUN XPOHOTOM (Y HAayKOBOMY OMCKYPCi — YiTKO
NOKanioBaHW XpOHOTOM), BU3HAYEHA B MeXax MEBHOM0 COUianbHOro iHCTUTYTY MeTa (CMiflbHe 3 HAyKOBMM OMCKYPCOM),
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