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Abstract. This article examines the diversity of multimodality, that is, how
different sign modes interact in texts. It highlights the importance of understanding the
relationship between different modes of symbolic communication, especially in creating a
connection between words and images.

It examines how semiotics is closely related to visual communication and how it
helps convey messages and engage the attention of an audience.

The article also considers the extension of semiotics beyond language and the
importance of studying sign processes in a multimodal context. It outlines various
theoretical approaches and concepts that help to understand the interaction of different types
of signs.

Semiotics plays an important role in product labeling, where words and images
are combined to convey meanings to consumers. Its importance in marketing strategies and
understanding consumer behavior is also emphasized.
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AHoTauif. [[n cmammsa eugyae pisHOMAHIMHICINb MYTbMUMOOATbHOCTI, MOOMO
AK PI3HI 3HAKOBI cnocobdu e3aemoditomsv y mexkcmax. Bowna euceimiaroe easciugicmo
PO3YMIHHA CNIBBIOHOWIEHb MidC PISHUMU CNOCOOAMU 3HAKOB0I KOMYHIKayii, ocobauso y
CMBOPEHHI 36 "A3KY MIdHC CIOGAMU MA 300PANHCEHHAMU.

Jlocniosxcyemsca, AK cemMiomuKka micHO no8 s13ana 3 8i3YaIbHOI0 KOMYHIKayieo ma
5K BOHA OONOMA2AE Nepedasamu NOGIOOMIEHHSA Ma 3ay4amu yeazy ayOumopii.
Cmammsa makodic po32nadac po3uupents CeMiOmuKY 3a MeiCi MO8U Ma 8ANCTUBICIb
BUBYEHHSA 3HAKOBUX NPOYECI Y MYIbMUMOOAIbHOMY KOHmeKcmi. Bona
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OKPeCIIO€E Pi3HI meopemudHi nioxoou ma NoHAmmsi, iKi 00NOMazaroms po3ymimu 83aemMooir
PI3HUX 8UOIE 3HAKIS.

Cemiomura Us6/ISIE CEOIO BANCIUBY POJIb Y MAPKYBAHHI MO6APIE, 0e NOEOHYIOMbC S
cnoea i 3006padicenHs OnA nepeoayi 3Hawenvb cnodcusayam. Takooic niokpecaroemvcs it
3HAYEHHs] Y CIMpame2iax MapKemuHzy ma po3yMiHHI CROJMCUBHOL NOBEOIHKIL.

KunrouoBi ciioBa: mapkysanns moeapie, cemiomuxa, MyIbmMuUMOOAIbHICb,
VNAKo8Ka Opendy, cemiomuuri MOOYCU, MyTbMUMOOALbHI MEeKCMU.
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Introduction

Multimodality is an interdisciplinary approach that assumes that communication
can take place not only with the help of natural language. Multimodality provides concepts,
methods, and criteria for collecting and analyzing visual, auditory, symbolic, and spatial
aspects of communication and society, as well as the relationships between them (Glossary).

Multimodality, a term borrowed from Kress' concept of modes (1997), refers to the
combination of different types of modes, visual, sound, written, oral, spatial, etc., in human
communication. Multimodality in advertising involves the use of different communication
modes in one advertisement. For example, print advertising uses a combination of words,
artwork, font, and color to send a message, and this mixing and matching of modalities
represents multimodality. By conveying the messages and intentions of advertisers, these
diverse but integrated modes operate interactively.

Materials and research methods

The material of the research is the texts placed on the packages (labels) of goods of
English-language iHERB brands.

The main methods of linguistic research used in this work are the method of
semantic analysis to study the semantic content of product labeling, structural elements of
product labeling, non-verbal components of product labeling; the method of semiotic analysis
to establish methods for integrating verbal and non-verbal means into the product labeling, to
clarify the function of the image, color, and means of paragraphemics in the process of
encoding and decoding information; the method of contextual analysis to study the impact of
non-linguistic factors on the specifics of brand language implementation in a certain context.

Results of the research

While semiotic ideas on the nature of signs and meaning were developed in
antiquity and the Middle Ages, a general theory of signs under the name of semiotics did not
arise before the period of modern semiotics.

The major rival to the term semiotics has been semiology. For some time, these
two terms used to be identified with the “two traditions” of semiotics (Sebeok, 1979: 63).
The linguistic tradition from Saussure to Hjelmslev and Barthes was usually defined as
semiology.

Within the framework of semiotics, scientists study signs as an integral part of the
semiotic sign system (Eco 1984), that is, the properties of signs and communicative systems
used in the process of communication are investigated. The science that studies any systems
of signs used in human communities was formed thanks to the works of the American
scientist C.S. Peirce, who proposed the name "semiotics” for it. Therefore, C. S. Peirce is
considered one of the founders of modern semiotics.

Today, semiotics is generally accepted as a synonym of semiology or a more
general term, including semiology as one of its branches. Semiotics deals with signs and how
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they represent meaning, so it would seem in principle to be highly relevant to our research.
deals with the signification of signs in all modes of signifying” (1970: 3

Benveniste (1969: 24143; 1974: 22425) opposes the semantic and the semiotic
within general semiology (see also Malmberg, 1977: 19498 and Descombes, 1983: 14856).
One is the domain of the system; the other is the domain of the text. Semiotics studies the
sign as an element of the signifying system, “in the midst of a constellation or among an
ensemble of signs.” Here, “the sign is pure identity itself, totally foreign to all other signs, the
signifying foundation of language. [ . . .] It exists when it is recognized as signifier by all
members of a linguistic community, and when it calls forth for everyone roughly the same
associations and oppositions” (Benveniste 1969: 242).

Semioticians have not yet agreed on a general typology of signs. The problem is
only partly one of finding a common terminology. Partly it is also due to the
multidimensionality of the criteria on which typologies of signs can be based. Some
proposals for a typology of signs are an integral part of the semiotic theory of their authors.

Similar to Hjelmslev, Malmberg defines signs as those semiotic entities that are
produced intentionally and are based on a system of double articulation (1977: 21). But in
contradistinction to Hjelmslev, Malmberg opposes the sign to a different concept of symbol.
To him, symbol is the general term for any semiotic entity representing something else (see
also Eco, 1984: 18). Signs are thus a class of symbols.

Linguists have come to realize that language is neither the sole nor even the
dominant sign system. Other sign systems such as gesture, images, graphics, and typography
have been in use for centuries. Yet, they were marginalized by philosophic reflection and
scientific research due to the influence of linguocentrism, the tendency of Western cultures to
privilege language and downplay other sign systems and sign types. their environment.

Semiotics has traditionally investigated texts based on sign systems and their
combined use (e.g. Saussure, 1916; Luccio, 1997; Noth, 2000). Since the various sign
systems used in multimodal texts are based on different sign types, media, and perceptual
channels, their analysis is much more complex than that of monomodal texts. Semiotics has
developed the means for describing many different aspects of these texts (an overview is
given in Posner et al. 1997-2004), including uncoded sign processes with various degrees of
intentionality (Posner, 1993).

In the last years, multimodal research has searched for new answers to this
challenge. Currently, multimodality is investigating a range of theoretical approaches that
concentrate on different aspects, problems, and text types, such as social semiotics (Hodge &
Kress, 1988; Kress & van Leeuwen, 1996), multimodal discourse analysis (cf. Kress & van
Leeuwen, 2001; O’Halloran, 2004; Royce & Bowcher, 2007; Bateman, 2011; Jewitt 2009,
2014), mediated discourse analysis (Scollon, 2001; Norris, 2004; Norris & Maier ,2014),
multimodal film analysis (Bateman & Schmidt, 2011; Piazza et al., 2011; Wildfeuer, 2012,
2014), and multimodal grammar (Fricke, 2012, 2013). In experimental psychology, the focus
lies on the relation between various perceptual modes (Calvert et al., 2004). In conversation
analysis, an approach has been developed that examines speech, gestures, facial expression,
proxemics, and eye gaze behavior as part of embodied multimodal interactions between
participants (Goodwin, 1981; Deppermann, 2010, 2014; Deppermann & Linke, 2014).

As a result, the socio-semiotic concept of multimodality deals with the ways in
which the parties usually use it in their communication: visual, verbal, tactile, auditory, and
olfactory. Thus, these methods interact and jointly form a complete message (Kress, 2003:
36; Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001: 30-33). Kress defines multimodality as socially formed
semiotic resources for the forming meaning (Kress, 2010: 79), which describes multichannel
execution even in the simple act of ubiquitous conversation.

Before embarking on an investigation of intermodality, one basic terminological
distinction should be made. There are two different meanings of “mode” that are currently in
use:

(1) Multimodal texts and artifacts combine the use of various semiotic resources
such as language, images, gestures, typography, graphics, icons, or sound. Used in this sense,
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mode corresponds closely to the more traditional semiotic notions of “code” or “sign
system”. Common misunderstandings about these terms should be avoided: sign systems are
not simply sets of expression-meaning pairings. Such an understanding would be a grave
misrepresentation of Saussure’s terminology, which stresses the fact that signifier and
signified are substances only formed by the respective other dimensions. A sign system is
rather a set of resources that often belong to a specific sign type and for which combination
or application rules exist.

(2) Semiotic resources are transmitted via different perceptual modes (= sensory
modes), namely visual, auditory, haptic, olfactory, and gustatory perception.

For multimodal research, understanding how semiotic resources work together in
multimodal texts is of central importance. Although several approaches for describing and
annotating relations between modes have been developed (Schriver, 1997; Royce, 1998;
Oviatt, 1999; Marsh & White, 2003; Martinec & Salway, 2005; Baldry & Thibault, 2006; Liu
& O’Halloran, 2009; O’Halloran & Smith, 2011; Bateman, 2011, 2014), the mechanisms that
underlie various types of relations between semiotic resources are still insufficiently
explained. Current multimodal analyses often proceed either by concentrating on the separate
semiotic resources or by assuming that meaning is produced by all modes together; the latter
approach allows the analyst to focus on modes at will when explaining the overall meaning.
Furthermore, interactions between expressions are often disregarded entirely.

In multimodal research, semiotic effects limited to one semiotic resource are
sometimes called “intrasemiosis”, whereas relations between modes are termed
“intersemiosis” or “intermodality” (cf. Forceville & Urios-Aparisi, 2009; Wildfeuer, 2012,
2013).

A whole range of effects can be created by the interplay of semiotic resources,
from general relations such as Similarity or Contrast, to more complex cases where the
expression, meaning, or style of various modes interact.

Despite the original application of texture in language, as van Leeuwen (2000:
179) advocates, ‘semiotics should play off different semiotic modes against each other’. On
the basic assumption of language as a social semiotic device (Halliday, 1978), it seems
appropriate to employ Inter-semiotic Texture to identify the essential property of a multi-
semiotic text. Following the definition of its linguistic counterpart (Hasan, 1985: 70-72),
Inter-semiotic Texture refers to a matter of semantic relations between different modalities
realized through Inter-semiotic Cohesive Devices in multimodal discourse. It is the crucial
attribute of multi-semiotic texts that create an integration of words and pictures rather than a
mere linkage between the two modes.

Forceville (1996: 73) suggests that images can anchor written text as well as vice
versa and that the lines between anchoring and relaying are blurred. Furthermore, since more
than two modes can interact in the formation of meaning, the concepts of anchoring and
relaying deserve to be extended beyond word-image connections.

Kress and van Leeuwen (2006: 177) suggest three principles of composition:
Information Value, Salience and Framing, which apply not just to single pictures, but also to
multi-semiotic texts.

According to the teachings of F. de Saussure, language is a system of signs that
expresses ideas, is a clearly defined object in a heterogeneous mass of speech facts, and can
function in a limited segment of the speech chain, where images are connected with
meanings. In his dual model of the sign, the scientist defined the sign as an interaction
between the form chosen by the sign (signifier) and the meaning (signified). In language as a
system of signs, their union, where both sides are psychological, is important (Saussure,
1986: 14-15).

Any system of signs consisting of a sign and a meaning is a semiotic or sign
system. Each time we compose a secret code or a set of signals, our own notation system is
created (Das, 2006: 8-9). According to C. Peirce, a “sign” is something that carries meaning
for someone. The scientist believes that from the perspective of pragmatics, nothing is a sign
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until it is used as such and interpreted by thinking and addressed to a certain consciousness
(Pierce, 1998: 5).

A sign is a set of defined relationships between the three elements of “Pierce's
triangle” (Cobley, 2001: 21). What is usually a sign in the everyday sense, C. Peirce calls a
sign means (representamen). The sign method is that which interacts with its object, the
second component of the sign. The third component of the sign is the interpretant, the
method of conveying meaning or the effect of semiosis. In this context, the interpretant can
be understood as the effect of the sign on the mind or on anything that acts as a mind, what
Peirce calls the quasi-mind. The interpreter acts as a mediator between the sign and the
object, strengthening the relationship between them, while in this way being in a relationship
with them (Cobley, 2001: 28).

Semiotic analysis is an approach to the study of signs that exist in various forms:
words, sounds, pictures, objects, gestures, smells, aromas, actions, etc.  Semiotics
investigates the meaning of signs, their use, and the formation of sign meanings both at the
level of a single sign and at the level of sign systems. This is a qualitative approach to the
study of the content of visual and/or verbal language, which helps to identify, understand,
and interpret the main features, their interaction, and their systems as a process of creating
meaning (Urboniene, 2016: 25).

Continuing the traditions of C. Peirce and F. de Saussure, C. Morris proved that
the sign functions and is described in three dimensions (Morris, 1970). We consider it
relevant to study the goods labeling in the following aspects:

1) Semantic (“sign - object”) - the connection of a sign with its meaning.
Semantics is the study of the relationship between words and their meanings, or designations
of things. The main issue of semantics is the meaning of words and other signs (Littlejohn,
2009: 585). We consider it expedient to conduct a structural and semantic analysis of the
labeling (the sign “means” or “denotes™) and determine what each of its elements means.

2) Syntactic (“sign - sign”) - the interaction of signs within the labeling. The
syntax is the study of relationships between signs, which in language means an emphasis on
how sounds, words, and language structures are organized into larger semantic segments
(Littlejohn, 2009: 586). Since labeling combines signs of different semiotic origins: verbal
and non-verbal, it is important to investigate the convergence of marking elements (the sign
“implies”);

3) Pragmatic (“sign - interpreter”) - the interaction of signs and the interpreter -
the value of the sign from the point of view of the interpreter (the sign “expresses”) (Morris,
1970: 5-6). Morris's third category, pragmatics, goes beyond meaning to examine how
language is used in human interaction. Pragmatics examines the higher levels of meaning:
not only the meaning of words and sentences but also the intentions and goals that are the
basis of the message and the attributes that are assigned to the intentions of others (Littlejohn,
2009: 586). It is necessary to investigate the functioning of goods labeling, that is, its
pragmatics in various communicative situations.

Residing in academic research, mainly in disciplines such as linguistics, media
studies, and sociology, the application of semiotics is taking off in the commercial world and
providing enormous value in the area of brand packaging. More and more, the use of
semiotics research is penetrating the sphere of packaging design, thus giving brands a
tremendous head start in communicating their values, personality, and brand positioning to
the market.

Consumers intuitively read and respond to the codes contained in brand
communication, especially in brand packaging.

Understanding these semiotic codes and patterns of change does more than provide
interesting historical dimensions. The codes create confident foundations for product labeling
to be relevant, contemporary, and, above all else, appealing to consumers. By considering
semiotics, a brand has a greater ability to pitch its labeling execution at exactly the right
angle for consumers to read the desired message. For example, in this picture, we can easily
read who these vitamins are intended for (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1 Nature’s Way Alive! Kids chewable multivitamin

Semiotics provides the framework for understanding the meanings and
interpretations of signs and symbols within visuals, while visuals act as signs themselves,
conveying messages and eliciting responses from viewers. By understanding and embracing
this symbiotic relationship, visual communicators can create impactful and ethical visual
messages that effectively engage audiences. Visual communication, on the other hand, refers
to the use of visual elements such as images, colors, typography, and layout to convey
information, ideas, and messages. It is a powerful tool that transcends language barriers and
appeals to our visual senses.

The symbiotic relationship between semiotics and visual communication lies in
their interconnectedness and mutual influence. Semiotics provides the theoretical framework
for understanding the signs and symbols that are present in visual communication, while
visual communication relies on semiotic principles to effectively convey meaning.

Despite not being able to offer us a movie or taste experience, packaging can do an
amazing job of sealing the deal, by creating strong associations with something deep in our

emotional memory.

(Fig. 2).

's SMARTY
; pnnrsg

Fig. 2 Smarty Pants Organlcs Kids Formula
Barth (1997: 32-51) anticipated the study of multimodality when he argued that a
written text in a static discourse of words and images either draws attention to aspects of
meaning that, although perhaps latently, are already present in the image it accompanies (that
is, language anchors the image); or it represents information that complements the
dimensions of meaning in the image (that is, the language conveys the image). In this picture,
the language conveys the image (Fig. 3).

KENATAL ‘

MUlTlVITAM]

e T

Fig. 3 Naturelo Prenatal multivitamin
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Product labeling can be considered a multimodal text because it consists of
different elements such as text, graphics, symbols, colors, and other visual elements that
interact with each other and between users. Goods labeling may include information on
product name, manufacturer, composition, production date, expiration date, country of origin,
and other important data that help the user make an informed choice when purchasing
products. Marking can contain three elements: text, picture, and conventional designations or
information signs. These constituent elements differ in the ratio and degree of availability of
product information, the breadth of distribution, and various functions (Lukianova, 2022:
119).

The interest in semiotics is now spreading among brand developers, designers,
advertisers, and packaging experts, making it worthwhile to take a closer look at what the
semiotics research approach is all about.

All levels of language organization - from word to text - mark fragments of real
reality, i.e. perform a semiotic function. The verbal component, which is a set of elements,
should be studied under the semiotic function that the element performs in marking. Product
labeling consists of signs of different semiotic systems: verbal and visual, which are equal
elements of the text (Kovalchuk, 2015: 50).

The use of a functional-semantic approach to the study of the labeling text makes
it possible to identify structures consisting of sentences in the form of description and
narrative, which are built on a logical and semantic-grammatical basis.

If we take into account the volume of information that a person constantly
receives, then the visual channel becomes the main one. The most important task of visual
aids is to attract attention. It is considered an effective way to single out one element among
others by any feature.

Visual means attract attention also because for people visual information is much
more important for the perception of space than auditory or olfactory. What is important
about visual structures is that they are more universal in nature than natural language
statements, and therefore can be widely applied everywhere.

That is why the visual channel is so intensively exploited in advertising and when
creating packaging. The structure of each goods labeling as an advertising message is
created by certain combinations and transpositions of verbal and non-verbal components,
their location relative to each other, and the possibility of passing this or that component. The
semiotics of goods labeling involves a rigorous examination of signs, their meanings, and
their effects on consumers. Researchers use various theoretical frameworks and methods to
analyze how goods labels communicate information, create associations, and impact
consumer behavior.

Semiotics, a field of study that focuses on how symbols and signs are used to
communicate, has traditionally been associated with academic research in areas such as
linguistics, media studies, and sociology. However, in recent times, the commercial world
has realized the value of semiotics and its application in the area of brand packaging. By
conducting semiotic research and incorporating its findings in packaging design, brands can
effectively communicate their values, personality, and positioning to the market.

Conclusions

Product labeling is a unique system of signs that interact with each other and
create a creative product — a “semiotic hybrid” of multimodal means. These tools can be
verbal and non-verbal, and their use in product labeling requires new approaches and vectors
of analysis of traditional linguistic concepts and phenomena that have undergone
modifications in the information age.

Semiotics provides a toolkit for utilizing signs and symbols in terms of pack
format (shape, size, texture), color, labeling, and copy. It can also help determine what
enhances or detracts from the emergent expressions of a particular trait or ingredient and how
this links back to what is emerging in society.
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