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KOMITBFOTEPHO-OITIOCPEAOBAHHBIN AVICKYPC
KAK TEPMVH 1 PEYEBAS AEATEABHOCTD

A. A. BAPKOBHY"

YBenopyccruii 2ocydapemeenuuiii yuusepcumem, np. Hezagucumocmu, 4, 220030, 2. Munck, Benapyce

Annomayusn. TepMUH «IUCKYpC» UMEET IIMPOKHUH CHEKTp nepecekaromuxcs 3HaueHUi. OH aKkTyalleH He TOJBKO
B JIMHT'BHCTHKE, COIMOJIOTHH U Griiocodun, HO U B HHOpMATHKe, web science, KOMIBIOTEPHBIX HAyKax W APYTHX Ha-
YUHBIX «IIPUIIOKEHUSIX» KOMMYHUKAUHU. YIIOPSIOYCHIE COOTBETCTBYIONICH TEPMUHOIIOTHYECKON CHCTEMBI TpedyeT
€03/1aTh LIEIOCTHYIO KAPTUHY TAKOT'0 HEOOBATHOIO acleKTa KOMMYHUKAIIMH, KaK peueBast JesITeIbHOCTb, KOTOPBIH ¢ Tpy-
JIOM OXBaThIBAETCS] B MEKANCIUIUIMHAPHOM acliekTe. boiee Toro, qUcKypcHBHas apagurMa MOCTENEHHO prodpeTaeT
HOBYIO pe(pepeHTHYIO0 KOHIIENTYaIN3aIHIo — HH(POpMAIMOHHYT0. B cOBpeMeHHOI KOMMYHUKAaINHU NCKYCCTBEHHBIC SI3BIKN
o0ecrieynBaroT 0COObI CEMUOTHIECKUIT YPOBEHB, (POPMUPYsI, Ka3aJI0Ch Obl, CAMOIOCTATOYHBIN KOMITBIOTEPHBIN JTHCKYPC.
BeposiTHO, ero MO>KHO OBLITO OBI 1aXke HACHTH(OUIIMPOBATH KaK HCKYCCTBEHHOSI3BIKOBOI MOIMKOIOBBIN tucKypc. OHaKo,
Kak IPaBUJIO, UCKYCCTBEHHBIE SI3bIKH, SIBIISIIOTCS IUIOXO MPHCHIOCOOIEHHBIMH K KOHTEKCTYalIbHOM CEMaHTHKE €CTECTBEHHOTO
sI3bIKa, HEe 001aJal0T MTOTHOIEHHBIM HA0OPOM KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIX CPE/ICTB, YTO MOATBEPKAACTCS, HAPUMED, TPAKTHKON
MalIMHHOTO TiepeBosia. Bmecte ¢ TeM 0a30BbIi ceMHOTHYECKUI YPOBEHb — IBOMYHOE KOANPOBAHNE — CaM Mo cede He TpaHC-
JIMpYeT HUKAaKOH CEeMaHTHKU, KpOME OIO3UIIMOHHON. HemManoBa)KHO U TO, UTO JUIsi KOMITBIOTEPa HEOOXOJMMO CO3/1aBaTh
Bce Oosbliiee KOJNUYECTBO UCKYCCTBEHHBIX A3BIKOB — HOCUTEINEH CEMaHTHKH €CTECTBEHHOTO SI3bIKa, B YACTHOCTH, IS
MHTEPIPETANN ABOMIHOTO KOIMPOBaHNUS. B KOHIIE KOHIIOB Ha TOM MJIM HHOM 3Talle IOTIOHUTENbHbIE CEMIOTHYCCKIE HH-
Tep¢elichl HAUMHAIOT NCKA)KaTh CEMaHTHKY €CTECTBEHHBIX SI3BIKOB, KOTOPYIO OHH N3HAYAILHO OBIIIM PU3BAHbI IIEPE/1aBaTh.
Kpowme Toro, cymiecTByeT ele oHa npodiemMa — OTCYTCTBUE MOJTHOH KOAN(DHUKAUHE PEYeBON TIPAKTUKU, KOMMYHHKAIN
m000r0 posa. JTa 3HAYMTENbHAS JIMHIBUCTHUECKAs MPOOIEMa CIIyKHT MOIIHBIM CTUMYIIOM Ul pa3BUTUS «MH(pOpMa-
IIMOHHOCTNY MeTaonucannid. MH(opMarmoHHbIH S3bIK, €CITN €T0 H300pETyT, TODKEH OyJeT TPaHCIUPOBaTh OTPOMHBIN
00bEM CeMaHTHKH €CTECTBEHHOTO SI3bIKA, MCIIOIb3Ys OTPAaHUUCHHBIE HHTEPIIPETAMOHHBIE BOSMOKHOCTH KOMITBIOTEPA.
W3ydeHue peueBoii MpakTHKH, OMIOCPET0BAHHON KOMITBIOTEpaMH, TpeOyeT 0co00ro BHUMAHHUSI K €€ COOTBETCTBYIOLICH Tep-
MHUHOJIOTHYECKON M KOHIIENTyalbHOW HHTepHpeTanuy. C TOUKH 3pEHUs TMHIBUCTHKU «KOMITBIOTEPHO-0IIOCPEI0BaHHBIN
JMCKYPC» — TEPMHUH, KOTOPBIH BITOJHE MOAXOIHT Ul METAONNCAHUS 0COOCHHOCTEH KOMMYHHUKAIIUH, OCYIIECTBISIEMON
B MHTEPHETE ¥ aBTOHOMHBIX KOMITBIOTEPHBIX CHCTEMaX. TakuM 00pa3oM, KOMITBIOTEPHO-0IIOCPEIOBAHHBIN TUCKYPC — 3TO
pedeBast JeITeIbHOCTh B KOMMYHHKAIMH, OTIOCPEIOBAaHHOM KOMITbIoTepamMHu. JlaHHast HOMHHAIus Ooiee KOPPEKTHa, YeM,
HarpuMep, CJI0BOCOUETAHUSI «HCKYCCTBEHHOS3BIKOBOM JAUCKYPC» U «KOMIIBIOTEPHBIM AUCKypc». Kak MUHHMYM ee Huc-
MIOJTb30BAHUE COOTBETCTBYET MEXIUCIUILIMHAPHOCTH 0003HAYaeMOT0 CUTHU(HKATA.

Kniouegvie cnosa: KOMIBIOTEPHO-OMIOCPEAOBAHHBIN JTUCKYPC; MEXIUCIUIIMHAPHOCTD; TEPMHUH; peueBast ACATEIb-
HOCTB; HH(OpMAIHSL.
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KAMIT'IOTAPHA-AIIACPOAKABAHBI ABICKYPC
AK TOPMIH I MAYAEHYASA ASEMHACIIDb

A. A. BAPKOBIY"

“Benapycxi 03spocaynvl yuisepcimam, np. Hezanexcnacyi, 4, 220030, 2. Minck, benapyco

Anamaypis. TopMiH «IBICKYpC» Mae IIBIPOKi CHEKTP 3HAYIHHAY, AKis Mepacskarola. FH akTyalbHbl He TObKi
¥ JHTBICTHILBL, canbiswIorii 1 (inacodii, ane 1 y iHpapMaThIlbl, web science, KaMIl IOTAPHBIX HaBYKaX 1 IHIIBIX HaBY-
KOBBIX «JTa/laTKax» KaMyHiKallpli. YIIapaJKaBaHHE ajlaBelHail TopMiHaIariqHai cictaMbl maTpadye CTBaphIllb [IACHYIO
KaplLiHy Takora HeaOCsDKHAra acriekTy KaMmyHiKalbli, SIK MayJeH4as J3eHHacIb, IITO 3 ISDKKACIIO Majaciia axoy
¥ MDKIBICIBITUTIHAPHBIM acTieKIie. bombI 3a Toe, NBICKypCiyHas mapaapirMa ImacTymnoBa HaObsIBae HOBYIO P3(pepIHTHYIO
KaHIPITyali3amnbo — iHGapMansliiHyto. Y cydacHail KaMyHIKaIbli acaOiiBbl CEMISTHIUHBI Y3pOBEHB 3a05CIIEYBAIOb
HITYYHBISI MOBBI, (hapMipyroubl, 31aBajacst 0, caMaaacTaTKOBbI KaMIl IOTapHbI JIBICKypC. MardybimMa, sro MokHa ObL1o O
HaBaT i7PHTHI(IKaBalb I BEI3HAYBIb K [TYYHAMOYHBI TONIKOJIABBI ABICKYPC. AJHAK, K MPaBiJia, ITYYHBISI MOBBI
3’SIYISIIOIIA IPIHHA MIPhICTACaBaHBIMI JIa KAHTIKCTYaIbHANl CEMaHTBIKI HAaTypajbHail MOBBI, HE Marollb IayHaBapTac-
Hara HabOpy KaMyHIKaTBIYHBIX CPOJIKaY, IITO TABAPKACIA, HAPBIKIIA/, TPAKThIKail MalIbIHHAra nepakiany. Pasam
3 THIM 0a3aBbl CEMIiATBIYHBI ¥3pOBEHb — OiHApHAe KaJ3ipaBaHHE — yJlacHa He TPaHCIipye HisKall CEeMaHTHIKI, akpaMms
amnasinerifHail. HemamaBakna i Toe, IITO I KaMIT foTapa HeaOXoaHa cTBapaib Y€ OOJbII MTYYHBIX MOY — HOChOITay
CEMaHTBIKI HaTypaJlbHAil MOBBI, y IPBIBATHACII, U IHTIPIPATalbli OiHapHAra Kaj3ipaBaHHs. Y pAIIIE PIIIT HA THIM I
IHIIBIM DTarle J1a1aTKOBBIS CEMISITBIUHBISL IHTIP(EHChl MauyblHAIOIb CKaXKallb CEMaHTBIKY HAaTypPaIbHBIX MOY, SIKYIO STHBI
TIepIIanagaTkoBa ObLTI 3aKTiKaHbI TiepagaBallb. AKpaMs Taro, icCHye sIrdd ajHa rmpadiiemMa — aJICyTHACIIh TOYHAN KaabI]i-
Kalpli MaylneH4al MpakThIKi, KaMyHIKalpll Jiio0ora poxy. I'aTa icToTHAs JIIHTBICTBIUHAS MTPadieMa CITyXKbIIb MaryTHBIM
CTBIMYJIaM ISl Pa3Bills «iH(papMaIpIitHacii» MeTaamicanusay. [Hpapmanpiinas MoBa, Kaii ssHa Oya3e BRIHAKWI3EHA, Ta-
BiHHa Oy/3e TpaHcIipaBalb BellizapHbl a0’éM CeMaHTBIKI HaTypajibHall MOBBI, BEIKAPBICTOYBAIOUEl aOMEKaBaHbIsI IHTIP-
NPATALBIHHBI MardbIMacili KamIl 1otapa. BeIByusHHe MayneH4Yal MpakThIKi, anacpojkaBaHai kamI oTapami, narpadye
acaOiBaii yBari Aa sie aaaBeJHall TOpMiHANATi9HAN 1| KaHIPOTYaTIbHAH IHTIPIPATALEI. 3 MYHKTY IJIe/PKaHHS JTiHTBICTHIK]
«KaMIT 10TapHa-anacpoAKaBaHbl JILICKYPCY — TIPMIH, sIKI aJIKaM Ma/IbIX0A311b U1 MeTaarlicanHs acabiiBaclieil KamyHika-
IIBI1, IITO KBIILAYIISCINA ¥ IHTIPHAIIE 1 Ay TAHOMHBIX KaMII I0TapHBIX cicTaMax. TakiM gblHAM, KaMIT FOTapHAa-amacpos-
KaBaHBI ABICKYPC — I'9Ta MayyieH4as A3eiHacllb Y KaMyHIKaI[bli, aracpojikaBaHai Kkamm 1oTapami. Jlanzenas HaMiHanbIs
OOJIBII KAPAKTHAS, YbIM, HAIIPBIKIIAJ, CIIOBA3IYUYIHHI «ILITYUYHAMOYHBI IBICKYPCY 1 «KaMIT I0TapHBI ABICKYPCY. SIK MiHIMYM
sic BEIKAPBICTAHHE a/IIaBsAAae MUIKIBICIBITUTIHAPHACII CirHidikara, mTo ssHa aba3HadaHae.

Kntouaewia cosp: kamir’ OTapHA-ANACPOKABAHBI ABICKYPC; MDKIBICLBIILITIHAPHACLD; TOPMIH; MayleHYast 13eHHACIb;
iH(papmMarpLs.

COMPUTER-MEDIATED DISCOURSE
AS A TERM AND SPEECH ACTIVITY

A. A. BARKOVICH*

*Belarusian State University, 4 Niezaliezhnasci Avenue, Minsk 220030, Belarus

Abstract. The term «discourse» has a wide set of overlapping meanings. One way or another, discourse is relevant not
only in linguistics, sociology and philosophy, but also in informatics, web science, computer science and other scientific
«applications» of communication. The adjustment of related term system demands the creation of a holistic picture of
such an intangible aspect of communication as speech activity, intangible in the interdisciplinary sense, too. Moreover,
the discursive paradigm absorbs step by step new appropriate conceptualisation — the informational one. In current com-
munication a distinctive semiotic level is provided with artificial languages, forming a seemingly self-acting computer
discourse. There even could be a reason to identify and describe it as artificial polycode discourse. But, generally, arti-
ficial languages — ill-fitted for the contextual semantics of natural language — do not have a full-featured set of commu-
nicational tools, as evidenced, for example, in machine translation practice. With that, the basic semiotic level — binary
coding — does not represent any meaningful semantics beside the oppositional one. A computer initially needs more
and more established artificial languages as mediums of natural-language semantics for binary coding, particularly. Final-
ly, additional semiotic interfaces begin to ignore the semantics of the natural languages in which they have initially as-
sisted. Then, there is another problem: the lack of the complete codification of speech practice, in communication of
any kind. This is a general linguistic problem, which is a strong motive for the development of the «informationality»
of meta-descriptions. Informational language, if invented, needs to adopt huge amounts of natural-language semantics
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via the low interpretational capacities of computer. In the meantime, the study of speech practice, mediated by compu-
ters, requires special attention to the appropriate terminological and conceptual interpretation. From the point of view of
linguistics, «computer-mediated discourse» is quite correct term for characteristics of communication that occurs on the
Internet and on separate computing devices. So, computer-mediated discourse is a speech activity in the communication
mediated by computers. It is more precise than artificial-language discourse and computer discourse, for example. At least,
it preserves the interdisciplinary nature of the denoted significate.

Keywords: computer-mediated discourse; interdisciplinarity; term; speech activity; information.

Introduction

On the one hand, computer-mediated discourse is characterised by the high precision and statistical accu-
racy of inherent linguistic methodology. And at the first glance computer-mediated speech is more transparent
and structured for scientific exploration than traditional speech. The interdisciplinary and linguoinformational
integrity of this new kind of communication contributes to the creation of meta-descriptions, which could
hardly be realised within traditional paradigmatics. Moreover, relevant metadiscorse is more sophisticated and
hyper-scaled and considers a wide range of intra- and extralinguistic dimensions [1]. On the other hand, there is
aneed for a clear terminological definiteness of the relevant problem domain and its transparency in the context
of already established views on speech activity.

Materials and methods

From the cognitive aspect, computer-mediated discourse as an object is a communication phenomenon with
an active character, human subjectivity and computer mediation of interaction. The functional dependence
of contemporary speech activity on computers has led to many attempts to outline computer-dependent dis-
course. Of course, this discourse relies on the computerised communicational environment. Thus, the imagery
of the related environment is many-sided: Internet discourse, electronic discourse, network discourse, virtual
discourse, and so on are identified as well as computer discourse [2—4]. In the meantime, up to now there has
been no certainty about the indicative properties of computer-conditioned discourse. No doubt, computer at-
tribution is the most recognisable among them. However, how, after all, can the use of discourse’s current format
be justified in the denotative-significative aspect?

The disambiguation of the theoretical meta-description of computer-mediated discourse is not caused by a va-
cuum of knowledge but rather by its phenomenological indeterminacy. With that, the study of computer-mediated
discourse just like the study of any new phenomenon is technologically dependent and methodologically sensitive.
Related speech activity proves that there are many systematically unsolved issues. When a scientific object is
under-explored systematically, it clearly means there is a methodological lack. At the same time, while there
is often no reason to improve existing landmarks, there is a good reason to enforce new disciplinarity. It looks
as if computer-mediated discourse, as a new problem domain, can inspire radically changing a character of
existing research instrumentality [5]. Thus, computer-mediated discourse is too innovative to suit traditional
linguistics and, simultaneously, too language- and speech-conditioned to seek something outside linguistics.
With that, computer-mediated discourse is mediated by a technical instrumentality that is principally different
from traditional linguistic paradigms — the computer. Such methodological preconditions mean the synthesis of
anew interdisciplinary apparatus. Probably, all new knowledge is, at least initially, interdisciplinary. Interdisci-
plinarity means combining the tools of different origins in a single research field to work as a single functional
model. The common areas of interdisciplinarity are sometimes formed by components that do not exist in
a «pure» form: one discipline modifies another in accordance with the prospects of interaction [6]. Here they
coexist syncretically, creating a new quality of linguistic methodology.

Results and discussion

Consideration of the significative nature of computer contributes to rethinking the broad referential sig-
nificance. A discursive interpretation of the use and semantisation of computer in different languages is quite
useful in this regard. It begins from a lexicographical representation of the lexeme computer on its own, its
emergence and integration into language. Thus, today’s definition is quite simple:

«1. An electronic device for storing and processing data, typically in binary form, according to instructions
given to it in a variable program.

1.1. A person who makes calculations, especially with a calculating machine»'.

'"English dictionary // Oxford dictionaries : website. URL: http://www.en.oxforddictionaries.com (date of access: 10.09.2025).
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In the English dictionary there are many monepic derivates of the word computer: computeracy, compute-
rate, computerdom, computerese, computeresque, computerist, computeritis, computerizable, computerization,
computerize, computerland, computerless, computernik, computerology, etc.” In addition, there are dozens of
more complicated derivates as well: computer age, computer-aided, computer art, computer conferencing,
computer crime, computer criminal, computer dating, etc.’ In contrast, lexeme computer is presented consider-
ably poorly in Russian dictionaries, which contradicts its wide speech relevance. With that, in T. F. Efremova’s
«The new dictionary of the Russian language. Explanatory and derivational», in Russian computer (komnsromep m.
anekmponHas evtyuciumenvras mawuna (IBM)) is not only a kind of generated concept image presented — rele-
vant for usualect (usualect is a commonly used variant of language, a meta-structural base for the development of
language variability) — but also three of its derivates: computerisation (komnsromepuszayust), computerised
(komnvromepuzosanmwiil), computer (as attributive) (komnoromepuuiii)®.

In the meantime, in English the lexeme computer, as an agent noun, appeared as long ago as 1640.
The meaning ‘a calculating machine’ (of any type) is known from 1897. The computer was considered a Tu-
ring machine from 1937. From 1945 we know the modern understanding, a ‘programmable digital electronic
computer””. In any case, the meaning ‘computing machine’, which is by far the most popular, could not have
appeared before 1946 as only in 1946 the first materialised «computer» ENIAC (electronic numerical integra-
tor and computer) was presented. The derivational activity of computer in English was fixed in the beginning
of the 1960s: computerese, computerise, computerisation, computerate, etc. The nomination computer literacy
was recorded in 1970, after which many other collocations were formed. Initially, such usage was generally
identified as slang, and only later these units found a place in dictionaries. Obviously, the notion electronic
device came into many other languages where, obviosly, it was naturalised not earlier than in the middle of
the 20" century.

But, for instance, in Russian computer expansion took place sufficiently later — in the 1990s. The phrase
electronic-counting machine (anexmponno-gviuuciumensvras mawuna) and the corresponding acronym (3BM)
were popular before — almost exclusively. In Russian the attributive electronic-counting (3nexkmponno-gvruuciu-
menvuoiil) was and still is a common analogue of computer (komnviomepnuiit), combined with variety of units
such as device, machinery, equipment, tool, facility, network, and others. But it is characteristic according to
Russian national corpus that 117 results out of 175 for the word electronic-counting (3nexmpornno-eviuuciu-
menwHoiii) from referential concordance rely mainly on the word machine (mawuna), which is engaged in the con-
notation electronic-counting machine®. At the same time, the word computer (komnsiomep) and its attributive
forms (xomnvromepnuiii (-as, -oe)) will soon undoubtedly have priority in Russian as in the majority of other
languages.

As a matter of fact, the exponent computer is not a genuine anglicism entrenched in the English language
as a preformed unit like many other gallicisms. It looks like this lexeme acquired qualities of potentialism,
occasionalism, and neologism in the French language, a loan word of English origin, in turn, for hundreds of
other languages (after 1946). However, it is obviously that in English that the word computer gained the meaning
‘machine that can be programmed to manipulate symbols’’.

In the current circumstances of language functioning, the development stages (or phases) of language inno-
vations are quite visible. For example, due to the capacities of computer-mediated communication, the creation
and development of the lexeme computer are statistically provided and very transparent: it can be tracked from
the Latin texts, which are entirely translated into electronic format — to the modern corpus collections. In Latin the
stem computar-, which provides the verbal semantics computare (to count, to sum up, to calculate), appeared
as a product of the derivational fusion of the Latin com- (together) and putare (treat), particularly. With that, the
derivate computare became a popular unit in speech practice, which fully complies with the word-formation and
inflection conditions of Latin. It looks as follows in Latin: Porrige tu Aemiliano tabulas istas: linum consideret,
signa quae impressa sunt recognoscat, consules legat, annos computet, quos sexaginta mulieri adsignabat...
lube, Maxime, consules computari: nisi fallor, inuenies nunc Pudentillae haud multo amplius quadragensimum
annum aetatis ire®.

In Russian this text looks like following: Jati-xa, nucemosooumens, Imunuary smu camvie 3anucu. nycm no-
wynaem JieH, nycms nposepum COXpaHHoCmy nevamel, yCms npovumaem umeHa KOHCY106 U nycms nonpooyem

jEnglish dictionary // Oxford dictionaries : website. URL: http://www.en.oxforddictionaries.com (date of access: 10.09.2025).

Ibid.

*Efiremova T. F. The new dictionary of the Russian language. Explanatory and derivational. Mosc. : Russkii yazyk, 2000. 2 vol. (in Russ.).

*Online etimology dictionary. URL: http://www.etymonline.com (date of access: 10.09.2025).

°Russian national corpus [Electronic resourse]. URL: http://www.ruscorpora.ru (date of access: 10.09.2025) (in Russ.).

"Free online dictionary computing. URL: http://www.foldoc.org (date of access: 10.09.2025).

$Apoleius. Antology // The Latin library : website. URL: https://www.thelatinlibrary.com/apuleius/apuleius.apol.shtml (date of ac-
cess: 10.09.2025).
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BLIUUCTUMD, KAK Jice IMO Y He2o 8biuino, umo [lyoenmunne uiecmvoecsam nem... Bom menepo eenu, Maxcum,
nepecuumams KOHCY108, U mbl OOHAPYICULUb, eClu 1 He owubarocs, umo Tlyoenmuinne cetivac uyms Oonbuie
copoxa’.

The semantics of the Latin forms computet and computari are very close to the English equivalents count up
and to order the number as well as the Russian analogues swiuucrums and nepecuumama.

In the Perseus digital library, the verb paradigm computare is represented by 24 forms'’. There is a strong
reason to believe that such usage of lemmata as computare was presented in Latin in its entirety.

Thus, the significance of the word computer in discourse was and is quite transparent, but its stereotype of
attribution in the modern language is ambiguous: its denotative opportunities expand literally every day. With
that, even engineers are scarcely able to explain where the computer specificity of reality begins and how far
it extends: computer technology is thoroughly ingrained in everyday life.

In the metalinguistic aspect it is necessary to note a couple of important points here.

Firstly, if discourse is a speech activity, is it possible to recognise the computer as a subject of communica-
tion with its own identity and consciousness? Consequently, is it possible to call this discourse computer dis-
course? As artificial intelligence modern computer conceptualisation is not yet established, despite numerous
references to it in the scientific and non-scientific debates (and it is unclear whether it will ever be created).
Therefore, it is too early to talk about computer subjectivity in communication. Thus, computer discourse is
a kind of admissible and beautiful metaphor but only in human communication. From this point of view, com-
puter discourse is a human speech activity in computer format, where it is generated as artificial-language prac-
tice and only where it is localised. So, it is obvious that in the context of computer-mediated communication
functionality, the word computer can be recognised neither as a ‘person of communication’ nor as an ‘agent of
discourse’.

At the same time, the interpretation of computer-mediated discourse as equiform is too simplistic. Naturally,
any discourse is perceived as well as produced by the human sensory organs. However, there are enough
«sensitive» dissimilarities between computer «digital» and computerised «analogue» kinds of communica-
tion with computer «participation». The fundamental difference between such digital and analogue types of
content transmission is the way of content pre-producing and post-perceiving: analogue communication in-
teraction is parallelly provided with human senses and the human mind; digital communicational interaction
is predominantly provided with the human mind. Therefore, analogue transmitting uses open channels of
direct (intuitive) human mentality and — even if mediated by computer — operates signals of a wide spectrum.
Digital transmitting uses channels of indirect (algorithmic) human mentality and operates signals of a narrow
spectrum. Finally, the human mental interface operates digital datum worse than analogue — and much worse
than biological signals, perceived in the same way as they were produced. Without computer «participationy,
in the biological type of content transmission, the human senses and the human mind work together like
Swiss watches. In computer-mediated communication we are trying to duplicate the biological mechanism
but with no luck yet. If the communication reality remains the same, our descendants will succeed where we
have failed with digital communication. With that, of course, the mechanical (computer) adjustment of our
abilities is more desirable so, one way or another, the subjects of discourse are still humans and this discourse
is just computer-mediated.

Secondly, if the computer is not the subject of communication but just a tool, is it possible to call the discourse
an activity for creating programme texts a single relevancy for today’s «computer» type of communicational
productivity? There are no contradictions: the computer, once it is turned on, is able to generate and receive
texts (created by humans). But in such a case, of course, only the texts of the programme («instruction tables»)
could be considered computer discourse.

Famous British mathematician A. M. Turing wrote that «...constructing instruction tables is usually de-
scribed as “programming”. To “program a machine to carry out the operation A” means to put the appropriate
instruction table into the machine so that it will do A» [7, p. 34].

In the meantime, what kind of material the texts created by people for the «Chinese room» [8] and encoded
via the statistical model consist of ? It is a particular sort of language — artificial. With that, the semiotic identity
of human texts in computer-mediated communication is complicated: they are additionally mediated. Basic
semiotic systems in computer-mediated communication are not natural but artificial languages (their binary
code is fundamental). In the computer-mediated format, messages, created in the natural-language continuum,
are being transmitted by means of formal languages. As a result, the computer (algorithmic) «mentality» is
inconsistent with the human (heuristic, intuitive) mentality. This is the principal basis of the imperfection of
computer technology in communication.

’Apoleius. Apology, or On magic / Open text : website. URL: https://opentextnn.ru/man/apulej-lucij-apologija-ili-o-magii/ (date
of'access: 10.09.2025) (in Russ.).
"Perseus digital library. URL: http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/search (date of access: 10.09.2025).
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Computer-mediated discourse is made up of computer instrumentality discourse of various types. An es-
sential feature of computer-mediated discourse is the combination of both written and oral discourses therein.
Simultaneously, it consists of both speech practice initially created on the computer and speech practice initially
created outside the computerised communicational environment and later adapted to the computer (including
speech practice created in the pre-computer era) as it can be seen on the figure.

Oral discourse

The speech practice
initially created on the computer

The speech practice initially
created outside the computerised
communicational environment
and later adapted to computer

Written discourse

Computer-mediated discourse infrastructure
Source: [9]

Related practice is characterised by the mismatch of computer-mediated communication speech and clas-
sical metalinguistic canons even if a high level of speech compliance with the norms is achieved. This is often
not just obvious but crucial. Discourse in traditional communication is comprised of multilevel semantics and
contextual super-constructs, . g. informational or cultural dominants [10, p. 80]. Such capacities in computer-
mediated communication are limited by the discrete character of encoding and the interpretation of the data
involved, which are computer lexicographical based. Moreover, the interpretation of data is based on the formal
(artificial language) modeling of natural-language communication. Such development of models has significant
limitations. For example, in optical character recognition, the computer programme simply ignores the unknown
or, at best, insufficiently clear graphics. Therefore, related content should be carefully interpreted by human
experts for further informational generalisation, for instance.

Conclusions

Computer discourse is a nomination, which is not a term yet. Nevertheless, computer discourse has be-
come a well-known symbol entrenched in speech practice. With that, it is confidently identified by experts as
a stripped-down form of computer-mediated discourse. Computer-mediated discourse, with its phenomeno-
logical-methodological preciseness and attributive correctness, is especially relevant in this context. With that,
the scientific support of computer-mediated communication requires accurate related meta-descriptions. It attracts
great interest in the field of language functioning not only from humanities but also from technicians. Discourse
in the computerised environment is computer-dependent and computer-conditioned, but it is human-driven.
Therefore, computer-mediated discourse is a more scientifically correct term to describe the phenomenological
entity of speech activity based on the web and computing devices.

Even though the communication features of the pre-computer era have long been the subject of scientific
study, the «computer» aspect of modern discourse — in spite of a rather long, by today’s standards, history of
self-positioning in science — remains considerably under-investigated and non-integrated in the theoretical
paradigm of linguistics. The cohesion specifics of the intra-, extra-, para- and meta-linguistic identities of
computer-mediated communication create a unique discoursive quality of communication composed of an in-
novative objective side of contemporary linguistics and has a significant impact on the state of the entire science.

With that, the computer mediation of communication does not contradict the existing views on discourse
and its types but is a considerably new and very significant dimension of discourse. Apparently, it is closely tied
with written and oral discourse. The technical mediation of discourse can also be considered in context of its
comparison, for example, with non-computer television or radio mediation. However, dynamic expansion of
the computerised format, which actively mediates television and radio and changes the quality of traditional
oral and written discourse, is a domineering trend in the development of today’s speech activity.
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