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1. Introduction

Educational programs tend to be introductory wititent of
broadening knowledge at later stages, but also tendoe more
specialized in order to present students with thesibility of applying
the necessary knowledge and tools in the analysielected materials.
The following description of a course is an exanmgdlsuch an approach
where students are taught a particular choice ebrtas relating to
human communicative behavior in order to acquirevkedge and the
ability to analyze various proxemic and territorihaviors present in
the urban environment.

2. Communicative behavior of man

Due to our constitution, human beings possessrécplar set of
senses with varied specialization and sensitivatystimuli. As we are
descendants of fruit eaters and scavengers, theisigur primary sense,
followed by the auditory and olfactory. Althoughrability to recognize
shapes, textures, and temperatures is also impeedise tactile is limited
to our skin and our closest vicinity, making theudb inferior in
comparison with the previously mentioned senses. takte, finally, from
the perspective of communication, is nothing mareaconfirmation of
everything else that has already been assessetthérysenses. One could
also mention the sixth sense relating it to ounkiedge and/or education
which enable us to draw far-reaching conclusionshenbasis of tiniest
stimulus even when registered by a single sense.

When human beings are treated as a society, amungaication
between both individuals and groups is considelnedprimary focus of
an analysis, then it is necessary to mention laggws the main means
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of transmitting information. Moreover, languagedtter with other non-
linguistic behaviors functions as the unifying etrhenabling societies
to thrive and progress despite the obvious ingbibit come in sensual
contact with all members of such vast groups a®mst It seems that it
is the combination of language as the means of aomuation together
with the sight and the auditory channels of comroation at the core of
studying human communicative behavior. For thissoeait seems
appropriate to divide signs and messages presenirienvironment into
those dwelling on the sight or the auditory togetivéh references to
language. In result one receives: visual non-vetbalmunication, non-
verbal non-visual communication, verbal non-nomualscommunication,
and visual verbal communication (For a variety @hsons, “verbal” is
preferred to “linguistic’ as there are numerous -finguistic verbal

behaviors that otherwise could not be includedhefollowing analysis).

2.1 Channels of communication

2.1.1. Visual non-verbal communication

The first of dominant channels of communicatiomsists of those
signals, signs, and messages which are perceivéloelsight and which
lack the verbal (and linguistic) element. If faceféice interactions are
taken into account, one could list all the visuddamacteristics of
interlocutors: their body language, posture, comtin, clothing, jewels
and other elements signifying status or identigalth indicators, etc. In
accordance with the proverb “one picture is wortthausand words”,
a glimpse at a person gives off (to refer to E@wffman’s terminology)
a significant number of signs that can become nmegnli to a skilled
reader.

There is, however, another facet to visual norb&ecommunication
when it is not the other human being at the cewitene's focus but signs
left by them. Urban environment is a cornucopissiginals, signs, and
messages which are visual in nature and are nadbes verbal or
linguistic communication. From obvious lines onests, to post boxes
attached to walls, to whole buildings, and arrangetiof city districts,
all elements of our surrounding within cities seéon communicate
a plethora of meanings.
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2.1.2. Non-verbal non-visual communication

Non-verbal non-visual communication type of comiation is
usually noticed while traveling across a foreigruriny in connection
with a language barrier. The multitude of soundssent in cities is
amazing, however, they usually can be limited tst ja scant group
produced by machines, tools, and vehicles. From piespective of
communicative behavior of man, this type of commaton seems to be
of little interest as only a selection of soundsated by, e.g., a man
mowing his lawn or a youth starting his motorbikan be connected to
people. Usually the only relation that can be foumdhat of status or
physical work indicated by sounds. There is alstaidy impressive
group of olfactory signs present at particular ptadimes, or in relation
to people, but as mentioned above, these are poogiinguistic, and
are of little interest in the presented analysis.

2.1.3. Verbal non-visual communication

Typically approached as the most important, thioden of
communication is usually concentrated around laggudt would be
highly difficult to claim that it is not our dailyoutine to chat and
converse, discuss and argue, that constitutes ali@ art of verbal non-
visual communication. Nevertheless, there is atantial undertone the
non-linguistic verbal signs may give to linguistieessages. Depending
on the tone and voice qualities, the extralingaigtiement of speech
enables to judge if the utterance is ironic or rfat,is an attempted lie or
just boasting. Moreover, one can fairly accuratghnpoint the
interlocutor's age, sex, health, and size, togeth#r some hints about
such remote issues as profession, e.g., in capaeasts or newsreaders.
Although this type of communication does not seenbé central to
inter-human exchanges, it focuses attention oniqodat attitudes and
prepares ground for further interactions.

2.1.4. Visual verbal communication

In practice, when urban environment is taken iatcount, visual
verbal communication seems to be of primary impm#a The sheer
amount of signs and messages posted on our saedton building
facades makes the previous modes of communicatfosecondary
importance. When standing on a street it is impfbssio discern
individual talks around us, the auditory and olfagtprovide us with the
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background understanding of our surrounding, ansl the omnipresent
notes at lampposts, bus stops and shop windows atetinstantly
recognized and that can be read and analyzed witdmudelay most of
the time.

In addition, there is a vast number of signs tisatally are unnoticed,
that are transparent to the majority of passersthgse are the signs left
by and for various municipal institutions and seevhen who maintain
the urban environment for us. There are also digitdy various non-
municipal institutions, industries and commercialtegprises directed
towards their employees — again most of those estice transparent and
unnoticed by those who are not intended addressfesgch messages.
Finally, there is a large group of previously men&d non-verbal visual
messages which can easily be transformed intacpkatiutterances or that
even have specific optional verbal equivalentssdime extent these could
be treated as semi-verbal visual signs in urbair@mwent. In general, it
is all those signs together, creating an amalgarmate conglomerate,
that comprise the largest group of urban signs.

The division of various types of communicationeoffid above also
deals with the evolution of human communication. fAs as we can
envisage it, at the beginning, early humans comoatied using grunts
and gestures, so the verbal and the visual witlistnbng) linguistic
undertones were at the centre of communicative ebemge. Later, when
language developed, the creation of complicatesl ;iebeliefs and their
dissemination became possible. Next, when scrigt wged for the first
time, and later, when print became widespread, aubdcnotice a return
to the visual without loosing the primacy of theduistic element.
Finally, in modern times, our cities give off a noen of signs referring to
us as society, institutions, and individuals. Tikiachieved by a collection
of signs, primarily visual and verbal in their nauwith some non-verbal
elements inherited from the beginnings of human roamcative
behavior. In addition, there is the whole sphererdine communication
which again is primarily visual and linguistic.

2.2 Constitutive elements of signs

Students should acquire in depth knowledge ofouaritheories of
signs and semiotics at the same time. Howevenddkiat part of the course
for granted, it is more appropriate to concentitaéee on a particular
method of reading urban signs. As already mentiigaials, signs, and
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messages can be transmitted via numerous chaisoetg of which are
more human-oriented than others. For the purposi@otourse, the core
issue that students should be familiarized withag to read and analyze
those modes of communication that indicate teratoand proxemic
behaviors. In connection to previously mentionednoh@nce of the
visual verbal messages one should concentrateeogléments of various
notes posted within urban environment and theatieh to space used in
communicative terms.

Richard and Suzie Wong Scollon presented a ddtalealysis of
various elements of visual signs together with aotiounds of the
reading process in thediscourses in Plac€2003). The first and most
important approach defended by the authors is dhbe that everything
around us is a sign, hence, a new term of geoseEsiist proposed as
adequate to deal with that instance. NeverthelBsourses in Place
offers a particular and detailed approach to visembal signs on their
own without making too many references to evergtaround that could
possibly become a sign standing for something le¢séde itself. In due
course, they argue that signs are read in a twb+fnner; firstly they
are attributed to a particular discourse and sdgdhdy are analysed on
the basis of their physical features. In short, dbproach presented by
Richard and Suzie Wong Scollon (83, 116, 129, 14&) could be
shown, with some alterations, as follows:

discourses
municipal regulatory (directed to the public)
municipal informative (direct to the general pabli
municipal infrastructural (directed to various tomstitutions)
commercial and institutional (non-municipal)
transgressive (not inherent to messages unlikesoourses in Plage

modality
color saturation, differentiation, and modulation
size and shape
contextualization
representation
depth, illumination, and brightness
code preferences / composition of information
centered: circular, triptych, centre—margin
polarized: top—bottom (ideal-real), left-righivign—new)
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earlier—later

inscription

fonts and typeface, letter form

material qualities: permanence, durability, nessmeuality
layering; add-ons or extensions

state changes

emplacement
decontextualized
transgressive
situated: exophoric, situated (‘feng-shui')

Depending on a particular sign, some or most efahove become
meaningful or influence the final meaning derivedini a conglomerate
of signs. What is of interest to this course isfdw that modality can be
used to make a sign or elements of a message @t&nor hint particular
feelings and moods, or even refer the sign or ieamng to a wider
context or discourse. Physical alterations infleenot only the form and
material which signs are made of, but the meanigigssare supposed to
convey. In this manner, depending on the immed=tatext and
available discourses, some elements are not catngitto a sign, while
others, seemingly of no greater importance, malfy #te final reading or
interrupt the reading process.

It is worth adding what was already mentionedeanti®n 2.1 of this
text. As our ancestors where mostly fruit eatels have a predisposition
towards noticing particular colors and shapes in\acinity. A crafty
sign creator may utilize that knowledge by postsigns that should
dominate space, subdue other signs, and, ofterossbiously, change
our behaviors. By the same token, signs that psseesdistinctive
feature may become noticeable only due to a péatiemplacement.

3. Territoriality and proxemics

So far various channels and modes of communicatene presented
in reference to communicative behavior of man. As text, and the
course described by it, is supposed to focus omiaspdimensions of
communicative behaviors, it is necessary to comsidev much and if at
all humans are territorial creatures. On the bagithis investigation it
should be possible to analyze how and why we usEes@nd the
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arrangement of objects and people in space in daleommunicate
various meanings.

3.1 Territoriality

At first it must be stated that territorial beharg are typical of those
animals that do not live in large groups, usualigdators. However,
even when individual representatives of some speare not highly
territorial, it is still possible for a group of iamals to be characterized by
territoriality. Territoriality can be understood &s basic concept in the
study of animal behavior, [and it] is usually defthas behavior by which
an organism characteristically lays claim to araaed defends it against
members of its own species” (E.T. Hale Hidden Dimensioh966: 7).
For instance, apes seem to use space rather fneelfight between each
other for it only to show dominance rather than dory more concrete
reason. Nevertheless, when the same apes arel tredéetively as a group,
a small society, they appear to establish veryipeemutes, destinations
and boundaries of their territories, which will bdefended to utmost
ferocity when trespassed.

The essence of the concept [of territory] is thataimal or group of animals “defends” all
or part of its range. Thus there are two major comemts: space and the active defence of
that space. Many animals maintain exclusive argagbalizing, displaying, or in some way
signalling to possible intruders, and very rarélyver, by actual fighting at borders. (L.M.
FediganPrimate Paradigm4982: 95)

The case of human beings is inconclusive at éisstve do not seem
to possess many of the traits that would charaeedur territorial
ancestors. “[T]erritoriality is a 'group characstie’ arising out of the
cohabitation of individuals living in a given lodgl (Linda Marie
FediganPrimate Paradigmd4982: 76). However, due to high numbers of
people cramped in cities, and due to the milleoniavilization based on
deteriorating individual territoriality, it may belaimed that we are
devoid of territorial communicative behavior atdean the individual
level. Wars may be treated as extreme measures takeder to provide
resources but not space. Nevertheless, it seemis mace reasonable to
believe that while our territoriality is not as @ig as in the case of
predators or our ancestors, we have not lost thknteof space, objects
present and placed in this space, and the owneo$hipth the space and
objects included within its boundaries.
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For this reason more spacious cars are believedetdetter, to
represent higher status, even when they are muate midficult to
navigate in narrow streets of European cities. Bg same token,
occupying higher positions usually means beingodhiiced to a bigger
desk and a larger office. In extreme situations dfifzials occupy vast
rooms which symbolize nothing more but status. tasesl by the authors
of Discourses in Placé‘all of the signs and symbols take a major pért o
their meaning from how and where they are plac&)’ And this is
predominantly the major territorial communicatiam our times — the
bigger space occupied by you and your belongirgsniore important,
influential and rich you must be.

There is however a more down-to-earth communieatigage of
territories usually visible while threatening oréombat. There is a thin
line dividing the fleeting distance from the deferdistance and when
crossed threats become not only annoying but daoggrattackers
invading our closest space must face immediateoresp This seems to
be true both for territories of nations or clarswaell as of small groups
and individuals. In this manner it can be seen thaile shading
civilization understood as high culture, and whemcsimbing to our
animal instincts, space and its size around usrheaoeaningful and on
top of that owned and felt as physical extensiopasticular individuals.

3.2 Proxemics

In such a manner territorial behaviors explain wirg should
approach various proxemic behaviors as commungativhey can
simply be viewed as our extension or a part of hurtexritoriality
understood in terms ofuman Territoriality by Robert David Sacks
(1986: 140) as “the use of space, to affect, omgarand control behavior”
(of some or all interactants within our range). ®ere is more to
proxemics than just arranging objects in spacen tmluding and
excluding some of them and some individuals or gso®roxemics deals
with territories around us in a much more systeredgtiway. As depicted
by Edward T. Hall inThe Hidden Dimensio(l966) human beings carry
around four different zones or bubbles, into whienticular people are
allowed or not, and in which specific activitiespnremunicative and
linguistic, can be performed or not.

Hall claimed that there are four major distanceBuman interactions
with and perception of space and other people witthiat space:
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Intimate, Private, Social, and Public. Each furtbistance is larger than
the previous one and its boundary is establishéargér intervals. What
is of prime importance to this text and the coussthe fact that with each
distance there is a different quality and type @hdwiors deemed
appropriate. Gestures, postures or voice qualiggadte for informal
exchanges with a close friend are scorned at théddistance which is
neither private nor confidential. By the same tqkehat is expected in
the Social distance (looking at a person from feehead, speaking
loudly, gesturing, walking around, etc.) is unttable in the Intimate
distance. The distance must stay in accord withhileavior and the
behavior must fall within an appropriate distan&pproaching the same
issue of interaction but from a different perspegtiErving Goffman
(cited in Scollon & Scollon 2003: 45-47, 55-64) mweed eleven units
of interaction order based on physical and spaéiktionship between
interlocutors: single, with, file or procession,ege, contact, service
encounter, conversational encounter, meeting, pgopkcessing encounter,
platform event, and celebrative occasion.

Moreover, language used in each distance seemsféo from that
characteristic of other zones. There seems to bhaage in register,
style, diction, voice quality, amplitude, breathimgd so on and so forth.
Again, failing to apply particular expressions tthge with extralinguis-
tic features of verbal and non-verbal communicatoh violate basic
rules of conduct. In due course it is possiblergmea that particular phrases
or styles are associated with specific territortes;torial behaviors, and
proxemic distances. Hence, an adequate or unskilade of those may
change the course of the whole communicative psotgsenhancing
mutual comprehension and accelerating communicatioby hindering
exchanges or even making any further communicatbehavior
impossible.

4. Verbal proxemics in urban discourse

As stated in the introduction to this text, theee a growing
fragmentation of courses due to the vastness septeéheories, materials
to be analyzed and studied, and also due to inageapecialization.
Therefore, the course presented in this text ippesgd to culminate
communicative and territorial investigations withetintroduction of
verbal proxemics. More precisely, the analysis ardmples presented
so far stress the necessity to analyze urban sigesen collections of
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texts characteristic of cities as central to coqterary semiotic studies.
For this reason, students reaching the end of ¢bigse should be
capable of combining the previously mentioned tlesoand approaches
in a proxemic analysis of signs found in urban smnent.

In the light of this text it is believed that vetlsigns within the urban
milieu are characterized by a particular proxerorcé. This force can be
measured and assessed on the basis of linguisilgse dwelling on
discourse recognition and discourse analysis, ztudBzation, and
human territoriality. Similarly to perlocutionaryrice in Speech Act
Theory, the proxemic force becomes an integral amispensable
component of a message influencing the final readinits meaning. At
the basic level a message may be most polite wahilparticular
positioning of it may turn the whole communicatibehavior into
a threat or an insult. By the same token a nofsxt Lost' at a shop
window, when accompanied by a black-white-red petof Emily
Lestrange (fictional counterculture character bybRReger and his
company Cosmic Debris Etc. Inc.) creates an inctugtrivate bubble
welcoming customers willing to invest time and effan a more
subversive reading of the message that is negatideimpolite only at
the surface level.

5. Conclusion

As the methods of education, curricula, and esfigcaccess to
global education has changed tremendously withenldkt few decades,
it is obligatory to prepare new ways of teachinga Gne hand the
discoveries and theories of previous centuries nhgstrecalled and
presented to students just as it was done in piggatecades. On the
other new approaches to teaching, methodologyicalum organization,
technologies, and most importantly to communicatiethin highly
developed urbanized societies necessitate spetiahzof courses in
order to meet the demand of students. Within acbszape of semiotics,
this course is supposed to dwell on numerous tegoof sign and
communication in order to promote modern intergilcary approaches
to semiotics and pragmatics on the example of Venoxemics.
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