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Abstract 

If language is examined also in regard to its mediality and the use of di�erent semiotic resourc-
es, then the fundamental question arises as to what extent categories developed for linguistic 
analyses of monomodal spoken or written language are still sustainable for the description of 
multimodal utterances.  If such concepts are neutral with regard to the particular materiality 
of signs, then they can basically be adapted to any modality and provide a potential tertium 
comparationis, also for comparative analyses. Firstly, this enables us to expand the subject 
area under investigation and, secondly, to explore further dimensions of comparison between 
di�erent types of multimodal complexity. �e potential for such a comparative perspective on 
multimodality from a decidedly linguistic-semiotic point of view is demonstrated by analyses 
of abstract deictic relations that can manifest themselves, for example, in gesture-speech en-
sembles, language-image ensembles as well as in multimodal video sequences (speech, gesture, 
sequential arrangement of shots).

In order to capture the interplay between di�erent semiotic resources, the approach pre-
sented in this article assumes two basic processes to be at the core of the de�nition of linguistic 
multimodality: code integration and code manifestation (Fricke 2012, 2013). Both processes 
are substantiated by theoretical as well as by empirical arguments. 

Based on these two principles, the following general questions will suggest a pathway 
towards a sign-based general and comparative multimodality research within linguistics and 
beyond: 1. Which types of integration can be identi�ed? What is the level of integration? 
2.� Which linguistic categories, relations and functions manifest themselves multimodally? 
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3.�How do di�erent semiotic systems and the associated multimodal ensembles di�er from 
one another in this regard?

Successful linguistic and semiotic multimodality research building on these questions allows 
us to identify further overlapping transdisciplinary areas and interdisciplinary interfaces that 
are still closely related to the respective individual discipline. 
Keywords: multimodality, deixis, gesture, images, video analyses, semiotics, pragmatics, mul-
timodal grammar, mediality, multimodal complexity

Abstract 

Werden sprachliche ˜ußerungen auch im Hinblick auf ihre Medialität und das multimodale 
Zusammenwirken unterschiedlicher semiotischer Ressourcen untersucht, stellt sich die grund-
legende Frage, welche Reichweite jene Analysekategorien besitzen, die spezi�sch auf eine 
�monomodale� Analyse gesprochener oder geschriebener Sprache ausgerichtet sind.

Sucht man nach einem potentiellen tertium comparationis für unterschiedliche Modali-
täten sowie für vergleichende Analysen, stellen insbesondere solche Konzepte einen geeigneten 
Ausgangspunkt dar, die hinsichtlich der besonderen Materialität von Zeichen neutral sind, 
da sie modalitätsunabhängig verwendet werden können, wie z.B. die abstrakte Funktion der 
Modi�kation.

Ein solches Vorgehen ermöglicht es, den Untersuchungsgegenstand erstens zu erweitern und 
zweitens, weitere Dimensionen des Vergleichs für verschiedene Arten multimodaler Komplexi-
tät zu erkunden. Das Potential einer solchen vergleichenden Perspektive auf Multimodalität, 
die von einem dezidiert linguistisch-semiotischen Standpunkt ihren Ausgang nimmt, zeigen 
Analysen abstrakter deiktischer Beziehungen, die sich beispielsweise in Gesten-Rede-Re-
lationen, Sprache-Bild-Relationen sowie in multimodalen Videosequenzen manifestieren 
können (Lautsprache, Gestik, sequentielle Abfolge von Einstellungen mit unterschiedlicher 
Einstellungsgröße). 

Um das Zusammenwirken unterschiedlicher semiotischer Ressourcen zu beschreiben, 
geht der in diesem Artikel vorgestellte Ansatz davon aus, dass zwei grundlegende Prozesse 
im Zentrum der De�nition von linguistischer Multimodalität stehen: Kodeintegration und 
Kodemanifestation (Fricke 2012, 2013). Beide Prozesse werden sowohl durch theoretische als 
auch durch empirische Argumente fundiert.

Ausgehend von diesen beiden Prinzipien ergeben sich die folgenden Leitfragen für einen 
Weg zu einer zeichenbasierten allgemeinen und vergleichenden Multimodalitätsforschung 
innerhalb der Linguistik und darüber hinaus: 1. Welche Arten von Integration lassen sich 
identi�zieren? Wie hoch ist der Integrationsgrad? 2. Welche sprachlichen Kategorien, Relatio-
nen und Funktionen manifestieren sich multimodal? 3. Wie unterscheiden sich verschiedene 
semiotische Systeme und die dazugehörigen multimodalen Ensembles in dieser Hinsicht? 
Eine linguistische und semiotische Multimodalitätsforschung ausgehend von diesen Fragen 
ermöglicht es uns, zukünftig weitere mit anderen Disziplinen überlappende transdisziplinäre 
Bereiche und interdisziplinäre Schnittstellen zu identi�zieren.
Keywords: Multimodalität, Deixis, Bilder, Videoanalyse, Semiotik, Pragmatik, Multimodale 
Grammatik, Medialität, Multimodale Komplexität
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1	 Introduction 

Within the new and still emerging �eld of multimodality research across 
di�erent disciplines and research traditions outlined in several handbooks 
and introductions so far (e.g., Bateman, Wildfeuer, and Hiipala 2017; Jewitt 
2014; Klug and Stöckl 2016; Müller, Cienki, Fricke et al. 2013 and 2014), 
this contribution substantiates a multimodal approach to language by the use 
of empirical and theoretical arguments with an initial focus on gesture-speech 
ensembles in spoken language. 

If we conceive of multimodality as a global dimension of linguistic and 
semiotic analysis which is generally applicable to language and other systems 
of signs, then we have to broaden our perspective by also including gram-
mars of individual languages and the human language faculty (Fricke 2012, 
2013). Based upon the observation that di�erent substances can manifest the 
same abstract structures and functions (Hjelmslev 1969 [1943]), the scope 
of linguistics can even be broadened to include other types of multimodal 
ensembles than gesture-speech or language-image relations. By analyzing 
examples from a TV talk show and a press clipping it will be shown how the 
deictic function manifests itself not only in gesture and speech, but also in 
other types of multimodal ensembles. 

In order to capture the interplay between di�erent semiotic resources, 
be it gestures and spoken language, images and written language or other 
multimodal ensembles, two basic processes are at the core of the de�nition 
of linguistic multimodality: code integration and code manifestation (Fricke 
2012, 2013). Based on these two principles, the following general questions 
open up new pathways for future research towards a comparative typological 
perspective: 1. Which types of integration can be identi�ed? What is the 
level of integration? 2. Which linguistic categories, relations and functions 
manifest themselves multimodally? 3. How do di�erent semiotic systems and 
the associated multimodal ensembles di�er from one another in this regard? 
Successful linguistic and semiotic multimodality research building on these 
questions will allow us to identify further overlapping transdisciplinary areas 
and interdisciplinary interfaces that will still be closely related to the respective 
individual discipline. Based on empirical �ndings and theoretical arguments, 
the following sections provide �rst steps towards sign-based general and com-
parative multimodality research within linguistics and beyond.
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2	 Multimodality and the subject area of linguistics 

�Verbal and nonverbal activity is a uni�ed whole, and theory and method-
ology should be organized or created to treat it as such� (Pike 1967: 26). A 
multimodal perspective on language formulates its subject area as multimodal 
from the outset for both spoken and written language by contributing to its 
description in all its functional, structural as well as medial and cognitive 
particularities. With regard to speech-gesture relations, this view can be 
substantiated by empirical and theoretical arguments (Fricke and Mittelberg 
2019; Fricke 2007, 2012).

2.1	 Empirical argument

�e basic idea that linguistic structures and functions can also be instantiated 
by gestures in spoken language already circulated among linguists and semio-
ticians such as Wilhelm Wundt (1900), Karl Bühler (1934), Louis Hjelmslev 
(1943) or Kenneth Pike (1967) (for an overview see Fricke 2012: 57�76). 
According to Bühler (1934) � an early predecessor of a multimodal approach 
to language � pointing gestures, for example, represent a necessary condition 
for using certain verbal deictics (see also example 3a in section 3).

�e following scenario illustrates how closely interlaced spoken language 
and gestures can be (Fricke 2007): You are standing at the exit of the Pots-
damer Platz underground station in Berlin. You want to go to the musical 
theater at Marlene-Dietrich-Platz and ask a passer-by for directions: �Excuse 
me, where can I �nd the Marlene-Dietrich-Platz?� Without any directing 
body movements, be it through hands, head, eyes or feet, that might indicate 
the place you are looking for, he or she answers ��ere!�. Would you be able 
to �nd Marlene-Dietrich-Platz immediately without any directive support? 
�e answer is no, because in this situation the presence of a pointing gesture 
serves as a condition for using the deictic expression there. 

As directive body movements like pointings, for example, iconic gestures 
that depict the reference object intended by the speaker can form a close re-
lation to verbal utterance. Let us consider the following utterance, in which 
the speaker on the left describes the facade of the new State Library at Pots-
damer Platz in Berlin as part of a route description (Fricke 2012: 250f. and 
2013: 747). On the verbal level of her description, she uses the noun phrase 
sone gelb-goldenen Tafeln [such yellow-golden tiles] accompanied by a gesture 
modeling a rectangular shape.
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the article son [such a] provides a syntactic integration point for modifying 
gestures within verbal noun phrases. According to Hole and Klumpp (2000), 
the qualitative deictic son is a fully grammaticalized article in�ecting for case, 
gender and number, which is simultaneously used for de�nite type reference 
and inde�nite token reference. As a qualitative deictic expression, son cata-
phorically requires the description of a quality, which can be instantiated either 
verbally or gesturally. Moreover, if the qualitative description is instantiated 
by an iconic gesture, then, in a third step, a categorial selection between dif-
ferent classes of iconic gestures takes place (Fricke 2012: 230; 2013: 749f.). 
Examples like these refute the assumption that the interplay of gesture and 
speech is limited to the pragmatic level. Since gestures can ful�ll the syntactic 
function of an attribute within noun phrases, they also belong to the subject 
area of syntax and, thus, to the grammar of an individual language. (For a 
detailed argument in support of a multimodal approach to grammar, see 
Fricke 2012, 2013, 2015a.)

Simultaneously, observing co-speech gestures allows for a directly observ-
able access to the speaker�s image-like mental representations, for example 
with regard to reference and meaning (Fricke 2012: 230�255). �e following 
example (2) is particularly interesting in this context (Fricke 2012: 234, 2014b: 
1795): in order to refer to the same object, the speaker on the left applies 
two di�erent types of gestures within the same turn. In both cases the �ngers 
are used like a pencil drawing a two-dimensional outline (�the hand draws� 
according to C. Müller�s gestural modes of representation, Müller 1998; 2014). 
Accompanied by the verbal utterance of son Loch im Haus [such a hole in the 
building], a practically circular form resolves into the shape of a rectangle.
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�e noun phrase son Loch [such a hole] and both co-speech gestural strokes 
refer to a rectangular opening in the Stella Musical �eater at Potsdamer 
Platz, although the contour of the circular gesture does not correspond to the 
rectangular opening. How can this contradiction be explained?

According to Fricke (2012, 2014c, 2015a), the di�erentiation between 
object-related and interpretant-related gestures allows for a resolution of 
this contradiction: �Object-related gestures are bodily movements that are 
related to the reference object intended by the speaker, whereas interpre-
tant-related gestures are bodily movements that are primarily related to a 
meaning or concept attached to a spoken word form. �ese concepts can be 
mental images of prototypes.� (Fricke 2014c: 1800) (For a detailed analysis 
of object-related and interpretant-related gestures as Peircean concatenation 
of signs, see Fricke 2012: 248f. and 2014c: 1798f.). �e transition between 
the two contradicting shapes is considered to be a window onto a kind of 
�real-time detachment of an attributive characteristic from a holistic mental 
representation � �Gesamtvorstellung� (Wundt [1900] 1904) or �growth point� 
(McNeill 1992, 2005) � connected to the nuclear noun of the respective noun 
phrases� (Fricke 2014c: 1796).

�e fact that processes of meaning-making are, �rstly, directly observ-
able through co-speech gestures and, secondly, allow for conclusions on the 
structure of mental models in speech production, makes the investigation of 
multimodal utterances in spoken language equally interesting for cognitive 
psychologists, cognitive linguists and semioticians alike (for an overview on 
gesture and cognitive linguistics, see Cienki 2013). �e activation of mental 
prototypes along with cognitive metaphors and metonymies (e.g., Müller 
2008; Cienki and Müller 2008; Müller and Cienki 2009; Mittelberg and 
Waugh 2009, 2014) o�ers a promising interdisciplinary �eld of comparative 
studies for almost any type of multimodal ensemble that could bring together 
di�erent traditions of multimodality research.

Psychologist and gesture researcher David McNeill compares the rela-
tionship between speech, gestures and mental representation with �a kind of 
triangulation�:

��e iconic gesture channel can be used as a second channel of obser-
vation onto the speaker�s mental representations during speech; the 
�rst channel being speech itself. �ese channels can be compared: a 
kind of �triangulation� onto the speaker�s mental representation. �us 
an interest in studying gestures is to obtain an enriched view of the 
internal mental processes of speakers.� (McNeill 1986: 108)
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�e close connection between speech and gesture lead Kendon to conclude 
that they are two manifestations of the same underlying process of utterance:

�[...] this work shows that this bodily activity is so intimately con-
nected with the activity of speaking that we cannot say that one is 
dependent upon the other. Speech and movement appear together, as 
manifestations of the same process of utterance.� (Kendon 1980: 208)

In doing so, he opposes the view that gestures should generally be regarded as 
a separate �nonverbal� system of signs, i.e. a system of signs that is decoupled 
from spoken language as, for example, so-called emblematic gestures like the 
conventionalized V sign or the thumbs-up gesture. Kendon�s thesis was ad-
opted by McNeill and became decisive for further gesture research ever since 
his book �Hand and Mind� was published in the early 1990s.

2.2	 �eoretical argument

Since hand movements can be potentially linguistic, as exempli�ed by sign 
languages of the deaf, and may instantiate linguistic structures and functions 
in spoken languages (Birdwhistell 1970; Bressem 2015; 2021; Calbris 1990; 
2011; Efron [1941] 1972; En�eld 2009; 2013; Fricke 2007; 2008; 2012; 
2013; Hjelmslev [1943] 1969; Kendon 1980; 2004; Mittelberg 2008; Mon-
dada 2013; Müller 1998; 2004; 2008; 2013; Müller, Bressem, and Ladewig 
2013; Pike 1967; Stukenbrock 2015; Wundt 1904; 1973), gestures cannot 
be excluded from the subject area of linguistics from the outset. If hand 
movements have the potential to develop a grammar, then what about the 
grammaticality of co-speech gestures? Is an individual language like German 
to be considered partially multimodal then?

�e thesis that gestures not only belong to the subject area of pragmatics 
and language use, but also to the grammar of individual languages and lan-
guage in general is presented in my book �Grammatik multimodal� [Mul-
timodal Grammar] (Fricke 2012) and is both, theoretically and empirically 
supported. In the area of syntax, it has been demonstrated that gestures can 
(1) be typi�ed and semanticized, (2) be assigned constituent structures that 
have the property of recursiveness independent of the spoken language, and 
(3) function as an attribute in verbal noun phrases (Fricke 2012, 2013, 2015a).

�e structure of the argument is as follows: if we consider the context 
of generative grammar and take the thesis of Hauser, Chomsky and Fitch 
(2002) as a starting point for recursion being speci�c to the language faculty 
in the narrow sense (FLN), then, as a consequence of the recursiveness of co-
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speech gestures, language can also manifest itself multimodally (or recursion 
cannot be the de�ning criterion for FLN). A grammatical integration (see 
the de�nition of multimodal code integration in section 3) is proven for a 
structuralistic-functional approach like that of Eisenberg (1999) by the fact 
that gestures are syntactically integrated into spoken language through the 
article son. It requires a qualitative description that can also be instantiated 
gesturally. According to Eisenberg, this kind of integration can fall under 
both a syntactic and a semantic de�nition of an attribute. If the noun phrases 
introduced by the article son are understood as constructions in the sense of 
Construction Grammar, then the necessity of a multimodal perspective on 
grammar is also substantiated for this kind of approach. (Fricke 2015a: 70).

If language is examined also in regard to its mediality and the use of di�er-
ent semiotic resources, then the fundamental question arises as to what extent 
categories developed for linguistic analyses of monomodal spoken or written 
language are still sustainable for the description of multimodal utterances. If 
such concepts are neutral with regard to the particular materiality of signs, 
then they can basically be adapted to any modality and provide a potential 
tertium comparationis, also for comparative analyses. �is enables us, �rstly, to 
expand the subject area under investigation and, secondly, to explore broader 
dimensions of comparison between di�erent types of multimodal complexity. 
Abstract deictic relations in spoken language (e.g., two-place relation between 
the origo and the deictic reference object intended by the speaker), for exam-
ple, can manifest themselves verbally and gesturally; in principle this can also 
be the case for text-image relations in written language or video sequences in 
which multiple deictic function are embedded (see the examples in section 4; 
on processes of code manifestation, see Fricke 2012, 2013, 2015b).

However, if we are dealing with descriptive categories that are based on 
speci�c media properties of one of the modalities involved � for example 
the spoken language level as an auditory, temporal linear modality versus 
gestures as a spatiotemporal, visual modality, or spoken language units as 
conventionalized and lexicalized units as opposed to co-speech gestures as 
typi�ed but only partially conventionalized units � then we may ask which 
role such speci�c categories can and should play in the description of multi-
modal ensembles. Another question concerns the relation between categories 
related to matter-neutral and matter-speci�c properties. Hjelmslev, who was 
one of the �rst linguists to systematically re�ect on the mediality of language, 
determines the extended scope of linguistics as follows:
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��e long supremacy of conventional phonetics has, moreover, had the 
e�ect of restricting the linguists� conception even of �natural� language 
in a way that is demonstrably unempirical, i.e., inappropriate because 
non-exhaustive. It has been supposed that the expression-substance 
of a spoken language must consist exclusively of �sounds�. �us, as 
has been pointed out by the Zwirners in particular, the fact has been 
overlooked that speech is accompanied by, and that certain compo-
nents of speech can be replaced by, gesture, and that in reality, as the 
Zwirners say, not only the so-called organs of speech (throat, mouth, 
and nose), but very nearly all the striate musculature, cooperate in 
the exercise of �natural� language. Further, it is possible to replace the 
usual sound-and-gesture substance with any other that o�ers itself as 
appropriate under changed external circumstances. �us the same 
linguistic form may also be manifested in writing [�].� (Hjelmslev 
1969 [1943]: 103)

Hjelmslev�s basic idea, which is expressed in this quote, would serve as a 
suitable starting point for merging the di�erent traditions of multimodality 
research, as well as for narrowing down possible categories to two types which 
are (1) those that encapsulate the tertium comparationis (e.g., modi�cation), 
and (2) those that are related to the respective media-speci�c categories (e.g., 
auditory vocal speech vs. visual sign language utterances vs. visual static 
texts and pictures etc.). �ese two types of categories � media-neutral and 
media-speci�c � complement each other. Without media-neutral categories 
and the assumption that language does not necessarily have to manifest itself 
in an oral form, sign languages would never have been recognized as full-
�edged languages. �is step is only made possible by questioning the primacy 
of spoken language in linguistics while taking into consideration the speci�c 
mediality of spoken and written language, especially in the context of the 
increasing relevance of linguistic pragmatics.

�e central contribution that a multimodal perspective on language and 
other subject areas might o�er, is the following (Fricke 2015: 72): a multimodal 
approach in theory and empirical research allows for and requires a distance 
from the subject area as well as a re-examination of the familiar, previously 
unquestioned categorizations and models. �us, it opens up new paths for 
understanding and discovery.
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3	 Linguistic structures and functions: Principles of 
multimodal code integration and code manifestation

In order to capture the interaction of di�erent semiotic resources, be it ges-
tures and spoken language, images and written language or other multimodal 
ensembles, two basic processes have to be distinguished: code integration 
and code manifestation (Fricke 2012: 36�50; 2013: 736�740). As already 
described in section 2.2, the syntactic property of recursiveness manifests 
itself not only in spoken language, but also in constituent structures ascribed 
solely to co-speech gestures. Multimodal attribution and the integration of 
pointing gestures are two examples of the code integration outlined earlier 
in section 2.2.

�e integration of pointing gestures in the spoken matrix code, for exam-
ple, is based on their obligatoriness. �eir co-presence is a condition for an 
acceptable use of particular verbal deictics. Often these pointings also have 
a modifying function (Fricke 2007, 2012): in example (3a) you come out of 
here up front at this street, the origo-inclusive here-area is limited to the front 
area. Within this particular spatial area the speaker points to a certain street 
as the respective deictic object. In other words, the pointing gesture does not 
give redundant information but rather modi�es the spatial area denoted by 
the verbal deictic here by directing the addressee�s attention to a particular 
point in space (Fricke 2012: 193�195). In example (3b), however, the co-
speech gesture accompanying the verbal utterance straight ahead is pointing 
to a certain direction (and not to an object).
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Fig. 5 and 6: Two types of pointing gestures in German: G-form and PLOH (Fricke 2007: 323) 
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G-Form with an extended index finger and the palm oriented downwards and (2) the palm-
lateral-open-hand gesture (PLOH) (Fricke 2007, 2012, 2013 2014b). The G-form is
semanticized with a meaning that can be paraphrased as ‘pointing to an object’, whereas the

meaning of the PLOH gesture is directive (‘pointing in a direction’). Figure 7 shows an
example of gestural contamination in which both types are blended. It can be paraphrased as
‘pointing to an object in a particular direction’ (Fricke 2014b: 1620–1626).

Fig. 7: Blending of G-Form and PLOH (Fricke 2007: 323) 

Both gestures, the G-form (‘pointing to an object’) and PLOH (‘pointing in a direction’), 
are not only integrated into the verbal utterance (code integration), but are also an example of 
code manifestation on several levels. 
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1. �e basic distinction between object deixis and directional deixis man-
ifests itself both verbally (dieser [this] vs. hin / her [to / fro] and gesturally 
(�pointing to an object� vs. �pointing in a direction�).

2. Rudimentary morphological processes analogous to so-called phones-
themes (smog: smoke + fog; Zelinsky-Wibbelt 1983: 48) are also manifested in 
gestures that accompany speech (�kinesthemes� in the sense of Fricke 2012: 
101�115; 2014b: 1620�1626). In Figure 7, the hand shape and orientation of 
the palm of both gestures are blended and result in a new composite meaning.

3. Gestures can function as modi�ers: in example (3a), the pointing gesture 
modi�es the verbal deictic hier. Or, to put it di�erently, the abstract relation of 
the modi�cation manifests itself both verbally and gesturally (for multimodal 
attribution in noun phrases, see Fricke 2012, 2013, 2015a).

�ese and similar observations underlie the following de�nition of mul-
timodality, which distinguishes linguistic multimodality from the concept of 
multimediality using the principles of code integration and manifestation:

�If at least two linguistic media are structurally and/or functionally 
integrated into the same code at the same time, or if, conversely, one 
code manifests itself simultaneously in at least two di�erent media, 
then we can speak of multimodality. If two or more media are neither 
structurally nor functionally integrated into one code and if there is 
no manifestation of the same code in di�erent media, then the phe-
nomenon is de�ned as multimedial. �is di�erentiation underlies our 
de�nitions of linguistic multimediality as well as linguistic multimo-
dality in the broad and narrow sense.� (Fricke 2013: 739)

�is de�nition was initially developed as a starting point for the analysis of 
gesture-speech ensembles but it can be easily transferred to other subject areas. 
�e basic idea here is that the juxtaposition of di�erent codes (or modes) may 
not be su�cient for an adequate de�nition of multimodality (Fricke 2012: 
46). In the next section, we will use examples taken from a TV talk show 
and a newspaper to work out how the deictic function manifests itself not 
only in gesture and speech, but also in other types of multimodal ensembles.

4	 Broadening the perspective to di�erent research traditions 
in the �eld of multimodal communication

In face-to-face interaction, body movements with a deictic function such 
as pointing gestures can be used not only to identify objects that are being 
talked about, but also as a means of addressing. �e addressee intended by 
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the speaker is selected from several potential addressees via pointing and can 
thus be identi�ed. �e same function, namely the identi�cation of a particular 
addressee, can also be ful�lled by a camera that limits the image section so 
that only one person is visible. For this reason, such a limiting of the image 
section can replace the pointing gesture for the television viewers.

�e following example is taken from the German Talkshow �Friedmans 
Agenda�. Its analysis is based on two recordings of the same television episode: 
�rstly, the broadcasted live cut version and, secondly, an uncut version (medi-
um long shot) (Fricke 2015c). In the following sequence, the politician Volker 
Hassemer placed on the right says Nehmen wir doch mal sie! [Let�s take you], 
addressing the author Cornelia Hirsch. �e medium long shot of the uncut 
version shows that this utterance is accompanied by a pointing gesture, which 
is executed with the right arm and an outstretched index �nger (G-shape) at 
chest height, targeted directly at Hirsch (see Figure 8).

Fig. 8: Addressing and identi�cation by using a pointing gesture (medium long 
shot) (Fricke 2015c: 158)

With regard to the speaker, addressee and other participants in the conver-
sation, the utterance situation is undivided and alike: the addressee as the 
deictic object of the pointing gesture can be identi�ed by all participants. If 
the medium-long shot would be available in the live cut too, the unity of the 
situation for the television viewer and thus the chance for her/him to identify 
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Cornelia Hirsch as the addressee would be preserved as well. However, the 
pointing gesture is not visible in the live cut. Instead, there are close-ups of 
the faces assembled one after the other.

 

Fig. 9 and 10: Addressing and identi�cation by selection of shot size (close-up / 
close-up) and sequential arrangement of shots (Fricke 2015c: 159)

But for which reason can the pointing gesture be left out in the live cut? Why 
is it even possible to choose a close-up shot of the speaker without considering 
the directive body movements? �e answer lies in the interaction of spoken 
utterance, the shot size and the sequential order of the shots. With the speaker, 
in our example Volker Hassemer, and his verbal utterance in the �rst shot, 
the origo of the person deictic expression Sie [you] is given. �e utterance 
of Sie requires a focus on the addressee intended by the speaker, the deictic 
object. �e pointing gesture achieves this focus by drawing attention to the 
deictic object.

For the television viewer, the �blank� of the deictic object is �lled by the 
following setting. As close-up, it limits the number of potential addressees 
to be seen in the medium long shot to a single person. In our example, the 
choice of image and the cut can serve as an equivalent to a pointing gesture 
insofar as they determine the relata of the deictic relation: the close-up of 
Hassemer functions as an origo and the close-up of Hirsch that follows a cut 
functions as the deictic object of the deictic two-place relation. In other words, 
in order to substitute the pointing gesture, the full deictic function must be 
instantiated by the collaboration of linguistic utterance, image selection (shot 
size) and editing (sequential arrangement) instead.
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�e fact that there are two di�erent situational contexts for the talk show 
participants on the one hand and the television viewers on the other is also 
re�ected by the distinction between deixis at signs and deixis at non-signs 
according to Fricke (2007: 128, 204f.). �e term �deixis at non-signs� refers 
to the default case of deixis in which all communication partners have per-
ceptual access to the reference object intended by the speaker as is the case 
for the participants in the talk show. Based on the Peircean concept of sign, 
deixis at non-signs is characterized by the fact that the entity the pointing 
gesture or the verbal deictic refers to is not interpreted as a sign. �e term 
�deixis at signs� is used if the deictic object (demonstratum) is an entity that 
is interpreted as standing for something else (Fricke 2007, 2014a, 2015b). Or, 
in Peircean terms, the object O1 of the �rst semiotic triangle simultaneously 
functions as the representamen R2 or sign vehicle of a second triangle in a 
complex concatenation of signs.

With regard to the talk show guests, Hassemer�s statement Nehmen wir 
doch mal sie! [Let�s take you] with co-speech pointing is an example for deixis 
at non-signs, since Cornelia Hirsch as the person addressed is not interpreted 
as a sign standing for something else by any of the four talk show participants. 
�is changes, however, when the camera close-up of Hirsch functions as the 
deictic object or demonstratum. For the television viewer, the close-up is a 
visual sign for Cornelia Hirsch, who is actually present in the talk show con-
versation. �e following Figures 11 and 12 illustrate this distinction:
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�e next example which is from the area of static multimodal text-image 
relations illustrates how verbal deictics and deictic pointing equivalents can 
interact and simultaneously re�ect the speci�c contextual media conditions of 
written language (Figures 13 and 14). In this press clipping from the German 
newspaper BILD, published March 3, 2011, a child and a man are shown 

Fig.11: Deixis at non-signs  
(demonstratum = intended reference object)

Fig.12: Deixis at signs  
(demonstratum � intended reference object)
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looking directly into the camera, their heads touching each other. �ere is no 
classic caption here�� instead the statement your stem cells saved my life takes 
up about a third of image.

 16 

Fig.11: Deixis at non-signs (demonstratum = 

intended reference object)  

Fig.12: Deixis at signs (demonstratum ��  intended 

reference object)  

The next example which is from the area of static multimodal text-image relations illustrates 
how verbal deictics and deictic pointing equivalents can interact and simultaneously reflect the 
specific contextual media conditions of written language (Figures 13 and 14). In this press 

clipping from BILD, published March 3, 2011, a child and a man are shown looking directly 
into the camera, their heads touching each other. There is no classic caption here – instead 
the statement your stem cells saved my life takes up about a third of image. 

Fig. 13 and 14: Deixis in text-image-relations: Your stem cells saved my life (BILD, 3.3.2012, p. 3) 

If one is merely looking at the verbal statement in disregard of the additional textual 

information (Chanelle (12) sagt danke [Chanelle (12) says thank you]) and the red arrows as 
pointing gesture equivalents, which begin in the verbal deictics mein [my] and dein [your] and 

point to the respective assigned person, an identification of the child as the stem cell recipient 
and the man as the stem cell donor would not be possible (see Figure 13). Therefore, the 
example has to be considered a case of functional deictic code integration, analogous to the 

pointing gestures in multimodal face-to-face interaction (see the example in section 2.1 above). 
The attention of the addressee, the newspaper reader in this case, is drawn to the respective 

deictic objects by the help of the arrows. As in the talk show example, we are dealing with 
deixis at signs here: The image of the stem cell recipient and the stem cell donor represents 
the real people as the intended reference objects. 

It is instructive to imagine the same type of utterance realized as a spoken utterance in face-
to-face interaction: the communicative roles are defined by the person deictics mein [my] and 

dein [your]. The speaker who also instantiates the deictic origo is the child Chanelle, who refers 
to herself by using the person deictic mein [my]. The addressee, however, is the older man as 
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Fig. 13 and 14: Deixis in text-image-relations: Your stem cells saved my life 
(BILD, 3.3.2012, p. 3)

If one is merely looking at the verbal statement in disregard of the additional 
textual information (Chanelle (12) sagt danke [Chanelle (12) says thank you]) 
and the red arrows as pointing gesture equivalents, which begin in the verbal 
deictics mein [my] and dein [your] and point to the respective assigned person, 
an identi�cation of the child as the stem cell recipient and the man as the stem 
cell donor would not be possible (see Figure 13). �erefore, the example has 
to be considered a case of functional deictic code integration, analogous to 
the pointing gestures in multimodal face-to-face interaction (see the example 
in section 2.1 above). �e attention of the addressee, the newspaper reader in 
this case, is drawn to the respective deictic objects by the help of the arrows. 
As in the talk show example, we are dealing with deixis at signs here: �e 
image of the stem cell recipient and the stem cell donor represents the real 
people as the intended reference objects.

It is instructive to imagine the same type of utterance realized as a spoken 
utterance in face-to-face interaction: the communicative roles are de�ned by 
the person deictics mein [my] and dein [your]. �e speaker who also instan-
tiates the deictic origo is the child Chanelle, who refers to herself by using 
the person deictic mein [my]. �e addressee, however, is the older man as 
the stem cell donor. �e origo of gestural pointings or a directing gaze is the 




























