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Abstract. The proposed study, treating dramaturgic text as a result
of author’s communication, defines dramaturgic discourse as author’s
modeling system in the text of a play of internal and external communication.
In Ukrainian linguistics there are three approaches to dramaturgic
text studying (linguocentric, cognitive, communicative). Taking into
account achievements of all three approaches we consider analysis of the
communicative organization of contemporary dramaturgic discourse to
be relevant, given the specifics of Ukrainian drama. The purpose of our
work is to study the communicative space of contemporary Ukrainian
drama, outline its structural organization and communicative peculiarities.
The purpose mentioned above has determined the need to fulfill the following
tasks: to establish the communicative structure of contemporary Ukrainian
dramaturgic discourse; to outline the main functions of communication
in a dramaturgic text; to define the key features of modern drama that
influence the communicative space of plays. Dramaturgic discourse is the
action of a narrator and narrate fulfilled through text, structurally divided
into two levels: external and internal communication. Clear delineation of
a playwright’s position in the field of paratex which always has a definite
position in the text of a play makes it possible to identify author’s direct
communicative part within the external communication of a playwright with
a reader. Personal interaction represents internal communication expressed
in dramaturgic forms of speech and reflected in numerous speech acts.
The reader in internal communication appears to be “an inactive witness”.
The macrostructure of dramaturgic discourse is the division of a play into
communicative events (the totality of effective communicative actions
aimed at achieving a communicative goal that has a clear spatial-temporal
restriction and has a stable composition of communicative partners).
Further division of communicative drama space is defined as a hierarchical
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chain of units of different levels which include a communicative action —
a communicative module — a speech (communicative) move — a speech
act. The last component is the smallest entity represented in a statement
which is generated and pronounced for a certain pur-pose and is caused by a
certain motive for a practical or foreseeable ac-tion done through language.
Key features of modern drama influencing the work’s communicative space
include the following: change of dramaturgic time and space, removal
of all sorts of taboos, variety of characters, genre experiment and game
element. As a result, there is an increase in the dialogicity of contemporary
dramaturgic discourse, structural expansion and stylistic branching of
paratext components of a play, the transformation of character’s linguistic
personality and its communicative activity, the destruction of boundaries
between external and internal communication within the context of
contemporary Ukrainian play.

1. Introduction

A dramaturgic text is an important source of discursive knowledge about
the subjects of artistic communication, in particular that between an author
and a reader. At the same time generic specificity and enhanced dialogism
of a dramaturgic text determine the complication of a process of artistic
communication in the dramaturgic discourse. Treating a dramaturgic text
as a result of author’s communication and dramaturgic discourse as a
system of author’s modeling in the text of a play of internal and external
communication, we believe that the analysis of language of contemporary
plays gets special significance in the context of communicative linguistics.
The language of Ukrainian drama was studied by linguists with an
emphasis on dramatic dialogue as a particular functional-style variety
of literary language emphasizing the functional peripherality of paratex
components, in particular, remarks. Subse-quent studies of linguistic
peculiarities of dramurgic texts caused a change in how significance of the
text and paratextual component of the play are treated and the emergence
of the newest interpretation of the drama as an inappropriate creolized
text, in which verbal (conversational turns) and paraverbal (paratext)
systems interact fully. The proposed research relevance is determined by
the objective need to analyze communicative peculiarities of contemporary
Ukrainian dramaturgic discourse taking into account peculiarities of the
structural organization of plays and the implementation of discursive
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categories. The scientific novelty of the results is determined by the fact that
for the first time in the Ukrainian language, with the use of a wide range of
contemporary Ukrainian dramatic texts and based on their detailed analysis,
the theory of the communicative organization of contemporary drama has
been developed.

2. Aspects of dramaturgic text research

Despite the fact that the drama is rarely studied by linguists, linguistic
analysis of dramaturgic Ukrainian-language texts is represented in
multidimensional scientific research. Studying different approaches to the
analysis of dramaturgic works made it possible to distinguish several aspects
of dramaturgic works research. Taking into account the achievements of
linguistic analysis of a text, we distinguish three approaches to the study of
a dramaturgic text in Ukrainian linguistics: 1) linguocentric, 2) cognitive,
3) communicative. The linguocentric approach is represented by the most
fundamental studies of a dramaturgic text. Within this approach linguists
study the textual integrated structure of plays focusing on the study of
syntactic, semantic and stylistic aspects of a dramaturgic text. Traditional
direction of analysis of a dramaturgic text is the study of linguistic-stylistic
characteristic of dramatic works presented by scientific investigations of
N. Kaganovich, J. Mamontov, G. Udovichenko, P. Dudyk, which question
the correlation between conversational turns and remarks, stylistic
characteristics of speech acts of characters. Within this approach there are
also works devoted to the analysis of idiostyle of individual playwrights or
a certain period in the development of the drama (K. Storchak, Y. Yanush).

In the second half of the twentieth century the interest in spoken speech
in general led to an intensification of the study of characters’ speech,
which can be proved by scientific research of G. Yizhakevich, P. Pliushch,
S. Yermolenko. In particular, S. Yermolenko emphasizes the concentration
of linguistic parties of actors on oral speech and the strengthening of
significance of semantic content of a word in the dramaturgic dialogue. The
question of individualization and typing of the speech of characters is studied
by G. Yizhakevich, elucidating the stylistic functions of the battle, social-
political, professional vocabulary and phraseology. P. Pliushch emphasizes
the social delineation of language of dramaturgic characters. In his work
“Oral daily literary speech” (1961) in the section on the reproduction of
oral speech in written sources J. Yanush solves the problem of reflection
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of social belonging of characters and the interaction of conversational and
neutral elements in conversational turns of dramaturgic dialogue.

One of the topical issues of dramatic text-linguistics is the analysis
of the structural-compositional and syntactic features of a dramaturgic
text, in particular the research by D. Barannika, G. Gaya highlights the
issues of dialogue and monologue as forms of textual organization of a
play, outlining the syntactic specificity of dramatic conversational turns,
defining linguistic organization of dramatic dialogue. N. Kaganovich also
focuses on the issues of syntax style as the basis of conversational dialogue,
investigating the work of O. Korniychuk.

In the twenty-first century linguistic-centered approach to the analysis of
dramatic text leads linguists in several directions: 1) onomastics of drama,
presented in the study of literary and artistic anthroponymy of Ukrainian drama
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (N. Popovich), revealing the functional
specificity of their own names in the drama of Lesia Ukrainka (T. Krupenova);
2) structural peculiarity of a drama, manifested by scientific research of
N. Sliusar (analysis of linguistic structural features of dramatic dialogues and
monologues), N. Rusnak and 1. Struk (research of functional and structural
features of remark structures), N. Guybaniuk and G. Luchak (structural analysis
of paraphrase of remark unities in Nechuy-Levytsky’s dramas).

The research of O. Ozhigova devoted to the study of styling of verbal
speaking in contemporary drama is relevant as well. The author’s appeal to
a wide modern source base made it possible to substantiate the connection
between the stylization of the verbal speaking situation in dramatic texts
with the general trend of the literary language to democratization and
substandardization, and the establishment of the sociolinguistic content of
the linguistic parties of the characters. Application of cognitive approach in
the study of the drama language is explained by the need for new methods
for the analysis of an object as a form of representation of knowledge in
the language, as a conceptual model of reflection of reality, as a modifier
of the sphere of consciousness of the author (artistic, aesthetic, ethical,
axiological). According to the interpretation of L. Babenko in the aspect
of a cognitive paradigm the literary text is comprehended as a complex
sign expressing the writer’s knowledge of reality embodied in his or her
work as a picture of the world. This approach is presented in the study
of V. Bilous, performed on the verge of linguistics and culturology and
revealing the linguistic features of the era in dramas of V. Vynnychenko.
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It specifies the features of linguistic and cultural situation reflected in the
play “Bazaar”, analyzes a number of concepts typical for pre-revolutionary
and revolutionary times. Scientific work of 1. Danyliuk is also devoted to
analysis of the concept of “laughter” in author’s remarks in contemporary
plays.

Discursive direction of modern linguistics, which as O. Selivanova
observes is oriented not only on the way of expressing knowledge in the
language, but also on the communicative competence of a narrator and a
narratee, discursive factors of the choice of a particular language form of
knowledge demonstration in a text, also causes a change in the paradigm
of analysis of dramaturgic works. The notion of “text” and “discourse” is
differentiated by the category of situation: discourse is “text plus situation”,
and text is accordingly “discourse minus situation” [12, p. 43]. In this
case, communicative approach in the study of drama-religious text, which
according to N. Kondratenko’s definition is directed at an analysis of “the
pragmatic factor in a text as an expression of communicative intention of a
speaker and a recipient” [4, p. 37], gets its relevance. Recently we have been
witnessing the development of communicative methodological principles
of the study of drama language in scientific researches by O. Krynitskoy,
N. Ivanyshyn, N. Safonova and others. N. Safonova raises the question of
peculiarities of expression of subjective-modal values in dramatic discourse
considering the interpretation of drama as an unscrupulous creolized
text. Treating a text as a discourse, N. Ivanishin solves the problem of
formation and functioning of implicit values in dramaturgic text-books of
the early twentieth century. The research of O. Krynicka, devoted to the
implementation of communicative strategies in texts of modern drama,
deepens the knowledge of communicative processes encoded in a text.

3. Survey methodology

Proposed scientific research is carried out in the communicative aspect
of analysis of dramaturgic discourse. Recent research shifts the emphasis
from the study of dramaturgic text as an integrated structure to its analysis
as a communicative system. Relevance of the cognitively pragmatic aspect
of exploring the text contributes to the power of fundamental development
of linguistic style of an interface of dramaturgic discourse. The purpose of
our work was to analyze the communicative space of modern Ukrainian
drama, outline its structural organization and communicative peculiarities.
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In order to achieve this goal the following methods were applied:
general philosophical methods of observing, analyzing, synthesizing,
comparing, generalizing, abstracting speech and speech phenomena in
their dynamics, linguistic methods, including a descriptive method that
made interpretation of the discursive status of the dramatic text possible,
contextually-interpretive method that contributed to the discovery
communicative functions in the texts of contemporary plays; modeling
method suitable for constructing dramaturgic communication schemes; the
method of quantitative calculations — to trace the characteristics of modern
drama, affecting the communicative space of a work.

4. Structure of modern dramaturgic discourse

The perception of communication as an activity makes it possible
to analyze any moral statement as an act of this activity which changes
relations between partners and creates preconditions for further interaction.
Activity principle of language analysis was introduced by an English
logician J. Austin and an American philosopher J. Searle, as a result of
which the theory of speech acts arose, the essence of which is to interpret
the expression as action. The defining thesis of this theory is declaration
of a speech act, rather than a sentence or statement, as a minimal unit of
communication. Speech act is analyzed as a three-level formation within
which a locution, illocution and perloculation are singled out.

Locution act is an act of pronunciation via grammatical and syntactical
cor-rectness of constructing a sentence in accordance with reality. [llocutive
act is allocation of purpose to a locative act, reflection of speaker’s
intentions. Perlocution act is possible consequences of expression, response
of an addressee to a speech act.

Recognition of a communicative organization behind a dramaturgic
text is explained by a systematic approach to the text, functioning and
structure of which is determined by its purpose in the general system, in the
act of communication, which takes place as an activity of a narrator and a
narratee, realized through the text. The spread of the theory of speech acts
to the text level makes it possible to analyze drama in general as a speech
act. Accepting the proposed idea we recombine locution, illocution and
perlocution within the framework of dramatic discourse.

A play as an act of locution appears to be a single and integral
dramaturgic work. Locution of dramaturgic discourse is using of an author
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of all the linguistic means for constructing play’s text. Locution power of
a statement is contained in its cognitive sense, and locution power of a
drama, respectively, in a plot as a compulsory component of a dramaturgic
work. The key feature of contemporary dramaturgic discourse is subjects
in which the events are causally-consequential and reveal a conflict in its
direction to the resolution. According to literary scholars contemporary
plays can be characterized by dominance of material, household and family
conflicts as well as transition to the internal sphere, which leads to presence
of “ineffective” internal conflicts. Brightness, informality and accuracy of
the plot depicted in the conflict program creation of a certain illusion of
the reader, modeling of the dramaturgic “reality” in his or her imagination.
The farther this illusion goes, the brighter reader’s emotions and the more
valuable attitude to the playwright’s locution will be.

Illocution act for dramatic discourse is author’s attempt to influence
a reader through the activation of all components of a dramaturgic text.
Illocution coincides with author’s intentions which we perceive as
meaningful or intuitive intention of an addressee, which determines the
internal program of speech and the way of its realization. Intention is also
defined as the desire of a narrator to covert influence on the recipient.
The main intention of a playwright is to form in a reader a predetermined
attitude to the locution — the created dramaturgic “reality”. An important
means of implementing author’s illocution is the system of characters of a
play and the relationship between them. The characters of a play are divided
by importance into main and secondary ones. The author’s main intention
is to encode and execute usually in the form of a protagonist reader’s
sympathy or antipathy which enables the actualization of author’s influence
on the recipient of a dramaturgic text.

Adequately decoded illocution power of a play reaches the goal as
a perlocutive effect, consisting not so much in the sense of the meaning
of a work by a reader, but rather in the transformation of a picture of the
world of the reader. In this case, significance is gained by the elements
of dramaturgic discourse that decode author’s initial idea, first of all the
components of paratext (heading, dedication, genre subtitle, epigraph,
characters list, remarks). J. Zhenet [11, p. 2] introduces the term “paratext”
which is used to denote non-textual elements which occupy the marginal
place, significantly affect the complex nature of the relationship between
text, author and reader. Such components of a play are powerful means
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of influencing a reader, which predetermines effectiveness of dramaturgic
communication.

Thus, drama as a result of playwright’s activity is characterized by sole
instruction (intention) of an author which determines the communicative
activity of characters integrating it into a coherent text for further perception
by readers.

Dramaturgic text contains elements that realize all existing
communication functions. This is illustrated by an example of the most
widespread classification of communication functions inherent in any
communicative act proposed by R. Jacobson:

1. Emotive function, focused on the addressee, implies reflection of his
or her attitude to the topic and the situation of communication. Example:
Hupexmpuca. Bu posymieme, wo ye “un’? L]a 6pyona nisma, wo asena
Ha Haut 3aK1a0, — eauia 3aciyed. Bpewmi-pewm, mene ne ougye, ujo came
68U Moenu 30iUcHumu nodibni opymanwhi 0ii. He sgajicaro, wjo nicis yboco
6u 2ioni 36anns nedazoea (0. Zhovna).

2. Connative (appealing) function, focused on the addressee, expresses
motivation, attraction of attention, appeal. Example: Jepegnana. Pobimo
arce wo-nedyow! Cniocaps uxnuume, 3amox sukpymimo! Xiba eu ne 6auume,
wo Muxaiiny Inbxosuuy easicko 0062o cmosimu. Matime xoua 6 MiHiManbHy
noeazy 00 3acayacenoi nioounu! (A. Naumov).

3. Reference (denotative) function, context-oriented function that
focuses on the subject, topic, discourse content and verbalizes mainly in
author’s remarks. Example: 3 kparo yeunmapsa necnodiearno i HeuymHo
PAanmom 8UXooums JHCiHOYa nocmamos, ycs 00sicHyma y uopHe. Honosiku
nosepmaioms 2o108u y ii 6ik. JKinka 6 HopHomy He nioxooums 00 401086IKi8,
CRNUHAEMbCSA 3a KLTbKA KpOKie | Mosuxu oueumwcs Ha ecix (O. Irvanets).

4. Poetic function, focused on the message itself, determines the
significance of its form, rather than content. In this case figurative and
poetic excerpts, sometimes even versified, appear in dialogues between
characters. Example: I'envo Bobuk. Yooceéima, konu 3acnisag conogetixo,
MeHI NPUCHUNLOCSL 8eNluKe icose 03epo i Mu 3 moboio 6 ozepi — 1ebiob i
71e6i0Ka — naueemo nopyy npomu Xeuib. Y ozepi gasicko ckudaemwcs puba,
Kaxkae 6 ouepemax ceiezenbv, a gimepeyb HIJHCHO po30y8ac nip s Ha meoii
ooeei oiniv wiui (V. Danylenko).

5. Phatic function, focused on the contact, involves the use of a
communicative system for establishing, maintaining and terminating
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contact. Example: Jlen. Amno. Auna. Jlooporo nus. 1 Anna-Mapis Umux.
Mewi notpiden [denuc Bosk. [en. Ciryxaro Bac (N. Nezhdana).

6. A meta-language function, focused on language code, provides
a description of the parameters of communication and its interpretation.
This function is usually implemented in an explanation to a reader of an
unfamiliar word. Example: Bora. A ne npo me. [Ipocmo 6onu meHi 6uda-
JIUCH AKUMUCS ... HYOHUMU. Hedopocaumu, uu wo? Hy, mu axoce kazas, ny...
ny... Bin. Ilybepmamnumu. Bona. Aea. [Jo ye osnauae? Bin. Cmameso
neodopozsuneni (O. Klymenko).

Dramaturgic communication like any other involves the process of
modeling. In linguistics there are various communication models that
reproduce its structure and functions (Model of G.-D. Lassvel (idea of
distribution of roles of communicators); Shenon-Vivera (idea of linearity,
coding and decoding), Jacobson (adding a narrator, a narrate, a message,
a code and a context to the scheme); Bahtin (idea of dialogicity); Gamble-
Gamble (idea of a circle); Dens (idea of spirality). The researchers outline
three main models of communication: informationally-coded, inferential and
interactive. The latter is the most appropriated for the study of dramaturgic
discourse since it postulates the central aspect of communication behavior.
The interactive model sees the essence of communication not in the
transmission of information (informationally-coded model) and the one-
sided influence of the speaker on the listener through manifestation of his
or her communicative intentions (inferential model), but rather in complex
communicative interaction of at least two entities producing and interpreting
the meanings. According to this model it is not the language structure of a
code but rather communicatively and socially oriented social practice that
explains the nature of transformation of meanings in communication. In this
case a dramaturgic text is the result of displaying author’s meanings which is
not necessarily recognized and interpreted by a recipient-reader. On the other
hand, a playwright takes into account dialectics of collective comprehension
of social reality in order to achieve a “commonality” of interests with a
reader. The interactive model recognizes precisely the interpretation as
a criterion for success of communication, which increases the status of a
reader as a recipient of information in dramaturgic communication, for which
“background” knowledge of an author and a reader as implicit information is
the key feature, which is added to the content of a verbal message and allows
to optimize its perception and understanding.
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M. Holovaneva defines dramaturgic discourse as a speech behavior of an
author and a reader, treating behavior as a motivated, deliberate, addressed
activity of an individual in a situation of speech interaction associated
with choice and use of speech and language means in accordance with the
communicative task [2, p. 150]. According to the concept of V. Mizetska
the key peculiarity of drama consists in containing within its boundaries
of two plans: artistically-figurative and real-technical, which motivates the
division of a dramatic text into author’s and character’s system [5, p. 5].
N. Safonova mentions the duality of a dramaturgic text which consists of
dramaturgic author’s speech and playwright’s character speech [7, p. 7].
Analyzing the text of a drama as a component of the model of communicative
activity, I. Karimova defines the following elements: participants of
interaction (author-addressee and reader-addressee); intention of interaction
(the motives and purpose of creating a certain product that recognizes
its meaning); way of interaction (rational and emotional impact on the
addressee); means of interaction (text of a dramaturgic work as a system
encoding author’s intention and allows further decoding by a reader);
result of interaction (creation of a new reality that corresponds to author’s
purpose).

Summarizing existing scientific achievements (A. Baklanova,
T. Kuznetsova, 1. Karimova) and taking into account interpretation of a
dramaturgic text as the result of author’s communication, we accept the
perception of a dramaturgic communicative space as author’s modeling of
internal and external communication. The former is between characters,
the latter is between a playwright and a reader. Internal communication is
directed to external communication tasks, which all the elements of the text
are subordinated to.

The means of direct dialogue between an author and a reader (external
com-munica tion) present the elements of paratext. Traditional structural
diagram of a drama contains a heading, a list of characters, replica text of
a play (actions divided into scenes, or pictures) and remarks. According
to the definition of modern linguists, remarks and in general everything
that can be described as a text within a text serves as a re-construction of
those complex coordinates, within which there is a discourse on the stage.
The paratext elements of drama is defined differently in linguistics: meta-
text, heading complex, frame of a work, auxiliary text, author’s monologue,
author’s speech etc.
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Within our research paratext elements of a drama are interpreted as a direct
communicative party of an author, that verbalizes in the dramaturgic text external
communication and implicitly or explicitly implements author’s intention.
1t should be noted that paratext elements, which constitute author’s communicative
party, have a clearly fixed position in the play’s text itself — the remark zone. Such
an organization of a dramaturgic discourse enables better interpretation by a reader
of all the meanings of a work. Within the framework of external communication
author’s work is final, the result of which is the text of a play, and reader’s activities
are boundless. A reader directly involved in internal communication at the same
time remains only a witness and cannot interfere with the “reality” proposed by
an author. Structuring of a play into two communicative spheres enables a word
to acquire a variety of discourse-pragmatic meanings.

The verbal system of internal communication is a dramatic dialogue
that implements author’s intentions at the level of external communication.
A replica consists of all content context, whose bearer is a certain character,
and at the same time each replica is oriented to the perception of context
that it itself creates. Treating dramaturgic communication as a purposeful
activity enables one to analyze dialogue in a play as a certain communicative
system that encodes author’s idea and which is constructed by a set of
smaller communicative units. In this case the system-forming factor is
a communicative situation that determines ways to implement author’s
intention through speech behavior of characters.

Thus, general organization of dramaturgic communication can be shown
schematically in Figure 1.1.

In order to organize further analysis of dramaturgic discourse, in our
opinion, it is essential to determine the place in the system of dramaturgic
communication and the hierarchy of the following notions: dramaturgic
discourse, communicative situation and communicative event.

Direct author’s party
(external communication)

Playwright Reader

Characters’ interaction
(internal communication)

Figure 1.1. Organization of dramaturgic communication
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Within communicative approach discourse is interpreted as a
communicative process, the equivalent of which is a communicative event
and a communicative situation. In particular, T. van Deyk qualifies discourse
as a communicative event, noting the unity of language form, meaning and
action. V. Tiupa distinguishes a communicative situation and discourse
by the social component: discourse is the realization of communicative
situations in speech. According to A. Habidullina discourse is a holistic,
closed communicative situation containing text and other components.
In the proposed study we interpret a communicative situation considering all
its components defined by 1. Susov: “I — inform — you — in a specific place —
at the moment — through a certain statement — about a certain subject — due
to a certain motive or reason — with a purpose or intention — under certain
preconditions — in a certain way” [8, p. 9]. In this case a communicative
situation is a fragment of dramaturgic discourse, a particular situation of
communication between participants in dramaturgic communication,
which determines their behavior and means of communicative intentions
realization.

We believe that for dramaturgic discourse the use of a notion of a
communicative event as its equivalent is not acceptable, implying that
discourse does not have such time and space constraints as a communicative
event. In this case we consider the definition of a modern drama to be a
discourse-communication that encompasses one or more communicative
events. Based on generally accepted division of a text of a play into actions,
structured by the signs (scenes), we note that in modern dramaturgic
discourse a communicative event usually coincides with signs (scenes).

In this case taking into account the concept of S. Tiuryna, in which the
dis-course structure is defined by global and local structures (macro- and
microstruc-tures), the macrostructure of dramatic discourse is division of
a play into communicative events, which we regard as a set of resultative
communicative actions aimed at achieving communicative aims that have a
clear spatial-temporal restriction and are usually distinguished by permanent
communicative partners. To illustrate a communicative event one of scenes
from “Hetman and the King” by O. Nizovets is provided below:

Hea 12. Iicra Ilonmasu.

bina Kpunuys. /o eimanvui narayy 3abicac padicHa 2paghums
Keniecmapk.

Aspopa. Bikmopis, Bikmopis, mu po3ouiu weedig!
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Anna (poseybneno). Xmo po3ous wieedie?

Aspopa (3axpyxcisina naskono kusieuri). Llap Ilempo 3i ceoimu siticokamut.

Anna (nonorommuina). L{voeo ne moosice oymu?!

Aspopa. Tax yci 3apaz y €8poni 2oeopsms. “I{boco ne moosice bymu!
Lvoeo He mooace 6ymu!”. A cam xoponv Kapn nedv-nedsb 8psamyeascs 6i0
2aHeOH020 NONOHY. (3YNUHAEMBCS, NPUOUBTAIOYUCH 00 KpeuoaHoi AnHu).
Jhoba, wo 3 samu?!

Anwna (1edv uymuo). Boou.

Agpopa (Hanusac ma noodae CKAAHKY 600u). Bu max nonoromuinu.
Anno, eam nocano?

Arnna. Tax, meni nozcano. Lo 3 cemomanom Maszenoi?..

Aepopa. Auno, s pozymito, wo y éac 6y8 3 HUM POMaH, aie e 6iH Haul
sopoe?! (Auna éiosepmaemocs). 3auexatime, 3auexaime, 4acom He Gelu 8U
3 ycima Hamu nooeituny epy?! (Anna moguums). Ane sk u moenu, adice 6u
00HA 3 HAUWAHOBAHIWUX KHACUHb OPEe6HbO20 Pooy?!

Anna (onanosye cebe). Tak, opesnvozo i npocnasienozo pooy! A ne
minvku kusieuns Anna JJonvcoka, ane wge 1 NPAGHYUKA 3HAMEHUMO20 KHA3s.
baiiou Buwnegeyvrozo, saxuii 6ye nepuium cemvmanom 3anopizokoi Ciui.

Aspopa. Lo snayumys, cemvmarom 3anopizvroi Ciui?

Anna (iponiuno). Bam, cakconysm, yboco ne 3o0acuymu!

Aepopa (enieno). Kuseune, 6u pusuxycme empamumu éce!

Anna. Bce — oxkpim wecmi ma Bimuusnu!

OoHna dicinka piuyue tide 8 00HY CIMOPOHY, THULA — 8 NPOTMUTLENHCH).

The illustrated scene demonstrates the following features of a
communicative event: unchanged communicants (two partners); clearly
defined time and spatial restriction of dialogue, as evidenced by author’s
remarks; common communicative goal — information exchange (providing
information by one character (Aurora) and perceiving and responding to
the information received by another character (Anna); presence of the result
of communicative interaction: detection of Anna, who engaged in double
dealing (supported at the same time both Mazepa and Peter), which leads to
the completion of a communicative event.

A communicative event can be divided into smaller communicative units.
Modifying the structure of discourse dramaturgic discourse is interpreted as
a hierarchical chain of units of various levels to which the communicative
event belongs: communicative module — speech process — speech act.
Last components belong to the microstructure of dramaturgic discourse:
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a speech act as a statement that is generated and pronounced for a certain
purpose and is caused by a certain motive for practicing or foreseeable action
by means of a language; speech process which is a replica of a character in
dialogue which influences the development of communicative interaction
and contributes to achievement of a communicative goal; communicative
module as a fragment of dramaturgic dialogue which is characterized by
relative communicative autonomy and a communicative task that defines
the limits and extent of this unit of dramatic discourse.

5. Communicative peculiarities of contemporary Ukrainian play

The origins of analysis of dramaturgic text as a discourse are in the
studies of the French structuralists, in particular P. Pavis, A. Ubersfeld,
R. Bart. A. Ubersfeld correctly states: “Linguistics and semiotics are
becoming new tools for researching the artistic universe that combines
language and any non-verbal artistic practice: the theater represents a system
of various visual, sound, static and dynamic, verbal and non-verbal signs”
[10, p. 9]. According to K. Buehler, who noticed three aspects in statements
(representation, expression, appeal), the dramaturgic text actualises appeal,
effective side of the speech, because of which a word appears to be an act
committed simultaneously with the communication process.

A common literary interpretation of drama as a kind of art criticism based
on simulation, modeling of action intended for playing on stage, determines
the peculiarities of structure of plays: a clear distinction in the structure of a
text of two communicative plans — author’s plan (external communication)
and the plan of actors (internal communication). The generic specificity of
drama involves both purely external specific features (division of plays into
actions, episodes, scenes, graphic selection of author’s remarks, presence of
a list of characters), and internal qualities (chronotopic condensation, clearly
defined conflict, cinematic convention). A significant feature of drama is
also a full-bodied language, with which actor-character must enter into a
dialogue (a polylogue) with stage partners and at the same time mentally
appeal to the audience. The increased functional load of a dramaturgic word
explains the ability to engage in any communicative situation: to verbalize
the interaction between characters, to be perceived by a director with the
subsequent embodiment in non-verbal components of a play (scenery,
sound or light design), become the basis of perception by a reader as the
addressee of a dramaturgic work.
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Within our study we treat dramaturgic text as a text of an artistic work
constructed according to the laws of dramaturgic kind of a literary tour, which
is the result of author’s communicative work. In the practice of modern
scientific research interpretation of playwright’s text as a specific kind of
artistic creativity appear, which essentially separates from others — epic and
lyricism — only with a way of presenting author’s idea (linguistic organization
of a text), but also with the form of a message to an addressee, information
encoded in linguistic means; as a complex dual communicative system; as
a kind of “intermittent uninterrupted” through which a dramatic conflict is
reproduced, characterization (self-characterization) of characters is carried out.
Sometimes researchers distinguish dramaturgic, dramaturgic and theatrical
texts as elements of various semiotic systems. In particular V. Zashchepkina
identifies a dramaturgic text as a broader concept that encompasses the spheres
of functioning of drama-multinational text (the actual text of a play) and a
theatrical text, which repre-sents a theatrical performance embodied with
various theatrical means during interaction with viewers.

Undeniable attention in the aspect of analysis of dramaturgic discourse
is deserved by scientific researches of literary scholars, within which the
peculiarities of a dramaturgic work, in particular the features associated
with its discoursive character (strategies of intertextuality, specificity of
conflict interaction of characters and the organization of a dramatic plot),
are outlined. These are studies by O. Bondareva, L. Zaleska-Onyshkevich,
M. Shapoval and others. Modern literary scholars point out that drama is
the most complex form of literature precisely because of its double nature.

There is currently no solid research on the trends of modern Ukrainian
drama. M. Shapoval outlines the leading directions of biography (texts
written on the basis of life and work of outstanding people), neomythologic
(plays-fairy tales, plays of myths, plays of fantasy) and experimental
(linguistic experiment). Individual literary research distinguish among
modern dramaturgic trends postmodernism, realism, romanticism,
absurdism. In particular O. Kohut points to the orientation towards iconic
styles of national literature, such as baroque, romanticism, and realism.
T. Virchenko sees modern postmodern tendencies, and O. Bondareva
observes the elements of theater of absurd.

The most significant role on communicative space of a modern play
is played by theater of absurd. Total disorder in plays (words, actions,
circumstances, characters, playwright canons and genres), which positions
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the drama of absurd, explains the destructure of communicative space of
a play. Within the framework of internal communication the actions of
characters, in particular their speech, are perceived as entirely similar,
striving to rationalize the irrational. The main feature of drama of absurd is
the presentation of language as an obstacle to communication, as signs of a
low-level personality in a person. Example:

A. Hlwww! Bpppp! Bpppp!

b. Hemac uacy!

A. Jluwe ooun nenni onal..

b. [lgyx-opucsy! [1ghyx-opucs! (L. Paris).

In the given dialogue speech characters is characterized by dominance of
absurd expressiveness (paradoxes, senselessness, nonsense), which affects
the effectiveness of communication of characters.

External communication, in particular direct communicative party of an
author, in plays of the theater of absurd is devoid of traditional functions.
Playwrights do not use the possibilities of remarks fund, giving all the text
space to characters. The absence of remarks creates a feeling that the author
does not interfere with the course of a plot, and characters themselves
manage their own actions. The lists of characters in contemporary Ukrainian
absurd plays also declare the principles of poetics of absurd: the absence
of main and secondary characters with probable psychology of behavior,
the presence of characters-schemes and characters-barrens. Modern
plays with the elements of absurd show either complete author’s neglect
of the list of characters (for example, “Marinated Aristocrat” by I. Koval
does not have a list of characters), or the submission of a list deprived of
author’s characteristic or, conversely, having original, non-typical character
descriptions. Example:

Konsan (Moyapm) — ceunaua neuinka

Mama — mawuna

Paoionpuiimay — oprecmp suxonasyis (S. Brama).

Playwrights do not use paratext elements for immediate impact on the
perception of a work by a reader, which alters the role of elements of direct
author’s speech party. Thus, the absurdist direction affects communicative
structure of contemporary plays, complicating both the speech interaction
between characters and the dialogue between an author and a reader.

Among the key features of contemporary drama that influence
the communicative space of a work we distinguish the following:
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1) transformation of dramaturgic time-space; 2) removal of all kinds of
taboos; 3) variety of characters; 4) genre experiment; 5) game element.
IWe will observe how these changes modify the communicative organization
of contemporary Ukrainian plays.

1. Contrary to classical canons, the sign of which was in particular
the principle of unity of time and space verbalized in author’s remarks
with a detailed description of the place of action, contemporary plays are
characterized by the absence of a clear local determination of dramatic
works. As a result, we have a reduction of author’s communicative party at
the beginning of the plays. Occasionally initial remarks are either absent in
the text of a play in general or are so abstract that they enable many options
for theatrical interpretation or for reader’s imagination. Example:

1. 3 npoexmopa na cyeny: Yxpaina xinysa XVII...

Xop. Ce 6yno modi, konu we mo2o bamwvxa ue 6yno... (A. Vyshnevskyi).

2. Contemporary plays, given the lack of censorship and freedom, are
characterized by immorality, emergence of marginal characters, use of non-
normative speech. Addition of non-literary elements to the dramatic text,
as well as the activation of interaction between linguistic units of different
styles, increases the dialogicity of modern dramaturgic discourse. Free
treatment by playwrights of the linguistic material influences the paratext
component of plays. In this case we record the involvement in direct speech
of an author of jargon, dialecticism, surzhikisms. Example:

Ulxinona nabopamopis. ... Had meapunnum Kymoukom Ucums MaKem
po3dasnenoi xcadbu. Binuae oocmanosouky nopmpem /lapeina. Japsin na
nopmpemi noxkasye pykamu Ha opyony 06izamy. 3 poma y Japsina suna-
sumw Hanuc. «boea — nemay (L. Podervyanskyi).

3. Literary scholars point out that for contemporary Ukrainian drama the
image of a character who is a kind of “kamikaze” is one of the characteristic
features of Ukrainian drama. O. Bila notes that contemporary literature
needs a character who must be a unique and independent, wise, courageous
and brave patriot, a bearer of proud insolent spirit, demanding to his or her
actions. However, characters in analyzed plays appear to be ordinary, “small”
people. The absence of a character is sometimes emphasized by researchers,
in particular L. Zaleska-Onyshkevich finds in modern dramaturgic texts
“symptom of the need of characters” [3, p. 136]. The “regularity” of their
characters and portrayed in the play events is emphasized in fact by playwrights,
who often verbalize it with language markers in remarks. Example:
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A. 3euuaiinuil paHox maneHvko020 npoginyitinoco micma... Tunoeuii
nio 30 munoeoi “xpywobu” ... (O. Rosych).

B. 3euuaiina xeapmupa. Cmanoapmua oocmanoska. 3 6imanvhi, yeh-
MPAanbHOi Yyacmunu cyeHu, 6uoHo dewyo 3 kyxui, cnanvui (V. Serdiuk).

At the same time dramaturgy of the last decades greatly diversifies the
system of characters: from the latest versions of archetypal characters (the
archetype of a mother — I. Lipovskyi “Five miserable days”, the archetype of a
father — V. Lysiuk “David”, the image of God — O. Honcharov “Seven steps to
the golgotha™) up to reanimated things (Street Lantern — Y. Paskar “Human”,
Alarm clock — D. Humennyi “Village. Evolution (8th floor)”, Yellow ball —
V. Serdiuk “Split M.** into spare parts”). Among modern characters we can
define the representatives of various social layers, which motivates the use
of numerous dialecticisms, socio-lectisms, syllabic words, and invective
vocabulary within the framework of character communication, because of
which the linguistic personality of a character and his or her communicative
activity differ significantly from the characters of previous years.

4. Modern dramaturgic process characterizes genre experiment as an
attempt to move away from dramaturgic traditions. Literary scholars note
that “the subject of canonization paradoxically become non-canonical
genres, the preponderance is given to everything that opposes ready, fixed,
stable forms” [9, p. 19]. Such transformations produce the creation of
author’s genres which allows a playwright to experiment with the form of
a play, in particular it leads to episoding of a modern drama. In this case
an author does not consider canonical limitations of artistic possibilities
of a drama and applies structural expansion and functional complication
of remarks of a play, giving them features of a narrative. A clear neutral
indication for a scriptwriter is transformed into remarks on the means
of author’s self-expression and influence on a reader, which changes the
classical addressing of such communication. Example:

Ha cyeni mou camuii cmonux, wonpasoa, menep 6iH SUOIUCKYE,
IHmuMHO cepsiposanuil 00 eeuepi npu ceiuxkax. Ha cminvyi 6 nedbaniii
no3i, Wo adc HIsIK He 8’JIcembCsl 3 GUULYKAHUM BeYipHIM BOPAHHAM, 8
2nubokii 3adymi cuoums Jlena. Ilepeo neio, na cmonuxy, 8 yenogano-
eomy naxkemi J1excumov HegeluKd KYXOHHAa COKupka — npe()Mem, 3HA-
tomuti 6y0v-axiu 2ocnoouni. Ha xoninax y Oiguunu poskpuma nanxka —
“NJIO Ne” — 3 skumucey doxymenmamu. Ilesnuil yac Jlena nepyxoma, 6io-
max, Hibu npu2adasuii wWocb, B0CMAHHE 3a2104€ 8 nanepu, 3aKpusac
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nanky, bepe 3i CmoauKa COKUpKy 8 nakemi, po3ensioae ii, 8 3a0ymi Hama-
yye wocw y cebe Ha 20110861, Hedbano 8i0CbOPOYE KOGMOK BUHA 3 HANIBNO-
POIUCHBbO20 Kenuxa, yemixacmucs. Jlani 36upac i x08ae 8 HUNCHIO NOAUUKY
CMOAUKA €80T CYMHI ckapOu. Panmom Hacmopoicyemuvcs, npUcIyxacmvcsl
i, 3aKUHY8WU HO2Y HA HO2Y, 00OUpac no3u MaA0cHo20 Yekanus. Ha cyeni
3 ’ABNAEMbCA CMPAWEHHO 3A2HAHUL, MOKpull i 3a0i1eHull Kpetoow Xio-
neyw. Ile — Maxcum. Hozo uepesuxu zemv 3ansnani 6aznioxoio i, cxooice,
8iH cam nuuie 3apas NOYUHAE YCBIOOMIIOBAMU, WO 6apmo 0y10, npu-
HatMHi, 3HAMU 8epxHill 0052, Obnuuus Jlenu ocsasae uapiena nocmiwika —
i xnoneys cioae nasnpomu uei. I[layza (0. Crninens).

The remark above outlines the tendency to expand remark composition
of a play both structurally (presence of complex sentences) and functionally
(transmission of author’s estimates, formation of subtext information).

Communicative structure of such a dramatic genre as a mono-play
is quite peculiar. A mono-play is structured from a monologue which
expresses the integral language-linguistic activity of one character and does
not provide an answer and change of communicative roles. The mono-play
character is a translator of author’s ideas, because of which communicative
activity of a character of exactly a mono-play is provided by a playwright
with language skills that are considered by him or her to be relevant and
interesting to a reader.

Modern drama is characterized by the presence of “author” genres.
In such cases a playwright intensifies the illocutionary significance of his or
her own communicative party, providing an individual definition of genre
plays and fulfilling reader’s expectations, for example: L. Chupis “Life
on Three” — meroopamamuunuti mpazieniox Ha OBl KapTUHH y CYIPOBOZI
tenedony; Y. Tarnavskyi “Horses” — xincoka Opama-epomeck Ha 00wy 0it0
3 nponocom ma eninocom; B. Melnichuk “Who’s Calling at the Door?” —
Kamasacis 6 cmuii abcypoy.

5. One can agree that “the popularity of Ukrainian play of the late
XX — early XXI century is based in particular on linguistic creativity —
such a typical linguistic thinking, which not only reproduces active lingual
processes, but also forms the linguistic model of modern society” [6, p. 7].

In modern dramaturgic works the principle of game is actively used.
According to O. Bondareva plays under the influence of game principle
acquire virtualization and simulation, due to which “the main field of the
game is not so much a stage, but rather the shell of plays” [1, p. 342—-343].
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In the framework of communicative structure of dramaturgic discourse
game practice causes the destruction of boundaries between external and
internal communication. In particular a playwright can introduce into
internal communication a character that appears in the image of an author
of a play. The linguistic activity of such a dramaturgic character is realized
both at the level of internal and at the level of external communication.
Example:

Aemop. Hapewmi!.. (/lo ensoauig). 3naeme, y axuiicy uac pobomu Hao
n’ecoio 2epoi nouuHaromo Jdcumu He max, Ak 3adymas asmop. Bouu cea-
gonAmy, i mu edice He npaguws Humu. Cropiuie — 601U PO3NOPAOHNCATOMBCA
moboro... (1. Herpecky).

Language creativity of playwrights is also used in character composition,
which usually proves the difference between spoken and dramaturgic
dialogue, demonstrating the readiness (not spontaneity) of the latter. For
example, pleonasm constructions as elements of speech play in replicas of
actors testify to the work of an author over the selection of similar syntactic
constructions, which cannot be done without pausing and slowing down of
oral dialog communication:

3’asnaromucs 068a KoyHu. ... I panmoso kpuuamw. “Bimaemo! Bimaemo!..”

Tlomim xasicymo — i3 yum 6imaroms (MOJ’CYMb PO3BANCAMUCS THMOHA-
yisimu).

Hepwuii xnoyn. 3 akmugnicmio, apmucmusmMom, O1a20poOCMEOM,
be3-cmpawiHicmio, GipnyosHiCmio, SeTUKOOVULHICTI, 2ANAHMHICTI0, OpY-
JHceoOHICTNIO, 00OPOMOI0, THIYIAMUBHICTNIO, BUHAXIONUBICIIO, MYOPICMIO ...

Hpyeuil kxnoyH. 3 GUHAXIOAUGICINIO, HANONLE2TUBICINIO, ONMUMICTIUY-
HiCcmMio, OOMENHICMIO, NPOHUKAUGICIIO, DIULYHICIIO, CNOKOEM, 3A638Mi-
cmr, X0pobpicmio, YecHicmI0, eHepeiliHicmio, i 3 OL10I0 NYXHACMICMIO ...
(C. Illy4enko).

Thus, deviation from classical dramaturgic construction, genre
experiments and implementation of creativity in the text of plays
predetermine the peculiarities of communicative system of modern
dramaturgic discourse. The consequence of this is intensification of
dialogicity of modern dramatic discourse, structural extension and stylistic
branching of paratext components of a play, transformation of character’s
linguistic personality and his or her communicative activity, destruction of
the boundaries between external and internal communication within the
context of contemporary Ukrainian play.
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6. Conclusions

In dramaturgic works author’s intension determines the communicative
activity of characters, integrating it into a coherent text for further
perception by readers. In this case dramaturgic discourse models the
presence of internal and external communication. The former is between
characters and the latter is between an author and a reader. External
communication appears as a direct dialogue between a playwright and a
reader, the means of which are paratext elements that verbalize the direct
communicative activity of an author. The basis of internal communication
is a dramaturgic dialogue that reauthorizes author’s idea and constructs a
set of smaller communicative units that form a certain hierarchical chain
(a communicative event — a communicative module — a speech process —
aspeech act). In contemporary Ukrainian plays there are a number of features
that modify the communicative organization of dramaturgic discourse, in
particular: transformation of dramaturgic time-space, removal of all kinds
of taboos, diversity of characters, genre experiment and game element.
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