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Traditionally, pragmatics is viewed as “the study of all aspects of
linguistic behaviour” [1, p. v]. Besides, it covers semiotic behaviours in all
their multimodality [2, p. 96]. Pragmatics concerned with the production
and consumption of literary texts is termed as literary pragmatics
[3, p. 511]. It primarily focuses on “what readers infer” from the language
and behaviours, and the way in which those will “predetermine to a certain
degree” interpretation [2, p. 96].

This paper sets out to specify pragmatic effects brough about by the
multimodal presentation of characters in cinematic discourse. In cognitive
narratology, characters are defined as “multimodal (semiotic) constructs in
the service of a narrative aimed at a target audience, and therefore exist in
the minds of that audience as cognitive constructs [4, p.2022]. This
research offers alandscape modal [5] for construing characters in film
discourse. Specifically, a film character is viewed as a cognitive construct
which incorporates three landscapes — emotional, behavioural (actional),
and cognitive, each of them is represented multimodally.

Bednarek distinguisges two kinds of multimodality in TV discourse —
multimodality in character presentation and multimodality in the film in
general. The former is about various semiotic dimensions of character
performance, i. e. gestures, gaze, facial expression, etc.; whereas the latter
refers to “the meaning potential of the moving image itself” [6, p. 20] and
includes such aspects as camera, editing, lightning, and sound.

Thus, the multimodal analysis of characters in film encompasses three
procedures: 1) a linguostylistic analysis of film dialogue in terms of key
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words and expressions [4] which elicit the characters’ verbal behaviour;
2) a pragma-stylistic analysis of characters’ non-verbal behaviour
revealed through visual, kinetic and auditory codes; 3) a pragma-stylistic
analysis of various filmic techniques employed in character presen-
tation.

Traditionally, the film dialogue is defined as a verbal text performed by
actors and integrated with other thematic elements [7, p. 69]. It should be
emphasized that unlike the dialogue in the novels, film dialogue is
characterized by the absence of the literary narrator who could explicitly
summarize or interpret the character’s speech or even render interior views
of the characters’ minds and emotions [ibid., p. 16].

This thesis focuses on the first two aspects of character presentation in
film discourse. The case study of this paper is Gone Girl — a film adaptation
of Flynn’s 2012 psychological thriller of the same name. The movie centers
around a mysterious disappearance of Nick Dunne’s wife Amy and the
investigation of this case by the police. Gone Girl follows Nick Dunne who
may or may not have been involved in the disappearance of his wife and is
subsequently hounded by the police and media.

As functions of film dialogues significantly depend on the genre
conventions of a film, we can state that in Gone Girl the dialogues are used
(i) to develop the characters’ psychology, (ii) to create suspense in the film
narrative, (iii) to guide the recipient’s interpretation, (iiii) to reveal the
theme(s) of the film. Let us analyze the following extracts from Gone Girl
in terms of pragmatic effects brought about by the multimodal
characterisation.

1) SHARON: I’m just trying to get clear.

NICK: Let me be clear. Just because | am not a murderer doesn’t make
me a good guy. I’m not a good guy. | was a bad husband to a great wife.
I broke the vow that | made to her.

SHARON: Those are pretty words, Nick. But what does that really mean
to you?

NICK: It basically means that | was a con artist. | met Amy Elliot seven
years ago. | was completely transfixed. Amy can do that to you. | was this
average guy from an average place with mediocre aspirations. And | met
a woman who dazzled me. And | wanted her to love me, so | pretended to
be better than 1 was. When we got married, | promised to be that guy. The
guy who works harder, who lives and acts, and loves with much passion as
she does. But I failed her. Instead of doing what was right, | was doing what
was easy [8].
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Fig. 1. Close-up of Amy (reaction shot)

This dialogue (the first passage) is an extract from Nick’s interview
arranged by the lawyer in order to somehow justify him in the eyes of
Amy’s parents, friends, and all other people who love Amy. The verbal
signals of Nick’s characterization are manifested by stylistically salient
words and expressions most of which are based on the cognitive mechanism
of opposition: antithesis (a bad husband :: good wife), some cases of
contrast (a murderer :: agood guy; what was right :: what was easy),
a contrast created by aset of epithets and the metaphor (average (man),
average (place), mediocre (aspiration) :: the woman who dazzles. Nick is
also represented via the non-verbal behaviour of Amy (the second extract)
who is watching this interview on TV. Specifically, her controversial
attitude towards Nick and his speech about their relations is revealed
through her close-up facial expression which renders surprise and puzzling.

Thus, the verbal behaviour of Nick together with Amy’s non-verbal
behaviour (meta-multimodality) generate the effect of incredibility on the
part of the reader, thus creating the scene’s tension and unveiling the
psychology of both characters.

References:

1. Bublitz W., Jucker A. H., Schneider K. P. Preface to the Handbook
Series. Pragmatics of Fiction / ed. Locher M. A., Jicker A.H. Berlin :
Walter de Gruyter, 2017. P. v-viii.

2. Culpeper J., Fernandez-Quintanilla C. Fictional Characterisation.
Pragmatics of Fiction / ed. Locher M. A., Jicker A. H. Berlin : Walter de
Gruyter, 2017. P. 93-128.

3. Mey J. I. Pragmatics and Literature. Foundations of Pragmatics / eds.
Bublitz W., Norrick N. R. Berlin : Mounton de Gruyter, 2011. P. 511-534.

176



Riga, the Republic of Latvia July 29-30, 2022

4. Bednarek M. Language and Characterisation in Television Series.
The Sinclair Lecture delivered during Corpus Linguistic Summer School
2022. URL: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8BWXYDbR_lo4 (zata
3BepHeHHs: 25.07.2022).

5. Izotova N.P. Ludic Effects in Fiction: A Case Study of J. M.
Coetzee’s Disgrace and its Russian and Ukrainian Translations / SHS Web
of Conferences. Vol. 105 (2021). URL.: https://www.shs-conferences.org/
articles/shsconf/abs/2021/16/shsconf tita2020_01006/shsconf _tita2020 010
06.html (nara 3Bepuensus: 20.07.2022).

6. Bednarek M. The Language of Fictional Television: Drama and
Identity. London : Continuum, 2010. 304 p.

7. Kozloff S. Overhearing Film Dialogue. Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 2000. 232 p.

8. Gone Girl URL: https://www.amazon.com/Gone-Girl-Ben-Affleck/
dp/B0004UQIT4 (nara 3Bepuenns: 25.07.2022).

DOl https://doi.org/10.30525/978-9934-26-227-2-43

CODIFICATION AND FEATURES OF AUSTRIAN GERMAN

KOJU®DIKAIIA TA OCOBJIUBOCTI
ABCTPIFMCBKOI'O BAPIAHTA HIMEIILKOI MOBA

Karpik M. 1. Kapnix M. 1.
Candidate of Philological Sciences, Kanouoam QHinonoiuHux Hayx,
Associate Professor at the Department doyenm kagedpu iHOZEMHUX MO8
of foreign languages Kuiscvkuii hayionanvruil ynigepcumem
Taras Shevchenko imeni Tapaca Llesuenka
National University of Kyiv m. Kuis, Yrpaina
Kyiv, Ukraine

BaxniBuM acrieKTOM BH3HAHHS CyBEPEHHOCT] HalliOHAJILHOTO BapiaHTa
JiTepaTypHOi MOBH € Horo ¢ikcarisi, TOOTO BUSB Ta Koaudikamis Hario-
HaJIbHOT HOPMH JIiTEpaTypHOi MOBH — B HEPILY Yepry, LUIIXOM JIEKCHKO-
rpagiyHOro BimoOpa)keHHs HOPMHU JIiTepaTypHOI MOBH B YMOBaXx IIEBHOTO
coriymy [1, c. 409].

OxkpiM koaudikarii, Y. AMMOH yBUPA3HIOE IIe 1HIT «COMIabHI CHIIN,
BXJMBI IS ICHYBaHHS Ta BH3HAHHS HAIIOHAJIBHOTO BapiaHTa, IO
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