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AUDIOMEDIAL TEXT AND ITS FEATURES IN MODERN LIGUISTICS

The article analyzes the concept of audiomedial text and its peculiarities in the aspect of modern
linguistics. In particular, attention is focused on the comparison of the approaches for defining
the concept of audiomedial text, the research of its peculiarities, the analyses of the components
included in the audiomedial text, thanks to which the essence of this concept and the aspects
of translation of the audiomedial text are defined, which poses some difficulties for the translator due
to the factors of temporal limitation and the need for informative translation.

1t is singled out that under the definition of audiomedial text we understand a special type of clear
and perfect text with the existing verbal and non-verbal elements. Distinctive features of audiomedial
texts are polyphony and multichannel. Among the components of audiomedial text researchers
distinguish space-time aspect and the audiovisual method of perception. Within the audiomedial
text, there are linguistic and nonlinguistic semiotic systems. The linguistic system includes symbols.
A nonlinguistic semiotic system is represented by signs-indexes and signs-icons. Audiomedial text
categories include integrity and connectedness, and audiomedial text is marked by its discrete
nature, allowing for its membership. The study of audiomedial text is also related to the notion of film
discourse, which, in its turn, is classified according to a number of criteria, including the criterion
of content, purpose and communication principles, according to the degree of informativeness, by
genre and target audience.

The translation of audiomedial texts is connected with both linguistic and technical peculiarities,
as the translator should adhere to the principle of equivalence and adequacy of the translation.
At the same time, the process of translating the audiomedial text is due to the fact that the movie is
limited by the time limits of the sound, and it may also be complicated by the process of introducing
comments. It complicates the translation process of audiomedial text and the need to create a film
dialogue that should be as informative and understandable as possible. When translating, it is also
necessary to consider that between the image and the text material is a bond, so it is necessary to
consider verbal and non-verbal expressions of expression.

Key words: audiomedial text, film discourse, equivalence, verbal expressions, non-verbal
expressions, Signs.

Formulation of a research problem. Particular
interest of researchers is devoted to the specific
language of the film and the structure of audiomedial
text, which is an excellent characteristic of polyphony
and multi-channel. Specificity of audiomedial text
lies in the interaction of a number of semitical codes
(languages, sounds, gestures, facial expressions,
sets, etc.), which are designed to form the meaning
of cinematographic works and to determine
the nature of its influence on the target audience. The
viewer as the addressee of the film and a participant

of the artistic interaction receives information not
only from the verbal message, but also as a result
of the interaction of units of different systems. The
values are not only words and phrases, but also
the details of the frame, illumination, angle, pattern,
musical accompaniment, installation [4, p. 90].

The concept of “audiomedial text” is quite often
seen in the works of modern researchers. Yu. Tsivyan
writes about the audiomedial text the following:
“In a certain approximation any movie can be
defined as a discrete sequence of continuous areas
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of the text. Let’s call this sequence audiomedial
text”. This phenomenon, from the point of view
of Yu. Tsivyan, is a “chain of nuclear frames”. In this
way, a certain message that is inherent in audiomedia
may be revealed only after consideration of at least
two nuclear frames and finding out which types
of accession they carry out. The researcher concludes
that the unit of the audio-medial text acts a pair
of nuclear personnel [3, p. 109-111].

Analysis of the latest research into this problem
proved that the study of an audiomedial text is
of particular interest of scholars, especially if we
talk about its features in the aspect of translation.
Audiomedial texts have been studied by many
scholars. Among them we may easily distinguish
I. Antonio, V. Fedorov, A. Karasyk, S. Konshyn etc.

The main task of the article is to analyze
the approaches to the definition of “audiomedial
text”, to study its primary features, to compare
the definitions of audiomedial text components, and to
describe the substantial peculiarities of translation for
audiomedial texts.

Statement regarding the basic material
of the research. V. Fedorov proposes to understand
audiomedial text as “a message containing
information and laid out in any form and genre
of films (fiction, documentary, animation, educational
etc.)” [4, p. 36]. Audiomedial text is regarded
as a special type of text, which, according to
M. Efremova, is a clear and complete creation, for
the expression of which a whole complex of verbal
(linguistic) and non-verbal (iconic and/or index)
elements are used. The organization of this creation is
determined by the “plan of the collective functionally
differentiated author with the help of cinematographic
codes, fixed on a material carrier and intended for
reproduction on the screen and on the audiovisual
perception of the spectator audience”.

M. Efremova highlights the following components
in the structure of audiomedial text: the general
element, the relevance of audiomedial text as
a communicative unity, the actuality of the linguistic
form of a type of a text, narrative, thematic
and problematic relevance of audio medial text
[2, p. 3]. All these elements are organized in a special
way and are in unbreakable unity, making holistic
character of audiomedial text. In this type of text, two
semiotic systems are represented — linguistic and non-
linguistic, which use signs of different character:
the first one — symbols-characters, and the second
one — signs-indexes and signs-icons.

Linguistic and non-linguistic signs of audiomedial
text can be sound and visual. Linguistic sound
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signs are the language of the characters, voice-over
language signs, texts sound of songs signs etc. Non-
linguistic signs are natural and technical noise, music,
and visual images of characters, landscape, interior,
used by special effects etc.

The set of linguistic and non-linguistic sound
and visual signs make up audiomedial text in the widest
sense of this concept. The main text categories
of the audiomedia text are the connectedness
and integrity, that is completeness. Audiomedial
text is characterized by its discrete nature. This
type of texts is divided into episodes that have
a formal and meaningful independence. On the other
hand, the meaningful independence of an episode
of audiomedial text is relative, as it requires a support
for the entire audiomedial text [2, p. 6].

The cognitive nature of the film discourse is
examined in the spectrum of a synergistic paradigm
based on dichotomy of the whole — integrity
(R. Jacobson, N. Antijyev, L. Kiyashchenko
Y. Kolodin), according to which the recipient
(spectator) constructs and interprets content in
the sphere of consciousness through the process
of cognition, taking into account his own “cognitive
baggage”. In the aspect of interaction between
language and society, the film discourse is exploited
by the prism of ideologies, and it is described in
the works of J. Androsopoulos, F. Rossi, M. Bednarek
and M. Dainel. At this point of view, the film discourse
is considered as an instrument of propaganda
and ideological influence. Western linguists analyse
the film discourse from the semiotics position.

P. Vollen claimed that the role of the icons is
much more important than the role of indexing signs,
and semiologists and linguists exaggerated the value
of characters-symbols. Thus, within the framework
of the theory, it represents the unity and synthesis
of different linguistic and non-standard signs, where
signs-indexes include intonation, cries, shifters,
natural and technical noise, in staffing music, video
sequence, signs-icons — sound production, gestures,
facial expressions, characters-symbols, as a rule,
represent a language component — credits, inscriptions
in the film itself (written), language of the actors,
voice-over text (oral) [1, p. 103].

I. Kovalenko convinced that in the video series
the verbal component dominates in the narrative
film structure, but the verbal makes the cinematic
discourse plausible and closer to life. S. Kozloff,
who called for the greater focus of attention on film
dialogues, was the prostate of this view, because
the focus on the visual aspect leads to contradictions
in interpretation of the film discourse in general.
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After S. Kozloff, J. Jackal analyzes how the genre
determines the use of verbal elements. The researcher
also offers his own 4-stage technique of analyzing
the film: detailed intonation and transcribe; stuffing
scenario; separation of verbal and audiatorial
components; allocation of figurative and neutral-
literary elements in the script text to the characteristics
of the characters. Film discourse as a system of signs
is also investigated by S. Zaychenko, Yu. Tsyelm,
M. Voroshilov. The fundamental principle of semiotic
analysis of the film discourse is the interdisciplinarity,
what is the methodological basis for the theory
of discourse, intercultural communication, linguistics,
history, sociology, basic methods of which (semiotic,
introspection, methods of discourse analysis)
explain the interaction of the verbal subsystem
with other semiotic subsystems. I. Kovalenko treats
the film discourse as a three-level syncreatic system
or “creolized” unity that represents its own text,
the semiotic space, and the result of intersemyotic
translation. A number of scientists (M. Bednarek, for
example) propose to use the film discourse as a means
ofstudyingsocionics, professionaljargonandnon-legal
language. However, opponents of this point of view
argue that tactics of the most accurate representations
of local dialects are “surrogate of speech activity”,
the collective author-directive strategy, because
the level of styling in the film discourse is much
higher than in the real communication [5, p. 151].
This view reflects the so-called reflective approach
to the analysis of the film discourse, initiated by
S. Hollom and N. Kouplandom.

Thus, F. Rossi argues that the film discourse is
“unreliable means of studying life situations, since
it is carefully spelled out with a small percentage
of improvisation”. Therefore, according to the author,
film dialogues are closer to literary works, than to
spontaneous broadcasting. However, M. Alwarez-
Pereyre does not agree with this point of view,
because, while being a linguistic artifact, socio-
artistic phenomenon and a reflection of real speech,
the film dialogue represents a separate genre,
extremely promising for further research. F. Rossi
even offers a chart of differentiation conversational-
writing levels of film text.

Continuing the tradition of studying the film
discourse in the aspect of narratives and summarizing
the achievements of D. Bordvela, E. Hrangana,
S. Cetmena, M. Kuhn and I. Schmidt, the main
features of the film discourse are identified as different
from narrative text: the presence of several narrative
structures connected by the installation; visual-auditive
dimension of the narrative representation; the presence

of a multimedial narrator or “combined audio-visual-
verbal instance”, which includes specific cinematic
techniques and technologies; “double timeline/double
tempo logic” (external dimension — length of the film,
internal dimension — duration of the events covered);
the presence of the collective author; establishment
of a clear causal logic of developments and subject-
object relations even in the absence of a coherent
narrative continuum. The role of indexes (sounds,
noise) in the creation of the viewer’s effect is
extremely important. An implicit interaction
between the narrator and the audience with the help
of internal monologues, human resources, “multiple
focalization”, which includes constant oscillations
from the narrator to characters or from hero to hero;
no dominance between verbal and visual.

The film discourse is classified according to
a number of criteria: according to the meaning
criterion, for the purpose and communicative
principles, according to the nature of the component
of informativeness, by the genre and the target
audience.

A. Zaretska also points out a collective addressee
with the characteristic “socio-cultural heterogeneity”
[4,p. 152]. The characteristic of the film discourse is that
the role of recipient is always active, which determines
the heterogeneity of the interpretation [4, p. 153].
Other features of the film discourse the authoralso counts
are the principles of “audience listening” (S. Kozloff)
or “dual expression effect” (V. Gorshkova); bulleted
start and the end messages (credits at the beginning
and in the end); the defined duration; planned
and clearly designed nature of depicted reality; double
transmitter information (director and screenwriter);
reproducibility (possibility of viewing), which gives
viewer the ability to control the process of perception.
The film discourse operates at two communication
levels:  “inter-character”  (interaction  between
the characters), Addressee-Recipient (the audience
interpretation of the collective address plan).

The film discourse is classified according to
a number of criteria:

1) by meaning criterion: artistic (movie)
and documentary film discourse. A significant
scientific tour of documentary film theory was made
by Adrian, according to whom a documentary film is
“skillfully constructed artificial reflection of reality”;

2) for the purpose and communicative principles:
cooperative (communications oriented to harmonious
interaction) and the conflicting film discourse (real or
imaginary contradictions between actors exist);

3) by the nature of the component informativeness:
normative and professional;
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4) by the genre and the target audience (theatrical
discourse, dramatic film discourse, comedy film
discourse, psychological film discourse, detective
film discourse, historical film discourse, youth film
discourse, animated film discourse). According to
the communicative purpose, there are three components
of the actual film discourse: the formal/official film
discourse (direct script, posters, trailers, accompanying
advertising campaigns), critical film discourse (reviews
of film critics, bookmaker forecasts), spectator film
discourse (feedback from viewers) [3, p. 53].

In modern cinemiology the tendency to delineate
the adjacent notions to indicate the film discourse is
released: film, film dialogue and actual film discourse
(Ye. Kolodina, S. Kopyaff, V. Gorshkova). Within
the framework of the semiotic paradigm, the term “film
text” is dominant, based on the unity of the linguistic
(signs and symbols) and non-linguistic (signs-icons,
signs-indexes) systems. The concept of film dialogue
is singled out by V. Gorshkova, who define it as
a verbal component of the discourse of a certain film,
the completeness of which is provided by the audiovisual
(sound spectator) series. V. Gorshkova also uses such
terminology series as “image-time” and “image-
movement”.

However, as a rule, the film dialogue is considered
to be a sphere of realization of the film discourse,
“meaning in the space of film discourse”, rather than
synonymous with the concept. The actual film discourse
is regarded as a “continuum of film and film discourse”,
where the latter acts as an abstract environment
for the implementation of the components called
“synergetically dynamic space”. The Western linguists
pay considerable attention to the televised dialogue
(M. Bednarek, R. Pyatzza) and the television discourse
(S. Hall, T. van Dejk, M. Tulan).

A television discourse is interpreted as a “kind
of film discourse, a creolized formation characterised
by communicative-pragmatic addressing, quasi-
sponsiveness, reproducibility, fragmentation, based on
a somewhat generalized and simplified, stereotyped
picture of the world” [ 5, p. 88]. S. Hall offers an alternative
approach to decoding television discourse, the main
postulates of which are the following: the dominant
position (the audience directly and without changes
perceive the encoded information, that is, acts “within
the dominant code”), a contractual position (the decode
takes the main code at the abstract level, but devits on
apersonal level), the opposite position (completerejection
of the main code). There is the unity and synthesis
of different linguistic and the characters, characterized
by the logistics, completeness, and connectedness
within the theory of the film discourse.
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The motion text is a coherent, and complete
message expressed by the verbal (linguistic) and non-
verbal system, organized in accordance with the plan
of the collectively-functional differentiated author with
the use of cinematographic codes, fixed on the material
copy and intended for reproduction on the screen
and audiovisual perception of viewers. The translation
of the film is related to the peculiarities of not only
linguistic but also of technical nature that influences
the degree of equivalence and adequacy of the translation
of the source language, as well as its technical
implementation on the screen (i.e. synchronicity
of the actor’s articulation and replicas of the duplicers).

The perception of the film within foreign culture
complicates the process of actualization of its
interdiscursive ties, which influences the interpretation
of this film text both qualitatively (some elements
get another interpretation, stipulated by typological
differences of cultures) and quantitatively (some
elements, do not have equivalents in another culture,
they are ignored by foreign language audience or
deliberately removed during the interpretation). The
verbal component of the film is a film dialogue.

The wide artistic possibilities of movies, firee
operation of time and space, which became possible due
to the mounting principle, interdependence of elements
of different semiotic structures define two important
peculiarities of the film dialogue: its implicit character
and interdependence of verbal means and other
elements of the film language. The film dialogue
consists of replicas; replicas, in their turn, are subdivided
into: 1) character broadcast; 2) character thoughts;
3) onomatolith (sound).

The main distinguishing features of the film
dialogue, which determine the process of its translation,
are that, firstly, the film text is limited to the time
limits of sounding, which excludes the introduction
of comments. Secondly, the film dialogue is intended
for instant perception and reaction of the viewers,
respectively, should be informative and understandable.
And, thirdly, the film dialogue is accompanied by
video, which leads to the choice of possible translation:
when working with it, it is important to consider
the communication of an image and a text material, to
pay the same attention to verbal and non-verbal aspects.

Movie translator of the comic film is a kind of bridge
of transfer to the recipient by means of the incoming
language of information, laid down in the animated film,
and therefore he is a participant in the film discourse.
The film’s discourse is the process of bilingual
intercultural communication between the addressee
and the address, during which the process of transferring
from the address (collective author) to the addressee
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information, encoded in the form of semitical marks
(signs-indexes, signs-icons, signs-symbols) with
the help of cinematographic codes (frame, stage, etc.) is
taking place. In the film’s Discourse, the film interpreter
works with animated film text which is a creolized
text, i. e., contains verbal (movie dialogue) and non-
verbal system. The translator is equally important
to assess the extent of participation of linguistic
and nonlinear means of creating the image in order
to provide an influence, adequate to the original that
the viewer had, given that translation is the secondary
communication that takes place in the new socio-
cultural context. Within the movie, the film interpreter
works directly with the film dialogue, which recorded
in writing in the installation letters.

Thus, the film discourse is an abstract space, against
which the dialog is revealed (as the time-spatial unity
of verbal and audiovisual images) and cinematic
text (as the unity of the iconic systems). At the same

time, as linguistic artifact, socio-artistic phenomenon
and representation of the real broadcasting, film dialogue
constitutes a separate genre, very promising for further
research.

Conclusions. Researchers define audiomedial text
as the text characterized by verbal and non-verbal
components in its structure. The unity of linguistic
and non-linguistic visual signs creates audiomedial text
in its full sense. The primary peculiarities of audiomedial
texts in the aspect of translation are the facts that
the translation is faced with the lack of time for sounding
which, in its turn, leads to impossibility of usage
of commentaries. The next fact about the translation is
that it must be short, informative, and understandable
for everyone. And, finally, the third fact is that
we should take into consideration the connection
between the image and the textual material, therefore,
not to neglect verbal and non-verbal means of
expressiveness.
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Areepa B. O., Jlumap M. 10. AYIIOMEIIMHAMN TEKCT TA MOI'O OCOBJIMBOCTI
B CYUACHIH JITHI' BICTHILII
Y ecmammi npoananizosano nowsimmsi ayoiomediiino2o mexkcmy ma 1o2o 0cobau8ocmi 6 AcCnekmi cyHacHoi
JUH2gicmuUKU. 30Kpema, y8azy 30Cepediceno Ha NOPIGHSHHI Ni0X00i6 00 BUHAYEHHS NOHAMMS AY0ioMediiuH020
meKcny, 00CAI0AHCYIOMbCsL 1020 0Co0OAUB0CMI, 30IUCHIOEMbCA AHANI3 KOMNOHEHMIB, AKI 6X005iMb 00 CKAAQY
ay0iomeditiHo20 MeKCcny ma 3a805AKU AKUM NOBHICIO PO3KPUBAEMbCA CYMHICIb Yb020 NOHAMMSL, d MAKONHC
PO32n0aomsbCsl acnekmiu nepekiady ayoiomeditinoco mexkcmy, o CMAaHo8UmMb NeeHi MpyoHowi O0is
nepexnaoaya y 36 3Ky 3 paxmopamu 4acogoi oomedceHocmi i nompebamu 6 iHPopmMamueHOCmi nepexady.
Buseneno, wo nio aydiomeditinum mexcmom Mu po3yMieEMo OCOOMUGUI MUN YIMKO20 MA 008EPULEHO20
meKCmy 3 HAaAGHUMU 8epOAIbHUMU U HeBepOANbHUMU  eleMeHmamu. BioMiHHOW —Xxapakmepucmukor
ayoiomeditinozo mexcmy € noniponia ma dacamoxananviicms. Ceped KOMNOHEHMIE ayO0iomMediliHo2c0 mMeKCny
OOCTIOHUKU BUOKPEMITIOIOMb RPOCMOPOBO-YACO8ULL ACNEKM Mad AyOIo8I3yaibHULl Cnocio cnputinsammst. Y medxcax
ayoiomeOitiHo20 meKcmy UOLISIIOMb JIHEGICMUYHY Ul HEeIHeGICUYHY cemiomuyHi cucmemu. [[o ninegicmuynol
CeMiOMUYHOI cucmemu Hanexcamsv 3HaKu-cumeony. Heninegicmuuna cemiomuyna cucmema npeocmagieHa
SHAKAMU-IHOEKCaMU Ma 3HAKaMu-ikoHamu. /{o mekcmosux Kamezopii ayO0iomeoiliHo2o0 MeKCy HALeHCamy
yinicuicms i 36 A3HiCMb, a cam ayoioMeOiiHull MeKCm XapaKkmepu3yeEmvbcs C80€I0 OUCKPEMHOIO NPUPOOOI0, U0
O00NYCKAE MONCTUBICTNG 11020 UNeHY8anHS. J]0CiOHCeHHS Ay diomMeditiHo20 MEKCTY MAKONC NOB ‘A3aHe 3 NOHANMAM
KIHOOUCKYPCY, KU CBOEH Uepeol0 KIACUDIKYEMbCA 34 HUBKOK Kpumepii, 30Kpema: 3a 3MICHOM, Memo
ma KOMYHIKAMUGHUMU NPUHYUNAMU, 34 CMYNeHeM THHOPMAMUBHOCMI, 3a JHCAHPOM i YLIbOBOIO AyOUMOPIEIO.
Ilepexnao aydiomeditinux mexcmie no8 s3anutl K i3 1iHe8ICIMUYHUMU, MAK | 3 MEXHIYHUMU 0COOTUBOCISIMU,
OCKITbKU NEPeraaday Mac 00mpUMy8amucs NPUHYUNY eKgieaieHmHOCI il adekeamuocmi nepexiady. Boonouac
npoyec nepexaady ayoiomeOitiHo20 MeKCHy 3yMOBLeHUL MUM PaKmopom, wo KIHOMeKCm 00MeNCeHUL YACo8UMU
paAMKaMUu 38VHaHHSA, I 4epe3 ye Modice YCKIAOHUMUCS Npoyec 88e0eHHs KOMeHmapis. YCcKlaoHwe npoyec
nepexiaoy ayoiomeoilinoco meKCchy makoxc nompeda y cmeopenti KiHooianozy, wo mae Oymu MakCumMaibHO
inghopmamuenum ma 3pozyminum. I1io yac nepexnady maxoosic HeoOXiOHO 8pAxXo8y8ami, ujo Midc 300paAHNCeHHIM
i MeKCMOoBUM MAMeEPIANIOM € 38 30K, TOMY 8apmo 8pax08yeamu 6epoanbii il He8epoaIbHi 3aco0U GUPAICEHHSL.
Knrouoei cnosa: ayoiomeoitinuil mexkcm, KIHOOUCKYPC, eK8IBALEHMHICIb, 8epOAIbHI 3ACO0OU UPANCEHHS,
HegepOabHi 3Ac00U BUPAICEHHS, 3HAKU.



