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This article is devoted to the study of polycoded and multimodal nature of the cinematic discourse as a semiotically heterogeneous
phenomenon. The cinematic discourse is interpreted as a complex integrated socially and culturally conditioned mental-communicative
phenomenon that is characterized by a combination of lingual and non-lingual codes in its structure and is polycoded and multimodal by its
nature. The paper analyzes the main approaches to the interpretation of the cinematic discourse as a creolized / polycoded / multimodal
formation, proves the assumption that the cinematic discourse cannot be considered creolized, as it consists of more than two code systems
that are in complex interaction aimed at constructing the meaning. The cinematic discourse contains more than two heterogeneous systems:
verbal (speech), non-verbal (gestures, facial expressions, etc.) and non-lingual represented by cinematic means (close-up, camera movement,
lighting, noise, music etc.). It is the inseparable combination of three semiotic systems, each is an obligatory element that serves to construct
the cinematic meaning. The cinematic discourse contains various heterogeneous systems that make one perceptual flow. The article discusses
the notions of the code and the mode that are of important value to explain the polycoded and multimodal nature of the cinematic discourse.
The polycoded nature of the cinematic discourse focuses on the combination of several code systems attracted by filmmakers to construct the
meaning. The multimodal nature of the cinematic discourse emphasizes its dynamic character and focuses on the addressee considering his
cognitive and social features. The combination of different semiotic systems conduces to the film meaning construction.
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Introduction. The modern stage in the development of the linguistic science focuses on the study of
heterogeneous linguistic phenomena and their characteristic features. Visualization contributes to the aesthetics of
communication and also provides an opportunity to strengthen the pragmatic impact on the recipient of the message
to make it more socially oriented and efficient. Texts that contain more than one sign system are increasingly
becoming a subject of linguistic study, which causes terminological distinctions in their definition. The variety of
approaches to heterogeneous messages that contain several semiotic systems and the need for their differentiation
determine the topicality of our work. Researchers concur on the idea that the cinematic discourse is a
heterogeneous phenomenon that includes several sign systems. However they argue about the interpretation of the
correlation between these sign systems. The most common approaches to interpret the semiotic nature of the
cinematic discourse are its interpretation as a creolized / polycoded / multimodal phenomenon.

The aim of the article is to study the polycoded and multimodal character of the cinematic discourse as a
semiotically heterogeneous phenomenon. The cinematic discourse is considered to be a complex holistic mental-
communicative phenomenon that is socially and culturally conditioned and characterized by the combination of
lingual and non-lingual semiotic systems in its structure. The cinematic discourse is characterized by expressive,
dialogic and media features; it aims to construct the reality and is always directed to the addressee — viewers. The
cinematic discourse and the cinematic text are regarded as inseparable phenomena, as inseparable are the process
and the result.

Interpretation of the cinematic discourse as a creolized formation. Creolized texts are considered to be
nonlinear formations that include two sign systems. Researchers who consider the cinematic text to be creolized
point out that it consists of two non-homogeneous parts: verbal and nonverbal; the latest belongs to the sign system
different from the natural language [2, p. 106-110]. The dominant feature of non-verbal means is determined by
graphic means, i.e. drawings, photographs etc. They are involved in the organization of the plane of content and the
plane of expression being carriers of certain information [1, p. 8].

But some researchers argue that the cinematic text contains more than two sign systems. Considering the
cinematic text as creolized, H. Slyshkin and M. Efremova admit that it takes more than two heterogeneous systems
and interpret it as a complex interaction between linguistic and non-linguistic semiotic systems: lingual system
contains written and oral components while non-lingual system contains a number of sign systems among them
optical-kinetic (camera movement), paralinguistic (vocalization), extra-linguistic (laughing, crying, rate of speech
etc.) that perform technical, informative and aesthetic functions [5, p.15-16].

The relations between the semiotic systems of a creolized text are of different types — addition, contrast,
highlighting of certain aspects, commentary etc. However, the filmic verbal component is inconceivable apart from
the image, the meaning arises at the intersection of verbal and visual components, so it cannot replicate or add to it.
These types of relations are not characteristic of the cinematic text that makes it impossible to deem it creolized.

Besides the cinematic text cannot be interpreted as creolized as it contains more than two semiotic systems.
The interpretation of the cinematic text as a creolized formation does not take into account the role of non-lingual
components in the meaning construction and the pragmatic function they perform. A certain contradiction is caused

14


mailto:kobeka72@gmail.com

BicHuk 9 / 2017 ISSN 2307-1591

by the fact that the cinematic text contains more than two heterogeneous systems: verbal (speech), nonverbal
(contains visual elements of non-verbal communication — gestures, facial expressions etc.) and non-lingual,
represented by cinematic means (close-up, camera movement, lighting, noise, music etc.). The inextricable
combination of three semiotic systems, each of which is the obligatory element serves the construction of the film
meaning. It confirms the view that the cinematic text cannot be considered creolized, as it contains more than two
code systems combined in the complex interaction aimed at the construction of the film meaning.

This fact induces to seek another term to interpret the cinematic discourse as a semiotically heterogeneous
phenomenon and explain the integrated character of its semiotic systems.

Cinematic discourse as a polycoded phenomenon. The ambiguity of the notion “creolized” in relation to
linguavisual texts has conducted to the employment of the term “polycoded”, reflecting the polycoded nature of
human communication. The distinction between these notions is based on the specific character of the combination
of sign systems within heterogeneous texts: polycoded texts are formed by a combination of elements belonging to
different sign systems, provided that they are of equal significance in processing the message and cannot be
changed or omitted. While creolized texts emphasize the fact of their creation using elements of different sign
systems.

The sign system — is not simply a system of symbolic means, but the system of meanings [7]. The cinematic
discourse is considered to be a combination of three narrative tendencies: pictorial, verbal and sound [4, p. 89]. The
polycoded peculiarity of the cinematic discourse lies in the fact that separate shots have only the potential meaning.
Only in a series of rhythmically mounted shots the image receives some semantic value [3, p. 53].

The cinematic discourse as a polycoded phenomenon is built on a combination of semiotically heterogeneous
components — a verbal text, an image, and signs of another nature — within a single space. The specifics of
polycoded phenomena is determined not so much by features of their constituents as their synergistic effect [6,
p. 30-32]. They jointly construct the film meaning: the image serves as a support for the verbal text, the verbal text
reinforces the image, the signs of the other nature — music, noise, lighting etc. intensify and specify the meaning.
The interaction of constituents of the cinematic discourse as a polycoded phenomenon, not their structural features,
serves the construction of the film meaning.

Though the cinematic discourse contains heterogeneous systems, it represents a single perceptual flow. The
combination of film meanings produced by every semiotic system contributes to the common meaning which is the
result of the interaction of all polycoded elements.

The interpretation of the cinematic discourse as a polycoded phenomenon requires to consider the notion of a
code.

The code is understood as the system of communicative conventions, series of signs with series of semantic
units (or meanings) paradigmatically and syntagmatically combined. The codes are applied to the messages in the
general cultural frame, which determines the amount of knowledge of the recipient — his ideological, ethical,
religious beliefs, attitudes, tastes, values etc. [7, p. 58 ]. The cinematic discourse is polycoded by its nature, all
cinematic discourse units are formed by codes. The polycoded character focuses on the involvement of several
structurally organized heterogeneous sign systems — codes, the combination and intersection of which promotes the
constructing of the film meaning.

The film is a combination of certain semiotic codes, the film meaning is definitely organized, designed and
codified [11, p. 59]. The meaning, according to C. Metz, is codified, not coded, which emphasizes the absence of
absolute rules to transfer the film meaning. This fact stresses the idea that the film meaning construction has the
dynamic character that has promoted the development of the multimodal film theory.

Cinematic discourse as a multimodal phenomenon. Modern interpretation of the communication on the
basis of the meaning construction which is typical for cognitive pragmalinguistics contributes to the formation of a
new approach to the investigation of semiotically heterogeneous phenomena — multimodal approach. This approach
is based on the socio-semiotic communicative theory by M. Halliday [9] who considers the language as one of the
semiotic systems that constitutes the culture system and models it as a resource for constructing meaning.

At present the researchers’ interest to consider the cinematic discourse as a multimodal formation has been
increasing. Multimodality as a notion based on the systemic-functional approach to the discourse analysis has been
involved to indicate different resources used in the language to construct the meaning. Therefore, the multimodal
approach to the cinematic discourse focuses on two aspects: attracting resources to construct the meaning and
realizing the communication between film authors and film viewers.

The basic notions of the multimodal discourse analysis approach are the notions of a mode and semiotic
resources. It should be noted that the definition of these notions is somewhat blurred and may vary depending on
the researcher who studies the multimodal discourse. Researchers of multimodality connect the mode with the
culture as a means of conveying its meaning, deny the static nature of the mode and see it as a heuristic unit [8]. It
is obvious that the mode is a socially and culturally determined means to represent meanings in the communication.
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Modes are associated with the sensory modality, perceived by one of the human senses — sight, hearing,
tactility etc.

Modes are shaped and organized into a range of meaning-making systems in order to articulate the meanings
demanded by the social requirements of different communities. All modes make meanings differently, and the
meanings made are not always available to or understood by all recipients. Modes are open systems, they develop
and change in response to the communicative needs of the society, new modes are being created, existing modes
are being transformed [10, p. 52]. Different modes provide different dimensions of meaning making, and the choice
of the mode constructs and allocates a certain meaning. The mode has a subjective character: its selection depends
on the individual, the individual considers a certain visual image to be the mode [10, p. 202-203]. The mode is an
active shaper of expression possibilities, not a passive transmission carrier [8, p. 76]. Each mode uses specific
codes (in the terminology of researchers —‘semiotic resources”) that distinguishes it from others.

Film modes — speech, sound, image are transmitted with the help of two “information” channels: auditory and
visual. The visual mode, transmitted by the visual channel, is represented by the image and is realized through
characters’ facial expression, visual effects, pictures etc. The sound mode is realized through music, sound effects,
noise etc. The only mode used in both channels is speech - presented in writing on the visual level and orally on the
auditory level. The combination of these modes varies in time and space and constantly produces semantic
consistency that can be analyzed only in dynamics.

Film meaning construction is the result of the interaction between the real world of filmmakers including
camera movement, montage, lighting etc. and the fictional world of film storytelling. Film codes (semiotic
resources) interact constructing the meaning according to the intersemiosis of modes. Film meaning is constructed
by the interaction of various resources such as image, sound, music, gestures, camera effects, combined by montage
into a linear order. Film codes are considered to be inferential mechanisms as they are connected with viewers’
inferential strategies and the author’s intention. Film codes contain cultural and social information which makes a
film the reflection of social values and attitudes of the society to all present challenges.

Conclusions. Cinematic discourse is polycoded and multimodal by its nature. The polycoded nature of the
cinematic discourse focuses on the combination of several code systems — verbal, nonverbal and non-lingual —
attracted by filmmakers to construct the meaning. Different semiotic information is integrated in a single film
semantic space at the level of content and the level of form. The multimodal nature of the cinematic discourse
emphasizes its dynamic nature and focuses on the direction to the addressee considering its cognitive and social
features. With the “information” channels — visual and auditory, the film transmits meanings constructed by the
combination of semiotically heterogeneous codes.

Viewers are actively involved into the interpretation of this information on the basis of the inferential process
that has social and cultural background. While watching the film, viewers (re)construct film meanings based on
their world picture that conduces to the inferential process. Film interpretation and (re)construction of film
meanings is not the result of simple decoding, but a dynamic process of the inferential reasoning. It is the
interaction of different semiotic systems that is crucial for the film meaning (re)construction.

Multimodal analysis specifies the syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations between film units and stresses on
the dynamic nature of the film, explains how the film meaning is constructed. The study of functional
characteristics of film code systems and the character of their correlation is prospective for the further analysis of
film meanings construction.
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KpucanoBa T. A. Kinoauckype sik moJiikogoBe i My1bTHMOJA/IbHe YTBOpPeHHs. CTaTTs MPUCBSUYCHA BHBYCHHIO MOJIKOJOBOTO 1
MYJIBTUMOAATIBHOTO XapaKTepy KiHOAUCKYPCY AK CEMIOTHYHO HEOAHOpimHOTO siBuINa. KiHOAMCKYpc B pOOOTI TPaKTOBAHO SIK CKJIQJHHUH
LUTICHUH COLIaNIbHO 1 KYIBTYPHO 3yMOBJICHUI MUCIICHHEBO-KOMYHIKaTHBHUH ()EHOMEH, KU XapaKTePH3YEThCS CIOTYYSHHSM JIIHTBANbHUX 1
HEJIHTBAIBHHUX KOJIB y CBOIH CTPYKTYpI Ta € IOJIKOZOBHM i MYJIBTHMOIAIBHUM 32 CBOEIO IPHPONIOI0. Y poOOTI MpoaHati3oBaHO OCHOBHI
MIXOAN 10 PO3YMIHHS KIHOAUCKYPCY SK KPEOJi30BaHOTO / MOJIKOIOBOTO / MyIBTHMONAIBHOTO YTBOPEHHS. Y CTarTi JOBeAEHa JyMKa, IO
KiHOIMCKYPC HE MO)KHA BBa)KAaTH KPEOJTi30BaHHM, TaK SIK BiH CKIAAa€ThCS 3 OUIBII HIXK JABOX KOJOBHX CHUCTEM, SIKi 3HAXOIATHCS Y CKIIAIHIH
B3a€MOJii, CHpsAMOBaHIi Ha KOHCTpylOBaHHA cmuciy. KiHomuckypc MicTHTh Oinbile HDK JBI HErOMOTEHHI CHCTEMH: BepOajbHY
(MOBIICHHEBY), HeBepOaJbHY (MICTHTh 300pa)KEHHS €JICMEHTIB HEBepOaJbHOI KOMYHIKAIil — JKECTH, MIMIKY TOIIO) i HENIiHTBAJIbHY, SKa
MpeAcTaBieHa KiHeMarorpagiuHuMu 3aco0aMu (KpYIHHH IUIaH, pyK KaMepHu, OCBITJICHHS, IIYMH, MY3WYHHH cymposing Tomo). Came
HEPO3pHBHE MOEIHAHHSA TPHOX CEMIOTHYHHMX CHCTEM, KOKHA 3 SKHUX € OOJIraTOPHUM EJIEMEHTOM, CIIYTYye KOHCTPYIOBAaHHIO CMHCIY
KiHOTeKCTy. [eTeporeHHi cHUCTEMH KiIHOOUCKYPCY SBIAIOTH COOOI0 €IWHUHA MEpUENTyadbHUH MOTIK. Y CTaTTi PO3IIAHYTO MOHATTS KOy 1
MOJIYCY, SIKi € KJIFOYOBHMH JJIsI PO3YMIHHS TONIKOJOBOTO 1 MYJIBTHMOIATIBHOTO XapaKTepy KiHOMUCKYpCY. [10ONMKOMOBICTh KiHOIAMCKYPCY
aKIeHTye YyBary Ha IIO€JHAHHI JEKUIBKOX KOJOBHX CHCTEM, 3alydeHUX TBOPISIMH KIHOQUIBMY JUISI KOHCTPYIOBAaHHS CMHCIY.
MynbTUMOIAIBHICT KIHOMUCKYPCY MIAKPECIIOE HOro IUHAMIYHMK XapakTep i CHPSMOBaHICTh Ha ajapecara 3 ypaxyBaHHSIM HOTO
KOTHITHBHHX, COLIAILHUX OcoOimBocTed. CMHCI (ibMy CTPYKTYpPOBAaHO PI3HOMAaHITHUMHU CEMIOTHYHHMH CHCTEMaMH, IOEJHAHHS SKHX
crpusie KOHCTPYIOBaHHIO KiHOCMHECITY BiIOBITHO IO iIHTEPCEMIO3HUCY MOIYCIB.

Ki1ro4oBi c/10Ba: 3HaK; KiHOAMCKYPC; KOI; MOAYC; MYJIBTUMOAATBbHUI; MOTIKOJOBHIA.

KpbicanoBa T. A. KuHomuckypc Kak NOJIHMKOAOBOe H MYJbTHMOIAJIbHOE oOpa3oBanue. CTarhsi IOCBSIICHA H3YYCHHIO
MOJIMKOZOBOTO M MYJIBTUMOJAIBHOIO XapakTepa KMHOIAMCKYpCca KaK CEMUOTHYECKU HEOTHOpoIHoro ssieHus. Kunomuckypc B pabote
HCTOJIKOBAHO KaK CIIOKHBIH IIETOCTHBIA COIMAIBHO M KYJIBTYPHO OOYCIIOBICHHBIN MBICIHTEIbHO-KOMMYHHKAaTUBHBIA (DEHOMEH, KOTOPBIi
XapaKTepu3yeTcs COYeTaHUEM JIMHIBAJIbHBIX U HEJIMHIBAJIbHUX KOIOB B CBOEH CTPYKTYpE U SBJISETCS MOJIUKOAOBBIM U MYJIBTUMOAIBHBIM I10
cBoeii npupose. B pabore nmpoaHanu3upoBaHbl OCHOBHBIE MOAXOJbI K HOHMMAaHHIO KHHOANCKYpPCA KaK KPEOIM30BAHHOTO / MOIUKOJOBOTO /
MYIBTHMOAAIFHOTO 00pa30BaHMs, JOKAa3aHO, YTO KHHOAUCKYPC HEIb3sI CUMTaTh KPEOIN30BAaHHBIM, TaK KaK OH COCTOMT U3 Ooyee ueM IBYX
KOZIOBBIX CHCTEM, KOTOpPBIE HAaXOMSTCS B CIIOXKHOM B3aMMOJAEHCTBHMH, HANpPaBICHHOM Ha KOHCTPYHpOBaHHE cMbIcha. [lonmkomoBOCTH
KHHOJVCKYPCa aKIEHTHpyeT BHUMAaHHE Ha COYETAHWH HECKOJBKHX KOIOBBIX CHCTEM, BOBJICUEHHBIX CO3JATeMAMH (HIbMa IS
KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS CMbICTA. MynbTHUMOATbHOCTh KHHOAWCKYpCAa MOAYEPKHBAET €ro JUHAMHUYECKHH XapakTep M HampaBIeHHOCTh HA
ajzpecara C Y4eTOM €ro KOTHUTHBHBIX, COI[HANBHBIX O0coOeHHOCTeil. CMbICH (HIbMa CTPYKTYPHUPOBAHO PAa3JIMYHBIMH CEMHOTHYECKUMHM
CHUCTEMaMHU, COYETaHUEe KOTOPBIX CIIOCOOCTBYET KOHCTPYHMPOBAHHUIO KHHOCMBICIA.

KirodeBblie c10Ba: 3HaK; KUHOJUCKYPC; KOJ; MOAYC; MYJIBTUMOAAJIbHBIN; IOJIMKOIOBBIH.
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