OCHOBaHHE TOBOPHUTD O 8UPMYAIbHOM asmope, a TakKe YTBEPKIaTh, 4YTO CETEBOW IICEBJAOHUM CyIIle-
CTBEHHO OTJIMYAETCS OT TPAIUIIMOHHOTO IIOHUMaHNA (OH IIUPE U MHOTOTpaHHee, 0oJiee MOX0XK Ha HO-
BYIO JUYHOCTB). M3 9mozo ciedyem, ymo mpaouyuoHHoe uzyieHue JumepamypHbix mexKcmos, Ko20a
MBOPYECBO NOIMA/NUCAMENS PACCMAMPUBAETICSL 8 MECHOU CE:31L C €20 MUPOBO33PEHUEM, 832T0AMU
U ObuocpaguuecKkuM cee0eHUAMU, He MOJicen Oblnb NPUMEHUMO K GUPMYATbHOMY A8MOopY, KOTa, TI0
CyTH, MBI BUIUM «YHCTO€» CTHXOTBOPEHHE C MHUHHMAJIBHBIMHU CBEACHUSAMHU 00 aBTOpE — WHOTIA HE
U3BECTEH HU MOJ, HU Bo3pacT. Hanmpumep, aBTopsl ¢ HUKamu Llena monoxa, Lllecmucmpynnas oceny,
Hoeanvnaa owubka 04eHb PEAKO WCMOIB3YIOT TJIArojibl B MPOIIEANIEM BPEMEHH B COYETAHUU C Me-
CTOMMEHHUEM s, IOITOMY, HE M3y4asi WX TBOPYECTBO MOJTHOCTHIO, TIOJ OMPEACTUTh HE TPEACTABISETCS
BO3MOXXHBIM. «HyreBbie» cBeieHns: 00 aBTOpe HAKIIAABIBAIOT OTIIEYaTOK HAa BOCIIPUATHE TTOITHIECKO-
r'0 TEKCTa W JArOT OOJIbIIIe CBOOOBI B HHTEPIPETAIIMUA 00Pa30B.

3akiaoueHue. TakuM 00pa3oM, TPaIUIIMOHHBIC TOAXOAB! K H3YUEHHUIO MOATHYESCKUX TEKCTOB HE
BCEr/la MOTYT OBITh TPUMEHEHBI K CETEBOH IMO33UH, B KOTOPOIl HE MPOCMATPHUBAETCS CBSA3b C MUPOBO3-
3peHHUEM I103Ta U ero U Ouorpadueii, a camu TEKCThI O0siee CBOOOIHBI B BOCIPUSITAN M. MHTEPIpETa-
1uu. CeTeBble MOATUICCKUE TEKCThI OPUCHTHPOBAHBI HA JUAIOT C YUTATEIIEM, BOCIPUATHAE KOTOPOTO
HEOTJEIMMO OT TEKCTa.
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THE STUCTURAL AND LINGUISTIC PECULIARITIES OF ENGLISH FILM CRITICISM

0. Belskaya, M. Kiselyova
Vitebsk, Vitebsk State University

Popular film criticism is the evaluation of what a film is doing, narratively, thematically and
formally. It typically takes the form of published reviews and essays that are meant to inform readers
with an interest in the art form. Furthermore, film criticism attempts to explore why films are or are
not working.

Material and methods. In the frames of our research we analyzed the structural peculiarities of
professional critical article in comparison to descriptive review by amateurs. For this purpose we
selected 25 articles by critics of leading print issues and 15 compositions written by amateurs. We
picked out 2 films of the same genre of sci-fi but of two different tendencies to reach more objective
evaluation. They are “Arrival” with the emphasis on drama and “Rogue One: A Star Wars Story”
which represents space opera. The proficient basis for our research is formed by the articles of
acknowledged critics of Time, The Film Stage, Variety, The Guardians, The Telegraph, Empire, Time
Out London, The Verge, The Rolling Stones, BBC, Game Radar+, Screen International, The Playlist
and Total Film. the following methods were used: analysis, classification, the induction and deduction
methods, the dialectical method, the system analysis method, the quantitative and qualitative analysis
method, generalization, the structural-functional method, the comparative method.

Results-and their discussion. Serious film criticism, whether essays written for magazines,
journals, books, or class assignments, attempts to analyze films, rather than merely review them or
provide simple descriptions of what happens. An analysis requires some reflective thought about the
film, and usually benefits from multiple viewings and outside research [1, 225].

We can distinguish an analytical essay from a review or a screening report, which tends to be
short (3-5 pages) and to explore a single idea, often focused on a particular sequence. It might
concentrate on description of a technique. By contrast, an analytical film essay for a class or
publication typically runs 5-15 double-spaced pages. As an analysis, it moves across the film,
considering several scenes or perhaps the whole film. It tries to illuminate patterns of form, of
technique, or theme. It includes descriptions, but the descriptions are typically more detailed and
extensive.

The analytical essay also puts forth the writer’s opinion, but here the opinion doesn’t usually
address the ultimate worth of the film, as it might in a film review. When you analyze a film, you’re
defending your view of the ways some aspects of the movie work together.
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The analytical essay is an argumentative piece. There you develop an idea you have about the
film by supplying good reasons for taking that idea seriously. We experience a film scene by scene,
but if we want to understand how the various scenes work together, it’s helpful to have a sense of the
film’s overall shape.

The examination of the content and language of the studied articles shows that there at least two
styles of representing author’s point of view on a particular cinematographic piece of work: descriptive
or so-called review-type articles and academic-type or analytical essays. The descriptive writing refers to a
review in its classical definition, while academic writing represents analytical essays.

The correlation distributes in the following way:

Academic - 19,

Descriptive — 6.

So, we can come to the conclusion that professional critics tend to write analytical pieces with
representation of academic features like examination of film movement belonging, actors contribution
not only to the plot development but to the tone and general impression, camera movements, music,
etc. more than plain description of on-screen action or characters.

The primary purpose of the descriptive writing is to describe a person, place or thing in such a
way that a picture is formed in the reader's mind. The structure of a descriptive essay is more flexible
than in some of the other rhetorical modes. The introduction of a description essay should set up the
tone and point of the essay. The thesis should convey the writer’s‘overall. impression of the person,
place, or object described in the body paragraphs.

The organization of the essay may best follow spatial order, an arrangement of ideas according
to physical characteristics or appearance [2, 40].

With the descriptive writing you are not developing an argument; you are merely setting the
background within which an argument can be developed. You are representing the situation as it
stands, without presenting any analysis or discussion.

Descriptive writing is relatively simple. There is also the trap that it can be easy to use many, many
words from your word limit, simply providing description. In providing only description, you are presenting
but not transforming information; you are reporting ideas but not taking them forward in any way.

If to refer this concept to the field of visual narrative we can formulate some structural and
linguistic features and principles allowed for. this type of reviewing:

Structure:
Lead-in sentence to state the topic and capture attention
Introduction identifies the title, type of film and maybe the setting
Introduction should include singposts the rest of the review
General impression
Brief plot summary: only main events and a few details for interest
May include a summary of theme
May include a discussion of the actors (description, performance)
Evaluation of.sound, costumes, special effects
No spoilers
Personal recommendations with reasons
Language:
Includes opinion.and subjective language (exhilarated, disappointed)
Present or past tense to retell the story (used consistently)
Chranological linking words for retelling events (later, then...)
Thinking, feeling, observing verbs (anticipated, thrilled)
Depending on what the writer describes, the organization could move from top to bottom, left to
right, near to far, warm to cold, frightening to inviting, and so on.

Furthermore, we examined the structure of the pieces of writing and single out the most
common models and features.

First of all we should admit that according to the length required by standard argumentative
essay only a few (precisely 4) have to do with it. An average number of words is approximately 650-
850. The longest analysed article belongs to critical essay by content and size contains 1467 and 1470
(“Rogue One: A Star Wars Story” in The Verge and Variety correspondingly), the shortest one is of
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433 words (“Arrival” in Time Out London) and can be referred to the group of reviews according to
its size but to an academic essay by its content.

In addition, we considered amateur reviews from the same angle. This point shows that the
average volume of such pieces of work is approximately 470-570 words, the longest belongs to
Arrival with 970 words and the shortest to Rogue One with 253 words. As for the structural side of
these reviews, 13 out of 15 follow typical pattern:

1) Introduction

2) Plot summary

3) General impression

4) Personal recommendations

We cannot but admit a controversial situation. The genre of space opera with “Rogue One: A Star
Wars Story” 9 times out of 13 was analysed in an extremely profound with lore of a particular kind applied
by critics, while the articles dedicated to quite serious work of “Arrival” are of a descriptive character
(precisely 4/11). The reviews of amateurs are opposite. “Rogue One” got perfunctory.and subjective
comments in contrast to “Arrival” which underwent the attempts of analysis.

Conclusion. We came to the conclusion that most professional critics tend to create critical
essays with scholarly complex analysis of several points. Most articles are concentrated on techniques,
character analysis or its symptomatical meaning including the role and the place among films of the
same genre and also its influence on or by contemporary social, political and historical background.

1. Jacobs, P. Ch. Film Theory and Approaches to Criticism, or, What did that movie mean? / Ch. P. Jacobs // Introduction to Film
Course / Ch. P. Jacobs — North Dakota: University of North Dakota, 2013.
2. Writing Academic Reviews / The Academic Skill Center — Peterborough: Trent University, 2010.

NPEAJOKEHUE KAK I'NTABHAS KATEI'OPUSA CUHTAKCHUCA:
IMPOBJIEMbI TEPMUHOJIOI'MYECKOI'O OITPEJEJIEHUSA

A.A. boposuk
Bumeock, BI'Y umenu I1.M. Maweposa

CuHTaKCHUC OJIMH U3 CIOXKHEHIINX pa3aenioB rpammaruku. [Ipu onpenenenun o0beKkTa CHHTAK-
cHuca B IOCIEJHee BpeMsl HaOtogaeTcsi pa3ieiieHue MHEHHH yYEHBIX-TPAMMAaTHCTOB IO OTHOLICHUIO
OOIINX M YaCTHBIX acTEKTOB 3TOW OY€Hb BaXKHOM YacTW HAyKH O si3bIke. OHaKo OObIIas 4acTh HC-
CJIeIOBaTENe CXOAUTCSA BO MHEHHH, UYTO KJIFOUEBOI €IMHULIEH CHHTAKCUUYECKON CTPYKTYpBI ABIAETCS
npeuioKeHne. PasyMmeeTcs, Takoil MOAXOM MOApPa3yMeBAaEeT HEKOE €AMHCTBO B TEPMHUHOJIOTHYECKOM
OTIpeJIeJICHNH JIAHHOW TpaMMaTHYecKkor kateropuu. Ho Hamm HaOI0eHNsT TIOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO, K CO-
JKaJIEHUIO, CETOHS HE CYIIECTBYET YHUBEPCAIBbHOM TPAKTOBKH TEPMHUHA «IIPEAJIOKEHHE», KaK, B MPO-
YyeM, HE CYIIECTBYET M €AMHOI0 MOJX0/1a WIH BCEOOBEMITIONICH KOHLEIINH, YAOBIETBOPSIOMIEH BCeX
rpaMMaTHUCTOB: B JIMTEpaType npeacTapicHo 0osee 200 pa3nuuHbIX 1ehUHUIIH,

Lens Hamiero ucciae10BaHUs 3aKII0YAE€TCS B M3yYEHUH M CHCTEMAaTH3allul ONpeNeTIeHUH MOH-
THUS «IIPETIOKEHHNE), IPEACTABICHHBIX B Pa3IMYHBIX HAYYHBIX HAIIPABICHUAX JTUHIBUCTHKH.

Marepuail m Meroabl. B kaduecTBe IpPakTHYECKOro MaTepHaja HCCIEIOBAHUAMU METOJOM
CIUTOIITHOHN BBIOOPKH ObUTH 0TOOpaHbl 30 ONpeseneHnil MOHATUS «IPEATIOKECHNE» U3 YIeOHBIX U Ha-
YUHBIX MCTOYHMKOB. (7151 nHTepnpeTaunu pe3yapTaToB paboThl OBLIM MCIOIB30BAHBI METOABI ITOHS-
TUIHOT 0 .M KOMITOHEHTHOT'O aHAJIN3a, & TAKXKe OOILICHAYYHBIH METO/ CHCTEMaTH3aL|H.

PesyabTarel n ux o0cy:xaenue. Cienyer MOHUMATh, YTO ONpEAETCHHAs «Pa3MBITOCTE» H3Y-
4aeMOTro TePMHHA HEMHUHYEMO OTpakaeTcs M Ha JTUAAKTUYECKOM YPOBHE: BHIOPaHHBIN MOAXOM K MO-
HUMaHHIO KaTErOpyN MPeUI0KEHHS ONPEIEIAeT CTPATETUH N3YYEHHUS BCErO CHHTAaKcuca. B pe3ynbra-
Te B QOoKyc yueOHOro BHUMAaHHUS MOTYT HE TIONAacTh OT/C/IbHbIE (QYHKIIMA CHHTAaKCUYECKUX CTPYKTYD,
UX MparMaTHYecKue, CTUINCTUYECKUE XapaKTePUCTUKU U T.1.

Nmeromuecst CI0KHOCTU B ONPENENICHUH MPEUIOKEHHS Jallle BCero 00yclOBICHbI OObEKTUB-
HBIMU IIPUYMHAMHU €I0 MHOT0AaCIIeKTHOCTH. DTO ONpeAeisIeT HATMYue MHOXKECTBA MOIX0A0B U CTPEM-
JeHue K Oosee yriayOIeHHOMY M3YUYEHHIO MPEJUIOKEHNU U ero cTpyKTyphl. IlosToMy, nornyso, uto B
HaCTOsIIee BpeMsl HayKa pacCMaTpUBaeT MpeI0KEeHNEe KaKk KOMIUIEKC B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIX CHCTEM, TO
€CTh €r0 NMPeaIaracTcs aHATM3UPOBATh KaK MHOTOCTYIICHUATOE SIBIICHUE. YUEHBIC BBIACIAIOT pa3iind-
HBIE aCTEKThl, TI0 KOTOPBIM MOXHO HCCIIEIOBaTh CTPYKTYpPY, CBOMCTBA M (PYHKIHMH TMPEITONKECHHUS.
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