abHOCTH TpeOyeT NalbHEHIEero HCCIeIOBaHUs, peIeKCUH, MPOBEPKH U
n0pabOTKH, YTOOBI OKOHYATENIbHO J0Ka3aTh CBOIO PEJIEBAaHTHOCTh U yTBEP-
JIUTHCS B COBPEMEHHOW T'YMaHUTApHOW HayKe.
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CULTURE AND ITS CHARACTERISTICS AS REFLECTED
IN THE JOURNALISTIC GENRE OF FILM REVIEW

Ja. A. Paliashuk

It has become common knowledge that no communication can avoid direct or
indirect impact of the social context, as well as hardly can any professional
communicator’s product be not influenced by the cultural traits of both its crea-
tors and audiences. The issue of interrelation between discourse and national cul-
tures in which this discourse circulates has long been investigated by linguists,
mostly in terms of culture-specific words and signified social realities (see the
works by Alekseeva [1], Vlakhov and Florin [2] and others). However, very few
studies have been conducted to reveal cultural specifics of Media discourse (e.g.
N. Glinka, G. Usyk, Yu. Ilchuk [3]) and almost none focus on separate journal-
istic genres. Herein, we endeavor to disclose the manifestations of national cul-
tures — Russian, British and American — in the texts of film reviews, striving to
prove that national culture affects the genre of film review.

To check the initial hypothesis of the study we analyzed the reflections of
Geert Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (namely, power distance, individualism,
masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, long term orientation, and indulgence) in the
texts of film reviews. The sampling of film review articles was composed of all
the materials (21 texts) devoted to 7 chosen movies from the film review col-
umns in popular daily newspapers (quality press): The New York Times, The
Guardian, and the Russian version of Kommersant. The movies which made the
object of reviews were from the current season and, due to the top actors star-
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ring, could not be missed by reviewers: “Ghost in the Shell” with Scarlett Jo-
hansson, “Logan” with Hugh Jackman, “Split” with James McAvoy, “Moon-
light” (the last winner of best picture Oscar nomination), “Doctor Strange” with
Benedict Cumberbatch, “Inferno” with Tom Hanks, and “Nocturnal Animals” (a
thriller movie by British designer Tom Ford, starring Amy Adams).

In his model of culture, based on a vast research of values demonstrated by
representatives of different cultures in the workplace, G. Hofstede defines six
dimensions that distinguish one culture from another. The dimension of pow-
er distance expresses the degree to which members of a society accept and
expect hierarchical order. Individualism/collectivism dimension denotes the
focus of each individual representative of the culture on his/her personal ben-
efits as opposed to the interests of others. The orientation of a culture to com-
petition/consensus is reflected by the dimension of masculinity/ femininity.
Whether a representative of a culture feels comfortable with unclear situations
is indexed by uncertainty avoidance dimension. Long/short term orientation
dimension expresses a society’s connection with its future, present or past.
The preference of the members of a community for being driven by basic and
natural desires rather than restricting themselves in accordance with strict so-
cial norms is represented by the dimension of indulgence/restraint [4].

The official web-site of Hofstede theory provides the values of each di-
mension for 103 countries. The Table below compares the scores (scores are
relative) for each dimension in the countries under analysis [5]:

Table
Dimensions of National Cultures
USA UK Russia Cultural dimension
40 35 93 power distance
91 89 39 idividualism
62 66 36 masculinity
46 35 95 uncertainty avoidance
26 51 81 long term orientation
68 69 20 indulgence

The data presented in the table vividly show comparative similarity of
British and American cultures in terms of almost all the dimensions except for
long term orientation (the United States representatives revealing the tenden-
cy towards conservatisms), whereas Russia’s scores prove its culture to be ex-
tremely different from the former two. The same distinctness was found by us
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while analyzing the texts of film reviews. The greatest evidence of dissimi-
larity falls within individualism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and in-
dulgence/restraint dimensions. These were manifested in the texts formally (in
grammar and vocabulary) and contentually (in semantic propositions).

Thus, for The New York Times and The Guardian it was more typical to
emphasize personality, both as a human value and as character’s set of traits,
to focus on a person’s feelings, and outline different characters while human-
1zing different process and doings. Consider the following examples from The
Guardian: «Scarlett Johansson swoops down from a high building, ready to
do cyber battle with hackers, criminals, terrorists and the concept of human
identity itself.»; «Split really is a movie for all sorts of personalities.»; «Inter-
estingly, Naomie Harris’s performance is spread out over the movie’s run-
ning time and the changes in her character’s appearance are subtler and more
naturalistic.»; «Moonlight is a film about masculinity, the wounds and crises
of which are the same for all sexualities, but conditioned by the background
weather of race and class.»; «It’s a thrilling, deeply necessary work that opens
up a much-needed and rarely approached on-screen conversation about the
nature of gay masculinity.», etc.

Also consider the following examples from The New York Times: «Mr.
Jackman’s charm can lighten the glummest dirge, but...»; «Lee, though, al-
ready lives with a much more extreme kind of pain.»; «And so it goes: Susan
reads, Tony bleeds.»; «How could anyone deal with such a disaster? How do
you live with yourself afterward?», etc.

At the same time Kommersant evidently reveals collective mindset: «IIpu-
9eM KKIYI0 U3 HUX TICUXHATP, BONPEKU MHEHUIO CBOUX KOJLe2 U OQuyuaib-
HOU MeOUuYuHbsl, CAUTAET COBEPILIEHHO OTACIIbHBIM YeloBeKOM.»; «Kuuru J[3-
Ha bpayHa ne xomupyromcs 6 nayunom coodbwecmese, ...»; «M acTpOHaBTHI
CHIA, u poccuiickue KOCMOHA8MbL €OUHOOYUIHO HAZLIBAIOM MY KAPMUHY
camou 0ocmogepHou U3 BCEX TOJUIMBYACKUX MOCTAHOBOK O KocMoce.» High
level of uncertainty avoidance (which means intolerance of unorthodox
behaviour and ideas) typical of the Russian culture proves itself in the media
texts of this outlet too: «Cnhemku rommmByackoro “Ilpuspaka” wauanucsy co
ckanoana.»; «PeanbHOCTh, KOHEUHO, TaKOBA, YTO GbINYCKAMb O00PO2OCMOSi-
wyro maxuny kaiuopa “Ilpuspaka B npocnexax’” ¢ HUKOMY He U3BECHHBIM JiU-
yom Ha aguuie, TOILKO OBl IOPAIOBATh (PAHATOB OPUTHHATIA, — CIUUKOM Bbl-
coxuti punarncoswiii puck.»; «1 310 Hecmomps Ha ckanoabl, KOTOPHIMH CO-
MPOBOXKIAINCH MPEMbEPHI B KATOJIMYECKUX CTPaHaXx,...».

The conducted research makes it possible to infer that national culture is
inscribed into media discourse and is reflected in the texts of film review gen-
re. This finding, in turn, presupposes the necessity of further scrutiny over
culturally-sensitive theory of film review writing.
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TIJIEBIBIMHASA TPIBEJI-)KYPHAJIICTBIKA:
CIIEIBI®IKA ITPAT'PAM HA ITOCTCABEIIKAU ITPACTOPBI

. C. Caniuki

TpoaBen-KypHamiCThiKa — MamyiaspHbl (EHOMEH akTyaiabHara s¢dipy.
CydacHblst TOKCTHI a0 MafapoXokax Coalydalonb Yy cabe  PBICH
JAaKyMEHTANICTBIKI 1 3a0ayiisibHara KaHTAHTY, BBIKOHBAIOLb KYJIbTypHa-
ACBETHIIKYIO, PIKPIATBHIYHYIO 1 BhIXaBayuyro (yHKIII. SIHBI JPMaHCTPYIOIb
riefayaM KyJbTypy IHIIBIX JIIOA3€H, amaBsAarolb Mpa TPajbllbll 1 Jaj
KBIIIS, INTO Ja3Bajlisie MAllbIPhIb KpyTariin, MOaaiTypxoyBae Ja
TUTAaHABAHHSA YIIaCHBIX BaHIPOBAK.

Kami TpaBen-kypHamict BbiOipae (akTbl ajisi cBaéil mparpambl, €H TbIM
CaMbIM I1HTIPHOPAITYE pIYAICHACIb, BBIKOHBAC BAXKHYIO POIIO Y MadyJaoBe
MDKKYJIBTYpPHAH amasilbll «Mbl IHIIBID — aJl SIT0 3aJIeXKbIlb, K TJIsAIa4 Oya3e
ycnpeIMalip JIt03eH 1 1X KpaiHy 1 SKisi BRICHOBBI 3p0o0iis. TakiM ubiHaM, 100pa
3pO0JIEHBI MATAPBIIL, SIKI Packa3Bae IMpa >KBIIIE KpaiHbl, Jaramarae JIoI3sM
(dapmipaBailb pa3HaCcTalHBI 1 MIBIPOKI, HE CTIPAIATHIMI3ABAHBI MOTJIST HA TYIO 111
HIIYI0 KyJaeTypy. I[Ipel TOThIM yciM ayTapbl IMKHYIAa 3pabilb MpPagyKT
MakcCiMajbHa PIUTHIHTaBBIM, TIEPATBAPAIOIb MATIPBISIT Y calpayHae Imioy.

Jlns  caBeukail OKypHaJICTBIKI IaJapox»kay Obula  XapakT3pHas
HasgyHacllb MOIlHAara HaByKOBa-MamyJspHara CKJIajgHika, a Takcama
npamnarasjabiclikas HakipaBaHacub. [lacns pacnagy CCCP koxHas 3 KpaiH
navajia mykaib CBOM IUISX Ma0yI0BBI TPABEJI-TIparpaM: A3€ChIll 3axaBajics
CaBelKIs TAHJDHIIBII, a XTOChIl MepaiiMae 3ax0JiH1 BOMBIT. 3BEpHEMCS Ja
aHaji3y CydYacHbIX TpbIKJanay mnepagad ab mnamapoxxkax benapyci,
VYkpainsl 1 Pacii 1 mpaco4bIiM acCHOYHBIS TOHIHIIBII.

AHami3 TpABEN-KaHTAHTY AaluYbIHHBIX TANekaHanay 3a 2010-2016 rr.
CBE/IYbILIb, IITO OOJIBIIACIL OENAPYCKIX Mparpam IMpa BaHIPOYKI ¥ IIThI MEPbIs/L
ObUII MPbICBEYAHbl pojiHAN KpaiHe. Takas ciTyaupls CKiajuacs 3-3a OHIXKITY, a
Takcama CyagHoculacs 3 MpPbIAPBITATAMI J3SipXKaBbl HAKOHT aKTyalll3allbll
HAIBISUIBPHBIX KAIITOYHACICW 1 IMKHEHHEM Jia MamyJsipbI3albll YHyTpaHara
Typbi3My [3, c. 48—49]. An3iH 3 HaOONBII HMaMyJISAPHBIX TMPBIKIAAAY Ma00HBIX
nepagauy — nparpama «llagapoxoka npuieranta». Ilparpambl ab 3aMeXHBIX
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