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As Maier’s aim is to extend the notion of unreliable narration
onto film, this reply focuses on the consequences of the differ-
ence between textual and filmic narration. Textual fiction imi-
tates, or at least uses the resources typical of, a true textual de-
scription of events, which is itself highly conventional in that it
uses arbitrary linguistic signs and chooses to describe those prop-
erties of objects and events that matter to the author, leaving the
remainder unspecified. On the contrary, filmic narration imitates
the perception of real events of which the watcher is supposed to
be witness. Even if the arrangement of frames is conventional (as
Maier insists), the content of a particular frame is presented to
the observer as if the latter happened to be at the scene, thus in
the totality of its detail; and the connection between the object
filmed and its depiction in film is causal rather than conventional.
Moreover, it is natural even for non-fictional texts to describe the
scene in some rhetorically plausible order, whereas a real-life
scene presented to our sight by pure chance need not follow any
coherent plot.
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MockonbKy Lenb 3. Mallepa COCTOMT B PacnpoCTPaHEHUW MOHS-
TWUS HEHAZEXXHOTO PacCKasuMKa Ha cdepy KuHematorpaduu, Mbl
nccnepyem TpyaHoOCTU, 06YCI0BEHHbIE Pa3INYUIMU MEXIY TeK-
CTOBbIM W BU3YyasibHbIM MOBECTBOBAHUEM. XYAOXKECTBEHHOE MO-
BECTBOBaHWE MPUTBOPSETCS OMUCAHWUEM AENCTBUTENBHO GbIBLUMX
COGbITUIM, KOTOPOE U CaMO BCEra KOHBEHLMOHA/IbHO, MOCKOJIbKY
MCNO/b3YET MPOU3BOJIbHBIE A3bIKOBbIE 3HAKM M MOCKOJIbKY OTO6-
paXkaeT TONbKO Te [leTa/iu, KOTOPbIE PACCKA3YMK MOJIaraeT BaXHbI-
MU. KMHO ke noMeLlaeT 3puTeNisi B NOJOXKEHUE, B KOTOPOM 06bI4-
HO HaxoguTtcs HabngaTtens camoro cobbitma (a He pacckasa
0 HeMm). ycTb fayke MOHTaX, Kak HacTauBaeT Maiiep, npeacraB-
nsieT cob0i KOHBEHLMOHAJIbHBIN A3bIK — BCE PaBHO B Mpejenax
Kagpa Bce NpeaMeTbl AaHbl B MOJIHOTE CBOMX CBOMCTB WU CBSA3b
Mexay npeAMeToM Ha CbeMOYHOW MJoWwajKe U ero obpasom
B OWIbMe Kay3asibHasl, a He KOHBEHLMOHaNbHas. KpoMme Toro, Aa-
»Ke OMUCaHUsl peanbHbIX CUTYaLMIM MOTYT 6bITb PUTOPUYECKM Bbl-
CTPOEHbI (M B 3TOM CMbIC/IE MaJIo OT/IMHAIOTCS OT BbIMbICAA), TO-
rLa Kak peajibHble CO6bITUS, KOTOpble Mbl MO C/Iy4aliHOCTU
Hab61t0,2eM BOOUMIO, MOTYT HE UMETb CBSIBHOTO CHOXKETa.

KntoyeBbie cnoBa: putopnyeckmne OTHOLLEHWS, BbIMbICEN, KMHO, Nep-
CNeKTnBa Nepsoro nvua, HegoonpeaeneHHoOCTb
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The question of the reliability of the narrator sensu stricto, Maier says,
presupposes that the narrator is first-person. The first-person narrator
in written fiction is nevertheless sufficiently distinct from the reader, and
it is often not required for proper understanding that the reader should
recite or imagine herself reciting the story written in the first person.
On the other hand, in film the first-person perspective of the camera forces
some degree of identification — mitigated perhaps by the presence of ob-
jects external to the movie (e.g. the backs of the heads of the watchers
in the first rows) in the visual field. The present note explores some conse-
quences of this disparity! for the functions of the narrator in film.

As Maier notes, one should not think of film as merely footage of
real events, either occurring naturally or staged for the purpose of film-
ing. Indeed, his view of film likens it to “a kind of language, in which
we tell stories through the presentation of a deliberate sequence of basic,
meaningful building blocks (shots) that viewers connect into a coherent
story via a process of coherence-based inferences”. No claim about the
nature of shots is made though: it is consistent with the professed view
that a shot is a straightforward depiction of a particular moment in the de-
velopment of the staged events. Of course a certain amount of decoding
of the spatial arrangement of the scene from the two-dimensional frame is
required, but it is no less required to reconstruct a real-life scene from
a sketch or a photograph, or the future appearance of a piece of furniture
from the schematic depiction in the brochure supplied along with its dis-
assembled parts. Moreover, the placement of the viewpoint for the given
shot as well as the choice of the object(s) in focus happen at the direc-
tor’s will and are therefore more than a “faithful” portrayal of the scene —
for the simple reason that the scene dictates no single natural choice.
Nevertheless it is here, in the nature of an isolated shot, that an important
difference between film and spoken or written narrative lies.

Similar to the film as a sequence of shots, a verbal text too can be
decomposed into quanta of communication, be it paragraphs, sentences
or more elementary discourse units rougly corresponding to clauses.
In the limiting case, each such unit will correspond to its own moment of
time in the sequence of events; in another limiting case, they will all con-
tribute to an elaborate articulation of the same scene. But regardless
of those differences, almost never is a textual description expected by
the hearer or reader to be exhaustive with respect to the scene it is sup-
posed to describe; so an infinite diversity of possible realisations, all veri-
fying the same sequence of descriptive statements, can be imagined. Thus
any situation, and indeed any object, featuring in a text of fiction belongs
to the kind represented by Sherlock Holmes in the following passage
from Dennett [1992]: “Did Sherlock Holmes have a mole on his left
shoulder blade? The answer to this question is neither yes nor no. There is

1 Animation could be an intermediate case: it employs vision, but lacks veridicality.
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simply no fact of the matter. Why? Because Sherlock Holmes is a merely
fictional character...” Everything — save perhaps for such Platonic enti-
ties as numbers or geometrical forms - is descriptively underdetermined
in a verbal text; but the part of the scene caught on camera is as fully de-
termined as anything the naked eye can see in real life.2

I take this difference to be the consequence of the much more con-
ventional nature of linguistic communication: in film, one carefully ar-
ranges the scene and the viewpoint to implement a fictional reality, but
the transition from this arrangement to the shot on the screen will not fol-
low any convention; it will just follow the causal chain. In written or oral
text, not only the scenes and their arrangement are the prerogative of the
author, but also the choice of which properties thereof to describe and
which linguistic means to employ for the description.

This brings me to a related issue. The change of viewpoint and of the
scene in film, just like the change of topic in text, happens voluntarily,
and so does in real life the change of our visual field (with the exception
of unconscious eye movements and involuntary reactions e.g. to novel
visual stimuli). By changing the location of my body, by moving my head
around, or just by controlled movement of my eyes I can bring different
objects into my sight and, by switching from one to another, create “nar-
rative paths”. However, unless the environment is well-known to me
and relatively stable (e.g. the inside of my apartment), I have little con-
trol over what I will see when my sight moves in the planned direction.
To the extent the camera imitates human sight (or is presumed by
the viewer to be so doing), it suffers from the same lack of control. Even
if the camera is tracing the movement of the local protagonist in a way
physically possible for a human observer (e.g. not passing through walls
or crossing the space between rooftops through the air), the viewer is en-
titled to an expectation which is often absent from real-life observations -
namely, that the protagonist’s future movements will in some important
or noticeable way continue her previous behaviour, or that the pattern of
her future actions will stand in a relation of parallelism, or perhaps con-
traposition, to that of her past ones. Similarly, if the next shot has a new
protagonist this should mean that the actions of that new protagonist will
be reactions to, or a reflection of, the actions hitherto observed. And this
once again distinguishes the craft of a movie watcher from the ordinary
use of human vision.

2 There are other sorts of underdetermination in film. One has to do with the viewer’s
inability to complete her perception of objects by changing her viewpoint to actualise
some parts of the “infinities of further possible experience” [Husserl, 1960 (1929),
p. 62)] of the same object. Another, as Abusch [2020] notes, has to do with various
projection possibilities. Yet the difference between text and film remains: whatever
you do see, i.e. the visual content of the visible field, cannot be further specified.
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By contrast, the textual narrator, either of fiction or of non-fiction, en-
joys the privilege of knowing in advance what is going to follow, and there-
fore of being able to plan ahead the choice of the topic and of the pieces of
information about the topic she is going to reveal. This, I would like to ar-
gue, can play a significant role in the establishment of coherence relations
across the text. For example, if Scene 2 is described just after Scene 1,
the writer can take advantage of their parallel physical structure or select
the features of Scene 2 in such a way that its description looks parallel to
the description of Scene 1. Given that any textual description is deliberate
and selective in the sense explained above, the pertinent selectiveness and
deliberation in text are not perceived as anything unusual or for the most
part absent from non-fiction; therefore, the writer’s choice, while being
more openly her own, is less manifestly artificial as even a faithful ac-
count of real events bears on the author’s selective intention. In film
the camera’s prescience of what is going to be seen next is more ostensi-
bly different from natural gaze or documentary footage and thus more
clearly understood as a tool for the creation of artistic effect.

The oral or written text, as it is commonly perceived, cannot even
pretend to be an impartial and automatic causal imprint of the events it
describes. A photographic pictorial representation, whether static or mov-
ing, can. Because of this, all instances of coincidence and coherence
in film may have a greater degree of “reification”, i.e. are more readily at-
tributed to the (fictional) reality rather than to the viewpoint. Thus one
can say that the filmic narrator does part of the job the observer is used to
attribute to chance: a writer claims something to have happened, a direc-
tor, to have happened and to have been luckily observed. Whether or not
factually reliable, the narrator in film is, therefore, instinctively relied
upon in more respects by the audience than in verbal communication.

References

Abusch, 2020 - Abusch, D. “Possible-Worlds Semantics for Pictures”, in:
D. Gutzmann (ed.). The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Semantics. Oxford: Blackwell,
2020.

Dennett, 1992 - Dennett, D. “The Self as a Center of Narrative Gravity”, in:
F. Kessel, P. Cole, and D. Johnson (eds.). Self and Consciousness: Multiple Perspec-
tives. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1992, pp. 103-115.

Husserl, 1960 (1929) - Husserl, E. Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to
Phenomenology. Trans. by D. Cairns. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1960
(1929).



	Панельная дискуссия
	Convention, Coherence and Control
	References



