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В настоящей статье поднимается вопрос об особенностях контекстов как воздействующих на порождение и понимание дискурса ментальных моделей человеческого опыта. Рассматривается специфика контекстной модели автора дискурса, формируемой в условиях невозможности ее ‘подстройки’ в зависимости от реакции реципиента по мере разворачивания коммуникации.
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Abstract
The article considers the special features of contexts as mental models of human experience that control discourse processing. It examines the particularities of a context model constructed in the mind of the author of discourse when there is no chance of dynamically updating this mental model in the course of communication.
Key words: contexts as mental models, discourse production and comprehension, discourse and cognition.
It is hard to deny the fact that the language users’ subjective interpretation of the most relevant aspects of a particular communicative event is an integral link between society, culture and discourse. The article focuses on contexts, defined as mental models of human experience that are constructed and dynamically updated in the course of communication by the participants themselves on the basis of what they perceive as the most crucial aspects of a given communicative situation, control discourse production and comprehension, and are stored in episodic memory (Van Dijk, 1999, 2003, 2008).

Taking into account Teun van Dijk’s statement about the potential diversity of context models formed by different participants of one and the same communicative situation, we shall consider the functioning in their minds of the so-called ‘K-device’ (Van Dijk, 2003, 2008), or the special knowledge management ‘mechanism’ that ongoingly adapts discourse according to the available knowledge about the recipient.
Despite the fact that a lot of research is necessary to obtain a definitive answer to the question of how the K-device actually operates, it would be unreasonable to remove the ‘communication circumstances’ variable from the equation. It is known that not all the types of discourse presuppose ‘on-line’ context model tuning. Hence the idea that discourse production unfolds differently depending on the chance of updating context models in the course of communication, or lack thereof. 
The objective of the present paper is to demonstrate the validity of the following hypothesis: if there is no chance of updating context models in the course of communication, the role of the K-device, regardless of the author’s intentions, is reduced to managing the general, shared sociocultural knowledge of the participants, or, in other terms, their ‘communal common ground’ (see Clark, 1996). The study aimed at testing the abovementioned hypothesis involved an in-depth analysis of the discourse space of the joint Soviet-Indian fiction film ‘Priklyucheniya Ali-Baby i soroka razboinikov’/‘Alibaba Aur 40 Chor’ (‘The Adventures of Ali Baba and Forty Thieves’/‘Ali Baba and the Forty Thieves’) (1979).
Although, admittedly, the two collective authors (‘Uzbekfilm’ and ‘Eagle Films’) worked together to create one and the same cinematic fairy tale loosely based on one of the stories from ‘The Arabian Nights’, it is only reasonable to assume that their target audiences were different. The same point seems to apply as far as the messages they intended to convey are concerned (see, for instance, Salazkina, 2010; Gretskaya, 2015). Hence our supposition  about the potential discrepancies between the Soviet version of the film in question and the Indian one that lie deeper than the languages in which the dialogues and voice-overs were recorded, or the overall duration of the picture resulting from the number of the song and dance interludes. As anticipated, our analysis of the two variants of the coproduction revealed a wide range of discrepancies between them, of which the most striking from our point of view are the multimodal ones. All the differences of this type were divided into three categories: 1) discrepancies connected with differing sociocultural perspectives on the way cast and crew are to be presented at the beginning of the film; 2) semantic differences between similar/identical shots, as a result of editing combined with a verbal component and/or sound; 3) scenes in similar sequences which are (almost) identical from the point of view of visuals but containing different, sometimes even contradicting verbal components.
First of all, let us focus on the introductory part of the film in question. Our research has shown that the main difference between the Russian-language version and the Hindustani one lies not so much in the duration of the title sequence as in: 1) the functionality ratio of the imagery and the opening credits in the discourse space of the two variants of the cinematic fairy tale about Ali Baba; 2) the criteria that guide the two collective authors in selecting and highlighting information with the highest relevance (for themselves as well as for the recipient). In the Soviet version of the film it is the opening credits that carry the critical message after the voice-over in the first two minutes of the fairy tale. Unfortunately, though, they do not seem to be very successful at keeping the viewers’ attention for long because of the monotonous visuals (mostly extreme long-shots, e.g. mountainscapes with the forms of the mounted bandits hardly recognizable in the distance), whereas in the Indian version of the film the opening credits do intrigue the viewer: on the one hand, the names of the stars featured are not accompanied by the names of the characters they play, therefore, the recipient cannot help but make guesses and anticipate the unwinding of the fairy tale; on the other hand, the credits are interspersed with the close-ups of the outlaws of Abu Hassan’s gang and their trick riding (Central Eastern dzhigitovka style), which adds more action to the title sequence.
As far as the editing-bound discrepancies between the Indian and the Soviet variants of the film under analysis are concerned, let us examine the following scene: the Russian-language version of the cinematic fairy tale opens with the silhouettes of a camel caravan travelling through sand dunes against the background of the orange sunset/sunrise to the grinding of the carts, rattle of horse and camel brass, and the voice-over: «Легенды, пережившие века, — они приходят к нам издалека. Им всем дана бессмертная судьба. Герой одной из них — Али-Баба» (‘Legends that have lived through centuries come from faraway lands, they are all blessed with eternal life; one of them tells the story of Ali Baba.’ – here and henceforth, translations are mine). Then follows the long shot of the magic cave and the title of the film. In the Indian variant, however, these same visuals are featured a quarter of an hour later into the picture to an undeniably sad melody. This scene is preceded by the Ali Baba’s conversation with his mother about the protagonist’s father whom he has not seen in years. Then come several medium and long shots of the caravan members in the desert. We can derive from these two sequences taken in their semiotic integrity that in the Russian language version of the film the fragment in question encourages the viewer to relax and prepare themselves for a story of faraway times and places, whereas in the Hindustani variant it conveys the doleful mood and the tormented longing of the main character.
Finally, the most numerous category of the sociocultural differences between the Indian version of the coproduced and codirected cinematic fairy tale about Ali Baba and the Soviet one comprises corresponding scenes with semantically disparate dialogues in particular shots. Thus, in the Russian language scene of the caravan raid the bandits retreat to their chief while shouting: ‘Назад! Абу Хасан! Абу Хасан! Они везут с собой Повелителя Огня! Они называют его «порох»!’ (‘Fall back! Abu Hassan! Abu Hassan! They have the Lord of Fire! They call him ‘Gunpowder’!’). Then the viewer sees the close-up of the chief’s face with the wildest of expressions. ‘Порох?! Теперь я Повелитель Огня!’ (‘Gunpowder?! Now I am the Lord of Fire!’), he guffaws wickedly. In the Indian variant, however, the bandits complain: “Sardar! Sardar! Unke paas jaadu ki aag hai! Shaitaani aag hai! Hum kya kare? Vo… vo aag barsa rahe hain. Hum aage nahin badh sakte. Unse muqabla nahin ho sakta.” (‘Master! Master! They have the enchanted fire, the devilish flame! What do we do? They are… raining down fire. We cannot advance. We cannot beat them.’). What follows is the chief’s impassive response (medium shot, light sneer on his lips): “Is shaitaani aag ko hamara gulaam bannaa padega.” (‘This devilish fire must become my slave.’), after which he steers his horse fiercely into battle. From the examples above we can deduce that in the latter case the bandits are portrayed as humans, not just barbarians: not only do they identify an unknown threat, but they also analyze the situation and fear for their lives. Abu Hassan is represented as a self-confident leader, rather than as an atrocious beast, a madman: he states his intentions clearly and sets an example for his people. Other examples of such inconsistency between the verbal components of the scenes with equivalent visuals include Fatima’s conversation with her father before the caravan raid, their reunion much later in the dark cell where Abu Hassan keeps the old man, trade expedition leader Mustafa’s complaints to the Vizier of the town, the latter’s speech after the dam holding the town’s water supply is ruined, etc.
Summing up the results of the research that has been undertaken, it is possible to conclude that, given the lack of opportunity to dynamically tune in one’s context model in the course of communication, the cultural background of the participants, their shared general sociocultural knowledge that the author’s K-device resorts to, might imprint on the discourse they produce to an even greater extent than their subjective disposition and intentions.
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