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Annotation .This article analyzes the film script text as a discursive system. It explores the 

aesthetic, communicative, and pragmatic functions of linguistic units in the script, the discursive 

strategies manifested in the characters’ speech, and the cultural-contextual layers underlying them. 

The research draws upon the linguistic-pragmatic theories of G. Kress, T. van Dijk, N. Fairclough, D. 

Crystal, E. Goffman, M. Halliday, and Y. Lotman. Film discourse is interpreted as an interaction of 

socio-cultural codes, communicative purposes, and the integration of visual and verbal signs. 

Keywords: film discourse, screenplay, linguistic pragmatics, communicative intention, discursive 

strategy, cultural context. 

Annotatsiya.Ushbu maqola kino ssenariy matnini diskursiv tizim sifatida tahlil qiladi. Unda til 

birliklarining skriptdagi estetik, kommunikativ va pragmatik vazifalari, personajlar nutqida namoyon 

bo‘ladigan diskursiv strategiyalar va ular asosidagi madaniy-kontekstual qatlamlar o‘rganiladi. 

Tadqiqot G. Kress, T. van Deyk, N. Feyrklou, D. Kristal, E. Goffman, M. Xollideyva Y. Lotmanlarning 

lingvistik-pragmatik nazariyalariga asoslanadi. Kino diskursi ijtimoiy-madaniy kodlar, kommunikativ 

maqsadlar, vizual va og‘zaki belgilarning o‘zaro ta’siri sifatida talqin etiladi. 

Kalitso'zlar: kinodis kursi, ssenariy, lingvistik pragmatika, kommunikativ maqsad, diskursiv 

strategiya, madaniy kontekst 

 

Introduction. Cinema represents one of the most synthetic and complex cultural 

forms of human thought. In its very nature, it is a multi-channel communicative space 

formed by the interaction of various semiotic systems — language, image, sound, 

rhythm, color, and movement (Lotman, 1977). Therefore, a film text should be 

interpreted not merely as a visual or dramatic expression, but as a multi-layered 

semiotic system. 

The concept of film script discourse refers to the study of the screenplay as a 

communicative process that involves three key components: 

• Participants (author, director, actor, audience); 

• Situation (genre, historical-cultural context, production environment); 

• Purpose (aesthetic effect, ideological or emotional resonance). 

According to discourse theory, every speech act constitutes a form of social practice that 

is shaped by cultural and ideological codes (van Dijk, 1998; Fairclough, 2001).  

Consequently, each line, pause, or gesture within a film script carries both social and 

psychological meaning. 

For instance, a seemingly neutral line such as “So, shall we talk about it again?” may 

convey irony, fear, or hesitation depending on the context. This illustrates the 
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phenomenon of pragmatic polysemy, since meaning in a screenplay emerges not only 

from words but also from intonation, pauses, and visual environment (Halliday, 1985). 

Methodology. The linguopragmatic approach treats the language of the script as 

a form of communicative practice. It aims to identify the speaker’s intention, the degree 

of influence on the audience, and the implicit presuppositions and strategies underlying 

the dialogue (Leech, 1983; Mey, 2001). For example, a character’s statement “I never 

told you that” may seem a simple denial, but depending on the context and 

accompanying pause or glance, it can function as a defensive strategy or a pragmatic act 

of denial (Brown & Levinson, 1987). 

Film discourse is also deeply embedded in cultural and social contexts. Western cinema 

typically emphasizes individualism, freedom, and inner conflict, whereas Eastern 

cinema tends to focus on collectivism, moral responsibility, and family values 

(Bordwell, 2008; Nichols, 2010). These differences manifest themselves in lexical 

choices, speech etiquette, metaphorical patterns, and interactional styles between 

characters. For example, in Uzbek films, expressions such as “aka” (elder brother), 

“opa” (elder sister), “rahmat” (thank you), “marhamat” (please) serve not only as 

polite forms but also as markers of social hierarchy. 

Furthermore, the screenplay possesses linguopoetic value. Lotman (1977) argues 

that the poeticity of an artistic text arises from the interrelation of metaphor, symbol, 

rhythm, and contrast. In this respect, short and sharp lines intensify the dramatic 

tension, while silence and pauses increase semantic density. The language of the 

screenplay thus becomes an essential tool for creating aesthetic and emotional 

resonance. 

In sum, film script discourse stands at the intersection of linguistic, aesthetic, and 

communicative systems. Analyzing it enables scholars to uncover the semantic 

mechanisms of film language, the socio-psychological functions of character speech, 

and the cultural and ideological layers of meaning. Hence, studying screenplay 

discourse is a multidisciplinary research direction that integrates linguistics, cultural 

studies, semiotics, and sociopragmatics. 

Linguopragmatic Features 

The language of a film script combines the features of natural spoken discourse and 

artistic language, thereby merging linguistic form and pragmatic intent. As Halliday 

(1985) explains, every language simultaneously performs three metafunctions — 

ideational, interpersonal, and textual — all of which are realized within the discourse of 

a screenplay. 

Ideational Function — Linguistic Representation of Events The ideational 

function refers to language’s ability to construct and represent experience (Halliday, 
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1985). In film scripts, this function is fulfilled through plot development, conflict, and 

character action. Each line, gesture, or descriptive note advances the narrative. 

For example, the line “We’re too late now” may appear as a temporal statement but 

pragmatically encodes loss, regret, or a dramatic turning point. In this way, the 

screenplay merges denotative (literal) and connotative (emotional or symbolic) layers of 

meaning (Leech, 1983). 

Inter-scene connections also reinforce the ideational function: a word or gesture in one 

scene often gains new meaning in another, producing a pragmatic cohesion effect that 

ensures the semantic unity of the film. 

Interpersonal Function — The Discourse of Relationships 

The interpersonal function expresses social and emotional relationships through 

language (Halliday, 1985; Brown & Levinson, 1987). In screen discourse, it manifests 

in register, address forms, modality, and tone. 

   For instance, “Please, don’t do that again” is a request framed as a softened 

command. The line conveys emotion, status, and politeness simultaneously. From a 

pragmatic perspective, interpersonal meaning constructs a balance of powerand 

solidarity (Fairclough, 1995). Characters’ linguistic behavior thus reveals their social 

position, gender roles, and psychological state. 

In Uzbek scripts, polite forms such as “Opa,” “Aka,” “Marhamat,” “Rahmatsizga” 

index respect and social distance, whereas in English films, “Sir,” “Buddy,” “Honey” 

indicate either intimacy or dominance. This demonstrates the cross-cultural pragmatics 

of film language (Wierzbicka, 1991).Moreover, the interpersonal function extends 

beyond words. Changes in intonation, silence, or vocal stress often produce stronger 

emotional impact than the utterances themselves. Thus, in film discourse, nonverbal 

communication operates as a semantic continuation of verbal meaning. 

Textual Function — Ensuring Semantic Coherence of the Film 

The textual function ensures the cohesion and coherence of the text (Halliday, 1985). In 

screenwriting, it is achieved through cohesive devices such as repetition, reference, 

temporal unity, and lexical parallelism. 

For example, the phrase “He will return” repeated across several scenes becomes a 

symbolic motif (Lotman, 1977) that unifies the narrative and provides rhythmic 

consistency. 

Textual coherence also emerges through multimodal components — image, 

sound, and color. According to Kress and van Leeuwen (2006), the “grammar of visual  

design” governs how composition and perspective contribute to meaning. Consequently, 

the connection between the written script and its visual realization forms a state of 

multimodal cohesion. 
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Discussion and Results. Linguopragmatic Factors: Purpose, Integration, and 

Connotation 

a) Purpose-orientation 

Every line in a screenplay serves a functional dramatic purpose. Pragmatically, this 

represents the illocutionary act — the speaker’s operative intent (Austin, 1962; Searle, 

1969). For instance, the question “Shall we go?” in context may imply “This place is 

dangerous”, turning a literal query into a tacit warning. Thus, dialogue movement 

equals semantic action. 

b) Verbal and Nonverbal Integration 

In film discourse, speech and body language form a unified system. Pauses, glances, 

gestures, and facial expressions function as paralinguistic codes (Ekman, 1999). For 

example, when a character says “I trust you” while averting their eyes, a pragmatic 

dissonance arises between verbal and nonverbal modes, intensifying dramatic tension. 

c) Connotative Meaning 

Screen language consistently generates multi-layered meaning. While the denotative 

level conveys literal reference, the connotative level embeds emotional, social, or 

cultural implications (Leech, 1983). For instance, the word home denotes a physical 

space but connotes warmth, safety, and belonging. 

In film, connotation is further shaped through color, sound, and rhythm: red suggests 

danger or passion; slow music evokes nostalgia or loss; short, abrupt lines express stress 

or urgency. Consequently, the screenplay operates as a multi-layered semiotic system. 

Discursive Strategies and Character Speech 

Discourse is not merely a linguistic phenomenon but a cognitive, social, and 

communicative process in which participants construct meaning through their 

knowledge, experience, and goals (van Dijk, 1998). Discursive strategies are purposeful 

linguistic-pragmatic techniques that speakers — or film characters — employ to realize 

their communicative intentions, manage interaction, and exert influence. 

In film script discourse, these strategies operate not only on the verbal level but also 

across visual and auditory dimensions. The semantic force of a line may be  

intensified by a pause, gaze, background music, or camera angle. Therefore, the analysis 

of screenplay dialogue must account for both verbal and non-verbal semiotics  

(Goffman, 1981; Kress & van Leeuwen, 2006). 

Van Dijk (1998) emphasizes that every speaker possesses a cognitive model — a mental 

representation of situation, topic, audience, and social relations. Interaction between 

characters thus depends on these models. For example, conversations between a teacher 

and student, police officer and suspect, or father and child are inherently asymmetric: 
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one party exercises authority, the other compliance. Their strategies differ accordingly 

— persuasion versus defence, command versus submission. 

Such strategies reveal characters’ psychological states, social standing, and access to 

information. They also construct the film’s broader ideological framework (Fairclough, 

1995). 

 

Conclusion. Each strategy performs both communicative and dramatic functions: 

• Persuasion resolves or redirects conflict; 

• Defence safeguards character identity; 

• Irony balances tension and reveals authorial stance; 

• Silence generates emotional resonance in the audience. 

For instance, in Titanic, Jack’s line “If you jump, I jump too” simultaneously operates 

as persuasion (reducing social distance) and ironic dramatism (metaphorically linking 

love and death). 

Discursive strategies thus shape the rhythm and emotional power of dialogue. 

Pragmatically, they rely on the Cooperative Principle (Grice, 1975) and Relevance 

Theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1986): communication succeeds when interlocutors infer 

implicit meaning through shared context. 

Ultimately, these strategies construct both the psychological portrait and social 

identity of the character. In Western films, persuasion often reflects individual 

motivation, whereas in Eastern cinema, it embodies moral or communal responsibility. 

Strategy Type Function Example Interpretation 

Persuasion 

To convince another 

character to adopt 

one’s view 

“You’re right — 

only in a different 

way.” 

Based on Grice’s (1975) 

Cooperative Principle, persuasion 

employs indirect suggestion to 

influence without coercion. 

Illocutionary aim: to persuade; 

perlocutionary effect: acceptance. 

Defence 

To protect one’s 

reputation or 

conceal information 

“I didn’t say 

anything.” 

A face-saving strategy (Brown & 

Levinson, 1987) used to neutralize 

threat and preserve social identity. 

Irony / Sarcasm 

To mitigate conflict 

or create dramatic 

effect 

“Great, another 

disaster.” 

An indirect speech act where 

denotative and connotative meanings 

diverge (Sperber & Wilson, 1986), 

enhancing the film’s emotional 

intensity. 

Silence / Pause 
To convey meaning 

without words 

A pause, stare, or 

deep breath 

A communicative signal expressing 

reflection, refusal, or inner tension; a 

core mechanism of subtext (Poyatos, 

2002). 
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Therefore, discursive strategies serve as cultural markers that reveal the national ethos 

and ideological semantics of a film. 
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