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An unreliable narrator is generally understood as a narrator whose values do not correspond to the values of an implied author and whose representation of the events diverges from the reality. Although there is no consensus on the topic, one of the main principles is to detect the linguistic markers of unreliable narration. This study aims to define the use of unreliable narration techniques through the language means. 
This paper focuses on two novels which represent the “madman” type of unreliable narration — one of the types described by W. Riggan [7] — “The Collector” by John Fowles (1963) and “We have always lived in the castle” By Shirley Jackson (1962). The reader cannot trust a “madman” because the narrator is mentally ill, so the narrator’s “ethical picture of the world” is distorted. In “The Collector” an unremarkable bank clerk Frederick Clegg kidnaps an art student Miranda since he is obsessed with her. Clegg keeps a diary where he tries to persuade the reader and himself that Miranda will finally fall in love with him. The main character of “We have always lived in the castle” Merricat Blackwood describes the life of her tiny family — herself, her sister Constance, and their uncle Julian. Everybody in their village despises them because they think that Constance poisoned all other members of their family many years ago. In the end, the reader reveals that actually it was Merricat who has done it. 
Other similarities in the novels could be traced. Firstly, both narrators are diegetic, which means they are narrators and actors at the same time. Secondly, they both belong to an “estranging” type of an unreliable narrator. “In estranging unreliability, the discrepancies between the narrator’s reports, interpretations, or evaluations <…> leave these two participants [the narrator and the audience] in the communicative exchange distant from one another.” [6, p. 225]. It is important to highlight this because they both are trying to come across as bonding narrators (or, in other words, shorten the distance between themselves and the reader). At the same time, there is a crucial difference. While Clegg does not try to deceive the reader (“The novel thus poses no real threat of confusing the reader about Clegg’s value as a spokesman” [7, p. 110]), Merricat refuses to unravel the truth till the end. This means that, unlike Clegg, for Merricat there exists, as some scholars name it, “the critical point of unreliability” [2, p. 319]. 
Language markers which are likely to reveal unreliability are present in the speeches of these narrators. A. Nünning asserts that “the identification of unreliable narrator does not depend solely on <…> extratextual frames of reference”, meaning the reader’s general culture and knowledge, and “the standards of normality” [5, p. 56]. Nünning enumerates several language markers which could possibly indicate the presence of an unreliable narrator. Among them there are frequent occurrences of speaker-oriented or addressee-oriented expressions (which include, as Nünning claims, “their favourite word ‘I’”); incomplete sentences; interjections, exclamations, and hesitations; unmotivated repetition; evaluative modifiers, expressive intensifiers, and adjectives which express the narrator’s attitude [5, pp. 55-56]. Furthermore, Nünning argues that unreliable narration might be revealed through internal contradictions (i.e. conflicts between the story and the discourse, or conflicts between the narrator’s representation of events and their evaluation from the narrator’s part). As we can see, “unreliability markers” may be distinguished on several language levels, including lexical, syntactical, and textual. It should be noted that internal conflicts may be also verbalised on different language levels. Moreover, some authors suggest that the words related to a specific semantic field are also distinctive of unreliable narrative [1, p. 456]. 
The following examples from the novels illustrate how the framework described above works with concrete cases. 
1) Unmotivated repetitions (syntactical level) and frequent self-mentions
Example 1: “It may have been pride that brought me into Stella’s for a cup of coffee before started home; I told myself it was pride and would not avoid going into Stella’s no matter how much I wanted to be at home, but I knew, too, that Stella would see me pass if I did not go in, and perhaps think I was afraid, and that thought I could not endure.” [4, p. 16]
Example 2: “I forgot all she did in the past and I was sorry for her, I was truly sorry for what I did that other evening, but I wasn’t to know she was really ill.” [3, p. 266]
In these examples we may see that in both instances the text is saturated with the pronoun “I”, which renders the speech more speaker-oriented, highlighting the narrator’s perception and point of view. Besides, in the examples above there are unmotivated repetitions, which may signal of anxiety or dismay.
2) Common semantic fields (lexical level)
Example 3: “I decided that I would choose three powerful words, words of strong protection, and so long as these great words were never spoken aloud no change would come.” [4, p. 54]
Example 4: “I could make the repairs myself, <…> ,and it was a pleasure to know, every Wednesday morning, that we were safe for another week.” [4, p. 52]
For Merricat the concept of “safety” is vital. She utilises the word “safe” and its derivatives at least 60 times, emphasising the importance of it to her family. However, in the end, she is the one who embodies danger, not safety, which highlights the internal conflict that finally becomes external.
3) Adjectives which express narrator’s attitude (lexical level)
Example 5: “No one will understand, they will think I was just after her for the obvious.” [3, p. 38]
Example 6: “Sometimes when I looked out the faces of the people were clouded with smoke, and it came out the front door in frightening waves.” [4, p. 109]
Attitude markers may serve different purposes. For instance, in Clegg’s case it is another attempt to make the reader sympathise with him as “no one understands him”. With Merricat it, once again, refers to the semantic field of safety.
Preliminary findings have shown that Clegg uses intensifiers and markers which indicate negative attitude very frequently; they occur in almost all his phrases, especially when he wants to emphasise his misfortune. His speech is generally characterized by lexical means with negative connotation, which prevail over those with positive connotation — 77% and 23%, respectively. In contrast, in Merricat’s speech, syntactical means of unreliable narration and references to “safety” and “fear” were mostly detected; at least 125 instances of words connected to these fields were identified (“protection” 7 times, “guard” 10 times, “secure” 5 times, “afraid” 15 times, and others). This may be attributed to the fact that Clegg uses more primitive language than Merricat; her language is more exquisite, and her sentences are almost always complex-compound, which allows for more “syntactical freedom”. It should also be noted that in both cases markers which belong to different language levels function together quite often, reinforcing unreliability.
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