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A number of factors contribute to the reinforcement of the status quo
in media programming. Advertising instructs audiences about success
through adherence to the system. More than merely selling a product,
ads often sell a successful lifestyle. These ads feature models who are
young, attractive, and the center of attention. They are beneficiaries
of the system who have found happiness through the acquisition of
the product, |

Media programs reinforce the status guo by romanticizing the estab-
lished order. Gone with the Wind (1939) represents an idealized vision
of the antebellum South, in which slaves and masters lived in harmony.
In the film, the slaves regarded the outbreak of the Civil War as an un-
welcome disruption of the harmonious plantation life rather than as an
Opportunity to end the institution of slavery.

Entertainment programs reinforce the class system through their de-
pictions of rulers and those who serve. The world depicted in the media
is predominately populated by members of the dominant stratum. The
featured characters in films and television epitomize standards of success.
They are in control of their environment and have the freedom to act in
their best interests. In contrast, members of subcultures are underrepre-
sented on American television, reflecting their relative powerlessness in
society: When members of these subgroups do appear in television nar-
ratives, these characters experience a lower success rate in the programs
than their more mainstream counterparts (this indicator was determined
by the characters’ ability to achieve their goals). Thus, one of the chief
measures of success in the world of entertainment programming is simply
being a member of the dominant stratum.
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ADDRESSER, ADDRESS, ADDRESSEE

This is a handy way of distinguishing the three main components in any act of
communication: someone (addresser) communicates something (address) to someone
else (addressee). In terms of subject positions and personal pronouns, we may say
there is the ‘speaking subject’ (first person ‘U/we’); the ‘spoken-about subject’ (third
person ‘she/he/they/it’) and the ‘spoken-to subject’ (sécond person ‘you’). We may
also re-express the addresser-address—addressee distinctions in a variety of ways,
depending on the medium: speaker-speech-audience (for speech); writer-texi—reader
(for writing and print); performer—play-audience or producer-programmelfilm—
viewer (for theatre, film and TV). But whatever terms we use, the advantage of an
addresser—address—addressee model is that it insists we see speeches, texts and other
artefacts as intermediary products caught in the process of communication berween
a producer and receiver. We are thereby discouraged from concentrating exclusively
on ‘the words on the page’ (in NEW CRITICAL fashion) or the form and structure of
the text in itself (in FORMALIST fashion), as though these could be fully grasped
independently of the relationship between the participants. We are thus encouraged
to adopt a FUNCTIONALIST and contextual approach to COMMUNICATION.

H 8 Rob Pope, The English StudJes Book: An Introduction to Language, therature
and Culture. Second Edition. London and New York: Routledge, 2002,



| PR2 AEEEGNEAE LN (8H) AR B5R
e ‘
H&E b
PITORES —1 (FAYE), RES—2 (A58 O3y bind —2 2EIRLTHELE

L&V, 8. ZORBREZER LA, SRR EA L Cbilbil, #7701, ST
BHEPBELEDDEFEATHIOT, HERESIIRBBEICHLES 2,

*:@%%%Eﬁbk%%mm\%@m%&xm&afﬁﬁ%%iwmwfsnlj&émm

(5—2] LEAFSCL,



SRR 2 AFEEEEHERAEEY (8A) AR HEoH

Fjgd b5 —1

PATO MEE LT ] (PREEE) [ oWTEDNZ FA YREOIE R QAFRISRR LR SV,

Auch wenn die Eigentdmlichkeiten des japanischen Comics fiir den westlichen
Leser, der das Buch zum ersten Mal in die Hand nimmt, vielleicht eine gewisse
Hiirde darstelien, bereitet das Lesen doch groBes Vergniigen. Nakazawa ist ein be-
gnadeter Erzéhler, der weil’, wie er die Aufmerksamkeit des Lesers fesselt, um ihm
auch von jenen Dingen zu berichten, vor denen man lieber die Augen verschiieBen
wiirde. Miihelos vermittelt er eine Fllle von Informationen tber den japanischen
Kriegsalltag und die Anatomie des Uberlebens, ohne dadurch den Erzahifluss ins
Stocken zu bringen. Im Zusammenhang mit einem Werk, das das Grauen eines
hunderttausendfachen Todes anschaulich macht, von Lesevergniigen zu sprechen,
hat etwas Paradoxes, aber in der Auseinandersetzung mit einer anderen Kultur, in
der allmahlichen Anteil nehmenden Identifikation mit den Hauptfiguren und nicht
zuletzt im Lesen an sich liegt schon etwas Erregendes.

SHi ¢ Art Spiegelman, Der Comic und die Bombe. In:Keiji Nakazawa, Aarfuss durch Hiroshima,
Band 1, Hamburg 2004.
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Comment peut-on croire & moitié ou croire a des choses contradictoires ? Les
enfants croient a la fois que le Pére Noél leur apporte des jouets par la cheminée
et que ces jouets y soﬁt placés par leurs parents; alors, croient-ils vraiment au
Pére Noél ? Oui, et la foi des Dorzé* n’est pas moins entidre; aux yeux de ces
Ethiopiens, nous dit Dan Sperber, « le léopard est un animal chrétien, qui
respecte les jelines de I’Eglise copte, observance qui, en Ethiopie, est le test
principal de la religion; un Dorzé n’en est pas pour autant moins soucieux de
protéger son bétail le mercredi et le vendredi, jours de jetine, que les autres jours
de la semaine; il tient pour vrai, et que les léopards jefinent, et qﬁ’ils mangent
tous les jours; les léopards sont dangereux tous les jours : il le sait d’expérience;

ils sont chrétiens : la tradition le lui garantit ».

tH#  Paul Veyne, Les Grecs ont-ils cru 8 leurs mythes ? Paris @ Editions du

Seuil, 1983.

# *Dorzé : KA ¥k (DA)
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‘Toward the end of the twentieth century it appeared that @there were
essentially two types of linguists --- “generative” and “functional” -~ who, because
they were asking fundamentally different questions, often talked past each other
(see Croft (1995), Newmeyer (1998), among others). Although neither group works
with: a. monelithie view of linguistic theory; the functionalist group is more diverse
than the generative.

On the one extreme, most formal, generative linguists since the 1960s have
sought to answer such questions as “What is the system of knowledge of language?”’
or “How does the system of knowledge arise in the mind/brain?’ (see Chomsky
(1988:3)). The object of study is language as an innate capacity of the individual. The
assumption is that language capacity is computational and syntactic, and by
hypothesis optimally structured and ultimately binary in nature. It is a
self-contained modular mechanism that does not reflect external factors such as
cultural or social systems. Nor does it reflect experiential structures such as vision
or production factors such as frequency (that is known as the hypothesis of

“gutonomous syntax’). The universals of language that are posited are absoclute in

the sense that one counterexample disproves them. On this view, the grammar of a
particular language, whether Swahili or English, is an “epiphenomenon” of an
intricate capacity and is of littie interest beyond providing empirical evidence for
hypotheses about general capacities, And on this view, such traditional questions in
historical linguistics as “How did the category develop in English” are uninteresting,
or worse, not sensible (see Lightfoot (1979), Hale (1998)).

At the opposite extreme, since the 1970s a group of “functional-typological”
linguists have sought to answer the question of how speakers can use the “bricolage”
or “jerry-built structurels]” (Bolinger (1976:1)) of language to impart information,
and to get things done (see Hopper (1988)). As well as seeing language as a cognitive
capacity, this approach privileges language as a device for communication between
speakers and addressees. Crucially the assumption is that there is a causal
relationship between meaning and linguistic structure, and furthermore that
external factors may shape language structure. Language is a human activity, not an
epiphenomenon of a static capacity (see Lehmann (1993:320)). The prime object of
study is language use and how it relates to the grammars of particular languages,
and how grammars may vary cross-linguistically. Universals of language are
considered to be tendencies, not absolutes, and are usually of a general cognitive
nature, not autonomous and not specific to language.

The turn of the present century has seen the emergence of several possibilities
for a meeting of minds, as some generative linguists begin to try to account for
cognition-based structures (e.g. Jackendoff (1983, 2002), for the dynamic, emergent
properties of the speaker’s knowledge of the system (e.g.. Culicover and Nowak
{2003)), and for ‘the variation -that undeniably occurs in language (see work on
Optimality Theory). Moreover, some “functional” linguists have sought to formalize
their work at least in part (see, e.g. Bybee and Hopper (2001)).

[(Eefa#FDll]
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Common to many, but by no means all, theories is the notion of “grammar” that
is distinet from @the notion of “lexicon.” If such a distinction is made, “grammar” is
the set of categories, patterns, and organizing principles evidenced by language,
most essentially abstract patterns of semantics, syntax, morphology, and phonology
that at least in theory permit infinite combinations. By contrast, the “lexicon’ is. a.
finite list {for any individual) of (more-or-less) fixed structural elements that may be
combined. The lexicon is typically a theoretical concept, as distinguished from a
“dictionary,” ‘which is a -practical description. Hence, there is a discussion of a
“mental lexicon” (an abstraction and idealization), not of a “mental dictionary.”

There have been essentially two views of the relationship of the lexicon to the
grammar in generative theories of the last fifty years. The first, which Jackendoff
(2002) calls the “syntacticocentric approach,” assumes that the lexicon is a list of
idiosyneratic items which are selected .and inserted into syntactic structures.
Phonological and semantic interpretations are derived from the lexicon together
with the syntax. The second, proposed by Jackendoff (2002: 131), provides an
alternative architecture! ome im which phonological, syntactic, and conceptiral
structures are parallel components of the faculty of language, and in which lexical
items “establish the correspondence of certain syntactic constituents with
phonological and conceptual structures.” A key proposal in Jackendoff’s work is
that the lexicon is multistructured and includes not only highly idiosyncratic, but
also. more regular elements. This is more in keeping with many functionalist views of
the lexicon, which point to parallels between lexical and grammatical organization,
although the regularities may be considered to belong to morphology rather than the
{exicon.

H{88 : Brinton, Laurel J, and Elizabeth Traugott (2005) Lexicalization and Language
Change, Cambridge University Press.

g1l _Fﬁ"‘ﬁ( 1 MZ-2W\W T, generative linguists & functional typological linguists
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In addition to the familiar interrogatives, there is another class of sentences with
initial wirphrases, termed exclamations in Elliott (1971; 1874,

(1) a. What a foot he is!
b. What a large house he lives in!

Neither of these examples corresponds to a well-formed question; the configuration
what a (Adj) N'is not a possible ( {a) ) structure:

(2) a.*What a fool is he?
b.*What a laxge house does he live in?

" In embedded le-complements,. the contrast between (1) and (2) reappears as a
~ difference in possible predicate-complement combinations. What a (ddi) N can

introduce complements to amazing or be surprised at, but not complements to ask or
wonder:

(3) a. It's amazing what a fool he is.

b. I'm surprised at what a large house he lives in.
(4) a.*John will ask what a fool he is.

b.*I wonder what a large house he lives in.

The distribution of whether is complementary to that of what a (4di) N it is
found with ask and wonder but not with amazing or be surprised at

(5) a. Fred will ask whether he is a fool.
b..I wonder whether he lives in a large house.
(6) a.*It's amazing whether he is a fool.
b.*1 was surprised at whether he lived in a large house.

Many predicates, such as know and find out, allow ( (b) )

~ introduced by whether and by what a (Adj) N:

(7) a. John knows whether he is a fool.
b. John knows what a fool he is.
c. John found out whether he lives in a large house
d. John found out what a large house he lives in.

The distribution of what a (Adi) N and whether suggests that wh-complements,
like matrix W_b'sentences, fall into two classes: exclamatives and interrogatives.
o What a (Adj) Nis limited to exclamatives, and whether to interrogatives. Ask and

[ 748D 1]
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wonder select interrogatives, amazing and be surprised at select exclamatives, and
know and find out select both,

In the examples considered so far, the exclamative and interrogative
complements differ in overt ways from one another, but this is not always the case.
The complements in (8a) must. be exclamatives, yet. they are identical in form to the.
interrogative complements in (8b): .

(8) a. It's amazing how tall John is.
b. Fred will ask how tall John is.

( ) ) between exclamatory and interrogative readings results when
the complements in {8a,b) are embedded under Anow and find out:

(9 a. Fred knows how tall John is.
. Fred found out how fast John can run.

Under the exclamatory interpretation, John must be unusually tall in (9a), and run
unusually fast in {8b). Under the interrogative reading, there is no implication that
John's height or speed are ( (@ ) in this way.

While exclamatory complements permit ( (e) ) of the whphrase
by an intensifier like very, this is not possible in indirect questions:

(10)a. It's amazing how very tall John is.
b.*Fred will ask how very tall John is.

Thus, the addition of very to the examples in (9 should lead to
{ © ) in favor of the ( {g) ) reading. As(11) shows,
this is in fact the case. '

(11)a. Fred knows how very tall John is.
b. Fred found out how very fast John can run.

Disambiguation in the other direction is also possible. As Elliot showed,
exclamations are ( (h) ) with a state of ignorance on the part of the
speaker; hence the contrast between (12a,b) and (13):

(12)a. I know what a fool Bill is.
b. John doesn™ know what a fool Bill is.
(13) *I don’t know what a fool Bill is.

Questions, on the other hand, are compatible with both speaker ignorance and
speaker knowledge:

4 [ ® ]

When the examples in (9) are modified in the relevant respects, only the
question reading is found, and, of course, very cannot modlfy the € G) )
or the adverb.

e 7l4afho2]
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(15) a. I don’t know how (*very) tall John is.
b. T haven’t found out how (*very) tall John can run.

Thus, the complements to know and find ouft are ambiguous when the
complemernit has a form that is common to both guestions and exclamations; this
supports the claim that know and find out take both interrogative and exclamative
complements. ,

Exclamatory and interrogative complements do not differ in syntactic form in
any systematic way: both are derived by Wh Fronting, and at the surface are
c[m.inﬁ).osei of a. whphrase follawed by a clause in which. there is a “gap” (indicated by
« e » :

(16)It's amazing [cp what a fool {p he is [e]]

. Thus, the differences between exclamatory and interrogative complements do
not seem to call for syntactic description --- all the available evidence indicates that
the two complement types have the same constituent structure, and are derived by
the same rules. Indeed, in many cases, the two types are completely identical in
form. ‘

Despite this structural identity, exclamatory and interrogative complements
have radically different ( G ) properties. A general picture of the
differences between them can be constructed, borrowing from Bresnan (1972) the
notion of “indeterminacy”. Interrogatives are characterized by indeterminacy in the
value of the variable represented by the whword. Thus, in (17), the value of x (where
x is John’s height) is indeterminate:

(17 a. How tall is John?
b. Bill wondered how tall John was.

The requirement of indeterminacy explains the ill-formedness of interrogatives like
(16b), in which the value of wiis made determinate by the presence of very, and the
conditions of well-formedness for interrogatives are destroyed.

Exclamatives, in contrast, require determinacy on the part of the whvariable. In
(18), John’s height is determinate:

(18)a. How tall John is!

b, Tt's amazing how tall John is.
Modification by very thus does not affect the We]l-formednéss of the exclamations in
(16a) and (18). |

This distinction explains many of the differences between exclamatory and
‘interrogative complements that have been attested in the literature. Ross (1971)
observed the generalization exemplified in (19) and (20):

(19)a. John asked who, Tom or Harry, had gone to the movies.
b. It's amazing who, [ ) 1, had gone to the movies.

[E7makdho 3]
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(20)a.*John wondered who, Tom and Harry, had gone to the movies.
b.*John was surprised at who, [ VAL 1, had gone to the movies.

The whword in an interrogative may take an appositive disjunction oﬁly: in an
exclamatory complement, the whword takes an appositive conjunction only. These
facts follow from the determinacy/indeterminacy distinction.

Hi# : Grimshaw, Jane (1979) “Complement Selection and the Lexicon,” Linguistic
Inguiry 10, 279°326.
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(#) phonological, () semantic, (V) complements
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(7) Fred will ask whether Bill is a fool.
(1) I don’t know whether Bill is a fool.
(77) It's amazing what a fool Bill is,
(=) I know what a fool Bill is not.

3] zZFrME@nFNRTRIZAREM L, UTOBRBENSBORI N,
B -

(7) Tom and Harry
() Tom or Harry

(4] THEW)Z AFREBCHRLRSE W,

(5] B EBEXOERNLENITTHEH, AT L T 40 FEED BASE
TR EN,

[Ermakcto4]



R 2 AGEEREERE LY (8H) AR &5

8 8

KD ALBOVWThPEZEBRL, SBEZCETIAMEBEELL5 AT, REs)2fl%x
RACHGDEZZ BAR T2 I, FRIIBERARIEBEL T3,

A A4 Y AR EZEFRBEOFER., EROERNAFACHLTEDL IR
BREE-oTRY . EDESARMET ST LN TE S LEXHND OPER
SN

B. SREOERMPIER., BRCBTSRBHFTCA L TEDLI REAREZT O LW
TEDEEXONDOWPEESREN,



T2 4 EEERESNE AR E5H

VAR 2 4 EERER
- RARFRFGFHP FH 7R

BRI A SRR
(2012428 A 28 H)

HE s ERER H
| (Z<7f

= . X5 4 TH

O REBRRTER. EERBICNAT, ~OBERTLEIRT S,



T2 A EEERIEENS LOAR 555
Gl

LOFELITHalfan Qaf LWV HBEDONETH D, TNEFATEORWIZE LR E W,

There was a discussion at my house recently about whether or not I am an
uncultured oaf*, This is not the first time the subject has come up.

The form these discussions take isn't what you might assume. If's not that
somebody — one of my daughters, say, or a friend who has dropped by for a drink, or
maybe the U.P.S. deliveryman — accuses me of being an uncultured oaf and I defend
myself by talking at length about some movie with subtitles* that I've recently seen.
That's not the way it happens at all — and I don’t just mean that I'd have a different
defense, because I haven't seen a subtitled movie in a long time and had trouble
following the plot of the last one I did see. These discussions are not accusatory;
they’re more like dispassionate inquiries. Everyone present seems genuinely curious
about whether I can be accurately categorized as an uncultured oaf, and no one is
more curious about it than I am.

I think that at this point I should present my credentials*. Fm a college graduate.
That’s not all: I was an English major. There’s more: I graduated from a
distinguished American research university. All of that makes me wonder whether
or not there are a lot of other people with clearly respectable academic credentials
‘who have reason to suspect that they may be uncultured oafs.

@It’s true that I have no advanced degree, a fact my daughters like to remind me

-of from time to time, as a way to keep me sort of damped down. It's also true that I
grew up in the Midwest, in a milieu* (a word T've learned since) in which culture did

not hang heavily in the air. As was customary in that time and place, my mother
took my sister to concerts and road shows of Broadway musicals while my father
took me to the Golden Gloves and the N.C.A.A. basketball tournaments. (We all
went to the American Royal Livestock Show together.)

Still, this country is way past the days when cultural levels were geographically
based. @For vears, our friend James has been described around our house as the
most _cultured person we know, and James has lived virtuaily all of his life in
south-central Louisiana, a good two hours from the nearest place showing subtitled
movies, He is eonsulted with particular respeet -when we have a discussion about
whether or not I'm an uncultured oaf, '

Not long ago, I read (;an_article about a distinguished literary critic, long
deceased, and, as an example of the critic’s remarkable writing ability, the article
drew particular attention to this sentence: “This intense conviction of the existence
of the self apart from culture is, as culture well knows, its noblest and most generous
achievement.” I had no idea what that could mean. _

On the theory that a certified intellectual might be able to enlighten me, 1
decided to consult someone I know who is an officer of the American Academy of Arts
and Letters. There’s no substitute for going right to the top. Here’s what the certified
intellectual had to say about the sentence in question® “I suppose it’s meant to imply
that culture {(whatever that is) has allowed (by encouraging the Romantic ideal) the
idea of the self to flourish, indeed triumph, to the extent that we value it more than
anything else.” Appreciative of his help, I decided not to trouble him further,
although what I wanted to ask him was what I would have wanted to ask the
literary critic if he had laid that business about the existence of the self on me while,

2
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say, we were waiting together in the subway for a train: “Could you please give me
an example?”

Recently, I attended a modern-dance program. I hasten to say that this was not
an attempt to collect evidence for any discussion that might come up about who is
and who isn't an uncultured oaf. The choreographer* had gone to my high school in
the Midwest, and I make it a policy to attend any cultural event created by someone
who went to my high school — a policy, it may not surprise you to know, that still
leaves me with plenty of evenings free for other activities. I loved the modern-dance
program. I loved it so much, in fact, that I began to consider the possibility of
attending modern-dance programs choreographed by people who had not gone to my
high school. A couple of nights later, James, who was visiting from Louisiana, saw
the same program, and he loved it too. Maybe, I allowed myself to think, I am not an
uncultured caf after all.

(/The only review I saw of the modern-dance program offered testimony to the
contrary. It compared the plot to a soap opera. (Actually, I had missed the plot. I
don’t mean that I failed to follow it: I hadn't been aware that there was one.) Also,
the reviewer implied, without using these precise words, that the program had been
designed to make modern dance understandable to, well, uncultured cafs.

What did that say about me? What, for that matter, did it say about James? ¢ls
it possible that I'm such an uncultured oaf that the person ¥d always considered the

most cultured person I know is also an uncultured oaf? No one is more curious about

that than I am — except maybe James.
(Tbe Global Edition of the New York Times, March, 2012)
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