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The British character, like that of most nations, has been forged
in the crucible of hybridity ~of cultural fusion, And, of course, it
1s not just what the Americans term ‘people of colour’ who have
contributed to this process of 'mongre[isation'. One immediately

Defoe catalogues the various groups who have made up this
heterogeneous thing, the Englishman, He identifies Romans,
Scots, Picts, Irish, Welsh, Saxons, Danes and 2 whole vare
of French people. Clearly, over the centuries, British life ar ai
levels, the royal farnily, the musical hen'tage, patliament, miIitary,
sport, entertaimment and the city have been invigorated, shaped
and to some extent defined by the fbrtuil:ously heterogeneous
nature that is the national condition,

However, in the face of overwhelming evidence, the mythol-
ogy of homogeneity not only exists, it endures, It also excludes

At certain periods in my life T have been one of these people.
I have, at times, recoiled in horror at the very notion of having
n1y name yoked together with thar of this nation. I have resisted
allegiance to flag and to country. I have spectacularly failed
Norman Tebbit's cricket test simple-minded as it s — and,
in common with thousands of others, I have had to learn to
come to termns with a2 country that partly defines its historical
sense of self by first identi@ing, and then excluding, the ‘othey’.

A large part of my British education has involved learning to
recognise wheo fellow citizens are viewing me as little more
than the ‘orher’.

For many British people, the idea that Britain has a history
that has, over the years, been characterised by much ethnic,
linguistic and cultural diversity, would be to undermine theiy
basie understanding of what it means to be British. As a writer
I am interested in the way in which this continual influx of the
‘othet” into Britain — of colour or otherwise — has impinged upon
the Hterary culture, Two yeats ago I began ro look 'in earnest at
the English Iiterary canom, paying particular atteut:on to those
writers who might in some way be defined as the ‘other And
then, about a year ago, I realised that the writers T was mos’t
interested in were those who might be regarded as the ‘other
in the most radical way. They were, all of them, not even born

in Br_itain, ( 258 '““c?‘?




But Britain remains a country for whom a sense of continuity
“with an imagined past continues to be a major determinant of
national identity. Even if one speaks the language, attends the
church, writes the books, builds the roads, bridges, cathedrals,
one's right fully to participate in this society is always under
threat from somebody or some institution which determmes that
you don’t look, or act, or behave in a British-enough manner, It
1 had a pound for every time I've been told to go back to where
I came from, I'd be a rich man, One's right to participate is
always under scrutiny in ways as crude and as stmple as the
sentence a British diplomat i Portugal once shared with me
when, having lost my passport in Lisbon, T was trying to obtamn
emergency papers to return home to Britain. ‘Mz Phillips,’ he
said, ‘you don'’t even look British,

Biitish writers not born in Britain will, as long as this situation
goes ynrepaited, continue to feela personai ambivalence towards
Britain, And as they settle at their desks to explore their
ambivalence, they will discover new formal strategies which will
expand our understanding of what is possible literary form,
This is a process which, as we stand on the threshold of a new
century, shows no sign of leiting up, for, desprte Defoe’s plea,
Britain continues to display little interest in viewing ‘aursiders’
as the ‘true-born Englishmen’ that Defoe claims them to be,
The richness of the British literary tradition may be an ironic
by—product of this failure of national imagination. Personally,

1 would rather have a less vigorous licerature, and a healthier
mation tn which the process of moving along the road from
the ‘outside’ to the 'inside’ was not burdened with so many
psychoiogical obstacles. Writers are genctally able to negotiate
these obstacles and even flourish while hurdling them. But, in

case we forget, most of us are not writers. ( 29 L - 9 '7)
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My early assumptions as a reader were that black people signified little or nothing in the
imagination of white American writers. Other than as the objects of an occasional bout of jungle fever,
other than to provide local color or to lend some touch of verisimilitude or to supply a needed moral
gesture, humor, or bit of pathos, blacks made no appearance at all. This was a reflection, I thought, of
the marginal impact that blacks had on the lives of the characters in the work as well as the creative
imagination of the author. To imagine or write otherwise, to situate black people throughout the pages
and scenes of a book like some government quota, would be ludicrous and dishonest.

But then [ stopped reading as a reader and began to read as a writer. Living in a racially articulated
and predicated world, I could not be alone in reacting to this aspect of the American cultural and
historical condition. I began to see how the literature I revered, the literature | loathed, behaved in its
encounter with racial ideology. American literature could not help being shaped by that encounter. Yes,
I wanted to identify those moments when American literature was complicit in the fabrication of racism,
but equally important, { wanted to see when literature exploded and undermined it. Still, those were
minor concerns. Much more important was to contemplate how Africanist personae, narrative, and
idiom moved and enriched the text in self-conscious ways, to consider what the engagement meant for
the work of the writer’s imagination.

How does literary utterance arrange itself when it tries to imagine an Africanist other? What are
the signs, the codes, the literary strategies designed to accommodate this encounter? What does the
inclusion of Africans or African- Americans do to and for the work? As a reader my assumption had
always been that nothing “happens™: Africans and their descendants were not, in any sense that matters,
there; and when they were there, they were decorative-—displays of the agile writer’s technical expertise.
I assumed that since the author was not black, the appearance of Africanist characters or narrative or

idiom in a work could never be about anything other than the “normal,” unracialized, illusory white




world that provided the fictional backdrop. Certainly no American text of the sort I am discussing was
ever written for black people—no more than Uncle Tom's Cabin was written for Uncle Tom to read or
be persuaded by. As a writer reading, [ came to realize the obvious: the subject of the dream is the
dreamer. The fabrication of an Africanist persona is reflexive; an extraordinary meditation on the self}
a powerful exploration of the fears and desires that reside in the writerly conscious. It is an astonishing
revelation of longing, of terror, of perplexity, of shame, of magnanimity. It requires hard work not to
see this.

It is as if [ had been looking at a fishbowl-—the glide and fiick of the golden scales, the green tip,
the bolt of white careening back from the gills; the castles at the bottom, surrounded by pebbles and
tiny, intricate fronds of green; the barely disturbed water, the flecks of waste and food, the tranquil
bubbles traveling to the surface—and suddenly I saw the bowl, the structure that transparently (and
invisibly) permits the ordered life it contains to exist in the larger world. In other words, | began to rely
on my knowledge of how books get written, how language arrives; my sense of how and why writers
abandon or take on certain aspects of their project. [ began to rely on my understanding of what the
linguistic struggle requires of writers and what they make of the surprise that is the inevitable
concomitant of the act of creation. What became transparent were the self~evident ways that Americans
choose to talk about themselves through and within a sometimes allegorical, sometimes metaphorical,
but always choked representation of an Africanist presence.

| have made much here of a kind of willful eritical blindness— a blindness that, if it had not existed,

could have made these insights part of our routine literary heritage. Habit, manners, and political agenda

have contributed to this refusal of critical insight.
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M Morrison, Toni. Playing in the Dark: Whiteness and the Literary Imagination. Harvard

University Press, 1992, pp. 15-18.
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Second language applications: Krashen's
‘Monitor Model’

Perhaps the best known model of second language acquisition influenced by
Chomsky’s theory of first language acquisition is Stephen Krashen’s (1982}
Monitor Model, first deseribed in the early 1970s, at a time when there was
growing dissatisfaction with language teaching methods based on behaviour-
ism. Krashen described his model in terms of five hypotheses.

Inthe acquisition! learning hypothesis, Krashen suggests that we ‘acquire’ lan-
guage as we are exposed to sarnples of language that we understand in much
the same way that children pick up their first lanpuage-—with no conscious
attention to language form. We “learn’ on the other hand through conscions
artention to form and rule learning, In Krashen’s view, far more language is
acquired than Jearned.

Next, according to the monitor hypothesis, second language users draw on
what they have acguired when they engage in spontaneous communica-
tion. They may use rules and patterns that have been learned as an editor
or ‘monitor’, allowing them to make minor changes and polish what the
acquired system has produced. Such monitoring takes place only when the
speaker/fwriter has plenty of time, is concerned about pro ducmg correct lan-
guage, and has learned the relevant rules.

The natural order hypothesis was based on the finding that, as in first language
acquisition, second language acquisition unfolds in predictable sequences, as
we saw in Chapter 2. The lanpuage rules that are easiest to state (and thusto
learn) are not necessarily the fizst to be acquired.

The comprehensible input hypothesis is that acquisition occurs when one
is exposed to langnage that is comprehensible and contains 7 + 1. The 7’ rep-
resents the level of language already acquired, and the “+.1” is 2 metaphor for
language (words, grammatical forms, aspects of pronunciation) that is justa
step beyond that level.

Krasher’s affécrive filier hypothesis is proposed to account for the fact that
some people who are exposed to large quantitics of comprehensible input do
not necessarily acquire language successfully. The ‘affective filter’ is a meta-
phorical barrier that prevents learners from acquiring langnage even when
appropriate input is available. 4fféct refers to feelings of anxiety or negative
attitudes that, as we saw in Chapter 3, may be associated with poor learn-
ing outcomes. A learner who is tense, anxious, or bored may filter out input,
making it unavailable for acquisition. ;




Information processing

Cognitive psychologists working in an information-processing model of
human learning and performance see second language acquisition as the
building up of knowledge that can eventually be called on automatically
for speaking and understanding, Robest DeKeyser (1998), Richard Schmidt
(2001) dnd others have suggested thar learners must pay attention at frst to
any aspect of the language that they are trying to learn or produce. ‘Pay atten-
tion in this context is accepted to mean ‘using cognitive resources to process
information’ but there is a limit to how much information a learner can pay
attention to. Thus, learness at the earliest stages will tend to nse most of their
resources to understand the main words in a message. In that situation, they
may not notice the grammatical morphemes attached to some of the words,
especially those that do not substantially affect meaning, Gradually, through
experience and practice, information that was new becomes easier to process,
and Jearners become able to access it quickly and even automatically. This

frees up cognitive processing resources to notice other aspects of the language
that, in turn, gradually become antomatic.

For proficient speakers, choosing words, pronouncing them, and string-
ing them together with the appropiate grammatical markers is essentially
atomatic. Furthermore, much of what these speakers say is drawn from pre- .
dictable patterns of language that are at least partly formulaic. That is, fluent
speakers do notcreate new sentences by choosing one word atatime butrather
by using strings of words that typically occur together. "This use of pattems
applies not only to idiomatic expressions, but also to much conversational
language and written language in a specific genre (Ellis, Simpson-Vlach, and -
Maynard 2008).

Another aspect of automaticityin language processing is the retrieval of word
meanings. When proficient listeners hear  familiar word, even for a split |
second, they cannot help but understand it. Such automatic responses do
not use up the kind of sesources needed for processing new information.
Thus, proficient language users can give their full atténtion to the overall
meaning of a text or conversation, whereas less proficient learners use more
of their attention on processing the meaning of individual words and the -
selationships between them. The lack of automatic access to meaning helps
to explain why second language readers need more time to understand a text,
even if they eventually do fully comprehend it. The infosmation processing
model suggests that there is a limit to the amount of focused mental activity
we can engage in at one time.

Lightbown P. M. & Spade N. (2013). How Languages are Learned. Oxford:

Oxford University Press. pp.106-110



WO EEFH, PLTFORWITEZ RS0,

1
RA D HNUR—FOSEEHBLCONLE, 9 —FOEEL HEICELEND
EEZLNTVED, KLONEFEEREFE L, 207 LEATET BB OWT, A<
L T LS SN,

2

AXHFTERY EF BN THWAHOE i, HFELA T U FEOL I, RUTAT7 73
v FELERWDLERONSA Y AN ThD, Tk, BRBEERFEO ALY ANICE
WTh, ROBRGIIEEIND LE L LNETES 90, ALOERERF 2200, ih
DOEE RS BHIC LA LA L2 S,




Under many task conditions, a bilingual speaker’s two languages compete. When bilinguals listen
to speech, lexical entries and their corresponding semantic representations compete for activation
and selection. When bilinguals speak, words from the two languages compete to gain control of the
output mechanisms (the speech apparatus). Despite the conflict between the two languages and the
accompanying possibilities for confusion, fluent bilinguals generally do not have any inkling that
different lexical entries are simultaneously active (the same way monolingual speakers are rarely
aware that semantically ambiguous words such as bank have more than one meaning). Despite
opportunities for errors due to competition, bilinguals rarely use a word from the “wrong" language
by mistake. Such mistakes do occur, however, especially when the bilingual speaker is under stress
or is experiencing strong emotions (see Figure 11.3). Such mistakes are also more common when

bilinguals are speaking in their less-dominant or well-practiced language (Poulisse and Bongaerts,
1994).

Given that bilinguals are usually unaware that their languages are in conflict and rarely make
cross-language errors in production, is it possible that knowledge about their two languages
really is stored separately in long-term memory? Why should we believe that the languages
are in competition if subjective experience and overt behavior normally show no trace of such
competition? Despite the apparent ease of access to context-appropriate language representations,
at least among proficient bilinguals, laboratory research indicates that a bilingual’s two languages
often do compete both during language comprehension and speech. Let’s consider each of these in
turn.

What evidence suggests that both of a bilingual’s languages are simultaneously activated during
listening and comprehension? Some evidence comes from the cognate advantage. A cognate is a
word in one language that has a counterpart in another language that is spelled or pronounced
identically (or nearly so), and that has the same meaning. For example, the Spanish word pianois a
cognate of the English word piano—they look alike, they sound alike, and they mean the same thing.
In picture naming and translation, bilinguals (but not monolinguals) respond to cognates faster
than non-cognates. Also, the N400 component of the ERP wave form is smaller for cognates than
non-cognates, whether the cognate is presented in the bilingual participant’s L1 or L2 (Christoffels
et al,, 2007; Peeters et al,, 2013; see also Quirk and Cohen, 2022).

The cognate advantage occurs when the bilingual speaker is operating under monolingual task
conditions where only one of the two languages is obviously relevant to the task, and when
the bilingual speaker is operating under task conditions where responses in either language may
be required—bilingual mode—whether the bilingual is responding in their stronger or weaker
language. The cognate advantage is strongest when the two versions have the same orthography
(spelling) and phonology (pronunciation); the advantage shrinks as the similarity in pronunciation
across the two languages diminishes (Costa et al., 2000; Lemhofer et al,, 2008; Schwartz et al,,
2007; Soares and Grosjean, 1984; Van Hell and Dijkstra, 2002).6 Bilingual speakers are also less
likely to experience tip-of-the tongue states for cognates than other kinds of words (Gollan and



Acenas, 2004), suggesting that having two simultaneously activated lexical representations boosts
the activation of the phonological codes that go with the cognate. The cognate advantage shows
that both of the bilingual speaker’s languages are active at the same time. If the bilingual could
completely switch off the task-irrelevant language, cognate effects would not appear when the task
Tequires only one of the two languages (but cognates are processed faster than non-cognates even
when the bilingual thinks that the task involves only one language).

Further evidence for simultaneous activation and lanpuage competition comes from effects of
interlingunl homographs (Dijkstra et al., 1999; Kroll, 2006; but see Hoversten and Traxler, 2016).
Interlingual homographs are words that look alike and sound alike, but that mean different things
in different languages. They look and sound like cognates but they are not cognates. Because they
lock and sound similar but mean different things (and may be pronounced somewhat differently as
well), such words are sometimes called false friends. For instance, the German word chef, meaning
boss, looks and sounds like the English word chef, meaning skilled food cocker. When bilingual
speakers read or hear interlingual homographs, they respond to them slower than words that
appear in only one of their languages.

Interlingual homographs behave like (monolingoal) semantically ambiguous words, and likely for
the same reasons. For monelingual speakers of English, balanced ambiguous words take longer
to read and name than unambiguous words, because the visual form. of the word autornatically
activates multiple meanings, and competition between activated meanings slows selection and
integration of a single meaning. Interlingual homograph effects show that the orthographic
{spelling) and phonological {sound) form is shared between languages (to the extent that they
have a similar script or a similar phonological system), and that hearing or seeing a given form

automatically activates whatever semantic information is associated with that form.

Although language production provides clear opportunities for competition across languages, as
the bilingual speaker has to choose which label to apply to a given concept, language input might
selectively activate anly a single language at a time. That is, the prosedic and phonological patterns
of different languages can be quite distinct, Given that the input in the bilingual’s L1 can sound
very different from their L2, perhaps less conflict would oceur in listening than in production.
Regardless, when bilinguals listen to words, matching candidates from both of their languages




become activated, and accessing the context-appropriate meaning requires them to select from
among the set of activated candidates. Further, activation does not respect the distinction between
the two languages. Listening to L1 words activates L2 candidates, and listening to L2 words
activates L.1 candidates (Marian et al., 2021, 2003; Spivey and Marian, 1999).

Viorica Marian and colteagues tested whether spoken input activated one language only, or whether
such input activated both the L1 and L2 lexicon. To do so, they presented Russian-English bilinguals
with short instructions in Russian or English (e.g. Click on the marker) while they were looking at a
set of pictures on a computer screen. The bilinguals carried out the instructions using a mouse to
move the cursor over the appropriate target. Unbeknownst to the participants, some of the pictures
on the screen had similar names in both English and Russian. For example, the Russian word for
stamp is marka, which is pronounced similarly to the English word marker. These objects were
labeled distractors, because the stmilarity in pronunciation might cause people to look at the wrong
object (the stamp instead of the marker), if the phonological (sound) information activaied the
inappropriate language. If participants were able to switch off Russian while carrying out English
instructions (or vice versa), they should avoid looking at the distractor objects. Monolingual English
spealers almost never look at a picture of a stamp while hearing the word marker, because stamp
shares very little phonology with marker. If Russian-English bilinguals can selectively activate
English labels for objects, without activating Russian labels, they too should rarely look at the
distractor (stamp/marka) while listening to marker. In fact, Russian-English bilinguals were far
more likely to look at the stamp {marka in Russian) when the instruction said Click on the marker,
compared to objects with totally unrelated names. Similarly, if the instructions were given in
Russian (Polozhi marku, “put the stamp ..."), participants frequently iooked at the object with the
same-sounding English name (the marker). This result shows that, while comprehending speech,
whether operating in the stronger ar weaker language, mental representations from a bilingual's
two languages are simultanecusly activated and influence their behavior.

These results are also compatible with theories of mental representation proposing that lexical
representations from the bilingual's two languages share space in long-term memory. That is,
rather than being neatly partitioned into “Russian” and "English” bins, which are searched
separately when a bilingual is listening to one versus the other language, looking at a picture




of a stamp while hearing the word marker shows that the phonological information is activating
representations of meaning based on both phonology-to-L1 lexicon and phonology-to-L2 lexicon
mappings. The data show that activation reaches all the way into the semantic (meaning)
representations, and that activation of those meanings exceeds the minimum required to control
behavior before the entire acoustic stimulus has been processed. (If bilinguals waited to do a
complete analysis of the acoustic stimulus, they would never look at the stamp because the
phonological codes for marker do not fully match the stored codes for marku.)

Bilinguals, like monolinguals, undertake a radical form of incremental processing when processing
speech, as proposed by models like COHORT (see Chapter 3; Gaskell and Marslen-Wilson, 1997;
Marslen-Wilson, 1973). That is, they begin to activate stored representations that encode different
meanings immediately after they start to hear the beginning of a word, regardless of which of their
languages is being spoken at the moment. So mar- activates two associated meanings from two
different languages because there are two words, marker and marka, that have partially overlapping
phonological representations, and the lexical access system does not switch off one language or
filter out meanings that come from the “wrong” language. This does not mean that words in the two
languages have identical phonological or lexical representations (if they did, a bilingual would not
be able to tell the difference between Russian and English), and in fact neuroimaging data (Marian et
al., 2003) show that Russian and English are associated with subtle differences in neural activity in
Russian-English bilinguals. Specifically, Russian and English activated overlapping areas of Broca's
and Wernicke's areas, but the point in the brain representing the center of mass (the spatial mid-
point of the set of activated voxels) differed between Russian and English.Z

These cohort-like effects that cross language boundaries are also reflected in cross-language
neighborhood effects. In progressive de-masking experiments, a target word is displayed for a short
time (about 10 ms) followed by a pattern that covers up the place where the target word appeared.
Gradually, the exposure time for the target word increases, and the exposure time for the pattern
mask decreases, until the subject is able to identify the target word. For bilinguals, target-word
identification time depends on characteristics of the target word itself, such as how long and
frequent it is in its own language, but it also depends on how many neighbors the target word has
in the bilingual’s other language (Van Heuven et al., 1998). Response times are especially slow when



the target word is in the bilingual’s L2, and the orthographic neighbors—words that look like the
target word-—are from the bilingual'’s L1, and when the L1 neighbors occur more frequently or are
more familiar than the L2 target word.,

Further evidence for shared phonological and semantic representations comes from studies
invelving pseudohomophones. Pseudohomophones are words that are spelled like real words, but are
not real words, Tode is a pseudohomophone of foad, and in monolingual readers, reading rode will
prime the response to the word frog (which is associated with the word toad). Pseudohomophone
priming effects also oceur between a bilingual's two languages. For example, the Dutch word for
rope is touw. In a masked priming experiment, Dutch-English bilinguals responded faster to touw
when it was preceded by the English pseudohomophone roap, which has the same phonological
representation as rope, and which activates the Dutch word with the same meaning, touw (Duyck,
2005). If phonological activations were restricted to the target language (Duteh), reap would have
no effect on behavior, because there is no word in Dutch that matches roap. The fact that roap speeds
up the response to fouw shows that English phonology is active while Dutch is being processed, and
that English phonology makes contact with shared semantic representations {perhaps the concept
representations in the CM and RHM accounts), which in turn facilitates processing of Dutch target
words (see also Van Wijnendaele and Brysbaert, 2002).

Although a bilingual's two languages are simultanecusly activated during a variety of language
comprehension tasks, the two languages are not necessarily equally activated all the time, Most of
the time, the dominant (usually the L1)is the more active of the twe, and so the dominant language
is more immune to influences coming from the L2 than vice versa (Jared and Kroll, 2001; Jared and
Szucs, 2002).

To demonstrate the relative immunity of L1 lexical access to inferference from a weaker L2, English-
French bilinguals named English words that had French enemies (French woids that ook like the
English target words but are pronounced differently) or control words that had no French enemies.
The existence of French enemies did not affect how long it took English-French bilinguals to name
the target words, Then, participants named a group of French words. Naming the French words
presumably increased the activity of French spelling—sound patterns. After naming a bunch of
French words, participants named another group of English words. This time, having a French

enemy made a huge difference and response times were much slower. These results suggest that
the L2 orthographic and phonological representations are normally less activated and may not
substantially affect L) function unless something happens that boosts the activation of the L2
representations (like saying a large number of words in the L2). Weaker L2 representations can
affect performance in a stronger L1, but perhaps only when bilingual speakers have recently
switched from their 1.2 back into their L1.

YL : Traxler, M. J. (2023). Introduction to psycholinguistics: Understanding language
science (2nd ed.). Wiley-Blackwell.
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2.6 A MODEL FOR ANALYSING LANGUAGE

The discussion of Lakoff and Johnson's metaphor theory demonstrates
that ideologies are recoverable from language use. In order to identify

the underlying ideology of a speaker or a text, we must try to identify the&f:

beliefs on which it relies. This requifes a particular analytic lens. Whep

“we're trying to identify the ideologies and habits of thinking in our own

culture, we need special tools to uncover what is often very difficult tq
see. In order to do this kind of analysis, it's important to understand that
even though we may not be conscious of it (or even intend to), we make
linguistic ‘choices’ when we use language. These choices are significant,
Saussure. provides us with a model for seeing what these choices are.

- Figure 2.1 on p.24 is a visual representation of Saussure’s model of
the different relationships between the elements of an utterance. There are’
two axes we refer to in order to discuss the choices that are made when an
utterance is created. The syntagmatic axis describes the order in which
words are placed; the paradigmatic-axis is used to refer to all the other

- words that could have been chosen for a particular slot. We can think of the

syntagmatic axis as being horizontal and the paradigmatic as vertical, as

shown in Figure 2.2, =
Noun|(Subject) Ve Noun|(Object) =
- ay
Syntagmatic ax %
B > cg
2.1 Fidg ate the bpne =8
2.2 My [dog corfsumed the mjorsel b2
23 Kibple wag scoffed by the greedy dog g
24  Thetreats were devoured by thiat hound
v 1 v

Figure 2.2 Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Axes

. If we consider simple sentences such as those in Figure 2.9, there are

“a number of choices available, As we can see from the form of the verb,

the first two examples are in the active voice (ate, consumed) and the sec-
ond two in the passive (was scoffed, were devoured). The active sentences
foreground — that is, draw attention to — the dog that ate the food. The
passive sentences, in conirast, foreground the food. We saw a similar kind of
foregrounding in relation to Greek word order. Thus, choosing between the
active and the passive has an effect on what the reader's attention is drawn
to. What the choice of the active means can only be understood in relation
to all the other choices that could have been made: in relation to the passive,
for example (Montgomery, 2008). - : i
The paradigmatic axis has been represented as running vertically. In
each position, a choice has 1o be made. Do we describe the dog’s action
as ‘eating) ‘consuming, ‘scoffing), or 'devouring'? ‘Eat! looks like the neu-
tral choice, but it is still a choice. If 'scoffed’ had been chosen, a nega-
tive attitude would immediately be signalled. 'Scoffed’ only has meaning
because of the relationship it has o all other linguistic signs and, most

o\



+ Was that made of? Metal? :
| dor't know what it is made of. It is like a silver bowl, an ashtray/bowli'
thing.
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Do you accept that you said ‘metal’ in your statement?
Yeah,

Where did you intend e hit the defendant with jt?
| just intended to hit him,

2L 22 2O

Was it not your intention to hit him in the face?

I was hofding it; i would have caught him in the face. But | didn’t hit
him with it though.

Right, but what did you declare to the interviewing officer what your
intention was?
To hit him with it.

Just to hit him, or to hit him in the face?
Just to hit him, Just to back him off

Do you accept that in your statement you: said ' grabbed Grant and
picked up an ornamental box made of metat intending to hit David in
the face with it

A: Yes. That is what | said, yes, but | was not aiming for anything, | was
Just going to hit him.

g FO 2 0

(Cotterill, 2004: 525-596)

"Srnashing” someone in the face carries with it a sense of aggression and
anger and the face is a particulardy vulnerable part of the body, whereas
the verb "hit', while still expressing violence, is less hostile in its orientation’
(Coterill, 2004: 596). Cotterill argues that these choices can create Yexical
landscapes' (2004: 528), That is, the word cheices, the questions about wit-
ness word choices, and the negotiation of meaning can change the framing
of the account. This may well work to persuade judges and juries about how
particular events took place, -

2.6.2 Transitivity

Looking al fexical choices is important. But there are other variables
we need to consider. There are a variety of theories that make this pos-
sible. The following is a scaled-down version of Simpson’s transitiv-
ity analysis (Simpson, 1993). Transitivity usually relates to whether a
verb needs 1o take a direct object; *hit requires a direct object (some-
thing being hit), while 'sil' does not ‘Hit' is a transitive verb; 'sit' is an
intransitive verb. Thus, transitivity analysis is concerned with who
-does what to whom/what. The difference between this model and others
is that it has a slightly different terminology. This is because rather than

No. It was not my intention. No. | was just going to hit him, but the way -

r";'bing the rules for a well-formed sentence {which is what some kinds
ntactic models do), this model includes information about the mean-
 the clause.

Example 2.8 is a phrase that has two nouns and one verb. If we change
he active. form of the verb to the passive form, we have to change things
__e_l-_md a bit to end up with a well-formed sentence. We have to change the
n of the verb (from 'ate’ to ‘was eaten’), and we have to include a prepasi-

n )
i (by) before Fido.

- Example 2.6
‘g Fido ate the bone.
+p_The borie was eaten by Fido.

discussed earlier, example 2.6b starts with, and so focuses on, the bone,
ve described these sentences in terms of nouns and verbs or subjects and
ects, they would look the same: that is, both are structured naun, verb,
un, or subject, verb, object. We need the terminology provided by transitiv-
analysis that tells us which noun is doing the action to what, The doer is
actor, and that which something is done to is the goal. Verbs are always

alled process.

: Example 2.7 -
ACTOR PROCESS GOAL
Fido aie the bone

ou shouidn't think of the term ‘goal’ in the sense of something being
med for. Dogs, broccoli, and people can all occupy the goal posi-
ion. The goal ‘represents the person or entity affected by the pro-
.cess’ (Simpson, 1993: 89). Usually, sentences will have more than an
“actor, process, and goal. The detail that is often given can be labelled
{circumstances. .
In more comprehensive versions of this transitivity model, there is
specific terminology for different kinds of verbs. ‘Thinking’, for exampie,
48 d ‘mental process' while 'saying' is a 'verbal process’ In a similar
way, the other roles have different terms in relation to these processes;
for verbal processes, the *actor’ becomes the 'sayer’ and the 'goal’ the
Mverbiage’ '

.. The important thing is that even the stripped-down terminology of a_lc:tor,
process, goal, and circumstances allows us o describe the relevant differ-
ence between our two examples.

Example 2.8 .
ACTOR  PROCESS GOAL CIRCUMSTANCES
. a Fido ate the bone  in the doghouse.
GOAL PROCESS CIRCUMSTANCES  ACTOR

b Thebone waseaten inthe doghouse 7 _by Fido.

AF
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You probably know that in the passive form, the actor is not re.qufred.

for a well-formed sentence. If we take away the actor, we are left wig,
Example 2.9,

Example 2.9
GOAL PROCESS
The treals were devoured,

Because the actor has been deleted, we call this choice ‘actor deletion’
or ‘agent deletion’ Note that the ‘circumstances’ can be deleted, tao, but
that removal is not quite the same as the deletion of the actor, as circum-
stances provide additional information, When we are told that treats were
devoured, we know that someone must have devoured them; they cant
have been eaten without some actor intervention, Thus, the deletion of the
actor serves to foreground the goal and background the person respon-
sible. Sometimes, such deletion may be because of lack of information;
we know that the treats were eaten, but we don’t know who did it. In other
cases, it can be to deflect blame from the actor. Consider the tollowing
headlines:

COVID-19: Coronavirus patient caught after going on the run from
Hong Kung hospital .
(Sky News, 21 December 2020)

' Hong Kong police catch fugitive COVID-1g patient
(The Straits Times, 2 December 2020)

These headlines both describe the same event. But in the first example,
readers are not told who caught the patient

Example 2,10
GOAL PROCESS

a  Corenavirus patient caught
ACTOR PROCESS GOA!.

b Hong Kong police catch fugitive COVID-19 patient

In the first headline, we see an example of agent deletion. In the Sky News
headline, the coronavirus is foregrounded. In the Straits Times headline,
the police actions are highlighted. Notice that the second headline, in fore-
grounding the police and referring to the patfent as a Tugitive) links to ideas
of ciiminality. This is less marked in the first headling, however; the patient
is 'on the run’

Choices about whether to use active or pa5§ive velrbls', Whet;er to
lelete actors, and which lexemes to use to describe a‘:tnm’ueii an g ;?]i(\),;
le are all important for telling a story: What rgaders are tkc? an L how
hey are told it are influenced by linguistic choices. By Iolo ltng l|n il
{ these choices (and others like them), we develap our ‘critical agal -
ess of language’ (Fairclough, 1999: 73) and recorjstruct theduF ?rgk
ng ideology of the point of view. In order to do this, we need to lo

ill emerge.

t more than-one senience. But generally, over a longer text, a pattern '
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