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Honor’s Thesis

In the Shadow of Print: The Stigma of Video

     American culture has primarily become one that exists through and is defined by the image.  The icon and the pixel have shaped the culture significantly and irrevocably.  Many believe this transformation to be for the worse.  Neil Postman argues that this preference for visual media has destroyed the individual’s capacity for substantive thought and the ability to perceive beyond appearances.
  Others couch their criticisms in simpler arguments: video is mind-numbing and it makes one lazy.  Television, at its best, is a good distraction.  Many people love talking about movies, but would never acknowledge a good movie as being equivalent to a good book.  Movies are fun to talk about, but not applicable.  Still, are these opinions necessarily justified?  The video image is judged by people who live in its history.  As such, one must wonder if it could provide a proper perspective.
  Furthermore, critiques such as these, as in the case of Postman, are often steeped in the idea that the printed word is superior to that of the video image, especially as it concerns the fostering of intellect.  Often enough, it seems that video is being assaulted for not doing or attempting to do what the book does.  An image-dominant culture is held in the shadow of a culture whose mode of communication was primarily the printed word.  Thus, the hope of this paper is to demonstrate that many of the critiques against video are biased towards print, and that, ultimately, standards inherited from a print culture are inadequate to the task of analyzing imagistic media and the culture spawned from it.

     In beginning an exploration of this tension between a print culture and an image culture, it seems best to start at the beginning of it all, or as it were, set the stage for what appears to be the modern division of the two cultures.  It is necessary to look back to, as Richard Lanham ironically phrases it, that “golden age of typography.”
  Though where this age begins and ends is not entirely clear.  Generally speaking, as in the case of critics such as Neil Postman, it is defined by the inception of the typeset until television media became the dominant characteristic of American culture.
  However, this period is less defined by dates than by an actual mythology which its proponents assume the era to possess.  Returning, again, to Richard Lanham, this “golden age is everything an information society is not.  It lasted until 1858.”
  Summarizing Postman’s arguments in a few lines, this past culture is simply better in every conceivable way than the present culture: People were generally more intelligent and analytical, they had a capacity to deal with complex problems, they were not overcome by cheap sensationalism, and they judged an argument by its content and not its potentially misleading appearance.  After a while, this begins to sound like the “my father’s stronger than your father” claim.  There is a disdain in Postman towards popular sensationalism and it is implied by his argument that this was absent in the print-dominated culture of the past.  Before addressing the roots of this animosity towards popular culture and sentiment, it seems best to explore the validity of the implicit assumption about the age of typography.  As Lanham has ironically remarked, 

In this golden age of typography there was, presumably, no public oratory, no oral folktale and folksong tradition, no preaching tradition, no Chautauqua tradition, no training in formal rhetorical theory and practice.  And, since advertisers were honest and consumers rational, there were no snake-oil salesmen.  Even the lawyers, in this golden time, ‘tended to be well educated, devoted to reason, and capable of impressive expositional argument.’

     Perhaps one can add another tagline to this passage: presumably there were also no Danielle Steels, no Grishams, and no Clancys.  

     Though print idealists seemingly resist the idea (they rarely address the issue, and certainly, Postman does not), American literary culture prior to television was also characterized by cheap sensationalism, “mindless” entertainment, and sensual gratification.  Neal Gabler offers an interesting anecdote of the situation which indirectly addresses figures such as Postman.



Nostalgists may like to think of America in that time before movies and 

television as the land of Abraham Lincoln, Ralph Waldo Emerson, Frederic Church and Emily Dickinson, though saying so is like saying that the America of the late twentieth-century was the land of Martin Luther King, Jr., John Updike, Richard Diebenkorn and Robert Lowell.  It is true, but only so far as it goes[…]This America was not genteel or high-minded.  This America loved what even then scolds labeled ‘trash.’

     Consider even how the great authors of the eighteenth-century were often distributed.  Usually, these authors reached their audience through magazines.  Neil Postman, advocating the literary heritage of the magazine, reminds his readers that such figures as Poe, Emerson, Cooper, and Stowe wrote for the Saturday Evening Post.
   However, what Postman glosses over consciously or unconsciously is that many of these authors were serialized.  Dickens’s novel, Hard Times, was serialized weekly in the magazine Household Words.  The purpose of this was for each portion of the text to serve as a sort of cliffhanger piece, instilling a desire in the reader to pick up the next issue.   The other inference, of course, is that Dickens’ novel was entertaining enough to serve such an end.  It is hard to imagine that people were scooping up his pieces in intellectual anticipation of the next logical step his story would take.  And concerning Postman’s name-dropping, can one find a more sentimentally exploitive piece than Uncle Tom’s Cabin?  The manner in which it appealed straight and almost solely to sentimentality and passion, the very vices of television culture, propelled it into a literary stardom which has yet to be equaled.

     The early nineteenth-century, fifty years before the telegraph and the first advertisement took a hold and never let go, American culture was dominated by seemingly trite fiction and the progenitors of the tabloids.  Between 1833 and 1835, the penny presses managed to increase their circulation from 27,000 to 44,000.
  Half a century later, the proliferation of “dime novels” led Atlantic Monthly Survey to declare the genre the “greatest literary movement, in bulk, of the age.”
  Still, in the face of this, Postman contends that people were not stirred by passion, but rather by intellectual discourse.  To support this claim, Postman cites Stephen Douglas’ assertion, in the Lincoln-Douglas debates, that he appealed to the audience’s reason, not their passions.
  Postman takes Douglas at his word.  He literally quotes Stephen Douglas as evidence.  What is this, but a willing blindness to the role rhetoric and emotion play and have played in the oral and written tradition?

     Another illusion which arises out of this belief in the golden age of typography is not only the idea that reading made everyone better, but again, almost implicitly, that everyone read.  While leisure reading has certainly been the privilege of the substantially better off families and individuals in the past and present, it has not always been an option available to the working classes.  Besides the fact that one would have to have been taught to read, there are the issues of the expenditure one would have to make on the book and of allocating time for the activity.  In the worry of life and almost complete preoccupation with one’s “day-to-day” survival, one may not have had the time to read.  Only in the nineteenth-century, with the gradual shortening of working hours and the likewise gradual increase of pay, did the concept of leisure time become a plausible reality for most citizens.  As one working girl had expressed during the midst of these changes, “The shorter work day brought me my first idea of there being such a thing as pleasure.”
  Prior to this realization, she had never arrived home before it was dark and thus never had the time to do anything but work and sleep.  While there is an important literary tradition for America as a whole, there has not necessarily been one for every individual in America as in the case of the working-class.

     The last aspect which seems necessary to address in this myth of the print age is that prior to the twentieth-century there had been an overriding loyalty to artistic integrity.  The predominant, almost ad hominim critique of television and film is that it panders to the masses.  The only “art” which can remain on-air is that which “reaches” a great number of people and satisfies ratings.  In order to do this and because of this, the only art produced is a distilled, stereotypical, and ultimately trite art.  Postman criticizes television in this pursuit of ratings, but also laments the pull television has on modern writers.

And finally, the media have drawn to themselves much of the talent that in an earlier time would have devoted itself to writing for magazines.  Writing screenplays and television sit-coms holds the promise of a degree of fame and fortune with which magazine writing cannot compete.  And so, as readers abandon the form as too complex or too slow or too out-of-date, writers abandon the form as too low-paying or too limited in audience.

     It does not seem that Postman regrets that fame and fortune are concerns for a writer or artist, but rather that television satisfies these needs better than his preferred medium, print.  Thus one has to ask, would the artist of the print era have been any less motivated by notions of fame and wealth, or is it exclusive to the television age?  At the risk of assuming that people then are like people now, one can probably assert that in the past these desires frequently married themselves to the creative act.  Theodore Adorno notes that it was only with the inception of a larger commercial culture in France that the idea of “art for art’s sake” entered into colloquial language.
  Gabler, emphasizing a similar idea, points out that during the eighteenth-century art drifted away from its reliance on the patronage of the noble class and instead became dependent on a middle-class market.
  Art, therefore, is revealed to be much more of a commodity in the capitalistic sense of the word than is often acknowledged.  In this light, it is hard to believe that this past mode of expression was somehow more pure.  Different, yes, but not purer.

     Before continuing, it seems apt to address Neal Gabler’s thesis in his book, Life as Entertainment, as the book has been heavily relied upon as a source in ways which contest arguments Postman has made.  This is especially important because they, in a general sense, conclude the same thing concerning television even though they arrive at that conclusion by different assumptions.  While Postman creates a dichotomy through the printed word and the image, Gabler places America in a reactionary state against England.  Entertainment was embraced by the working classes as a sort of rejection of “high brow” culture and intellectualism which dominated England.
  Though Gabler never addresses mass culture in England, it can certainly be argued that it did exist.  One can look towards the bawdier aspects of Shakespeare’s plays, the writings of Sir Walter Scott, or even Samuel L. Johnson’s
 critiques of the romantic novel.  Gabler’s thesis, however, rests on the point that America was an oasis for entertainment, that it thrived here as it could no where else.  The primary characteristic of the American was the desire to entertain and be entertained, and thus America was a “carnival that never ended.”
  The American complexion, its spirit even, was a blend of democracy, industry, and entertainment.  Thus, its culture gave way to movies and television; they are “America’s native art form.”
  Gabler’s thesis, in an indirect way, thus argues that entertainment did not have any less of a hold in the past than it does now, which print purists would attempt to deny.

     Nestled in the attempt to deny the sensational aspects of the past and the spotlight that critics try to cast on it in modern culture is an inherent and epidemic prejudice towards entertainment.  Gabler seems to correctly locate this prejudice in a bias against popular culture which has been inherited from the past. 

Another reason intellectuals felt such antipathy towards entertainment was their distrust of popular sensibility.  In their view, the great majority of people were lazy, stupid, and 
infantile, distracted by fun and captivated by sensation, and thus incapable of appreciating art.

     This prejudice towards entertainment and mass culture very much has a history which Jonas Barish documents and analyzes in his book, The Antitheatrical Prejudice.
  Often enough, Barish notes, the greatest attacks on the theater coincided with “the flourishing of the theatre itself.”
  Likewise, what is widely embraced by a large number of people is often disdained by a few self-ordained elite, and in this age the idol of the masses is television.  David Bianculli devotes a book to exploring television and demonstrating the need for serious critical study of the medium, noting that it is especially difficult to pursue discussion of the subject in the academic world as people disdain the subject and are fearful of looking base and uncultivated if they do pursue it.
  

     This negative perception, however, is not limited to the educational institutions but is also felt within the common sphere, ironic as that is.  In one psychological study, Ellen Seiter notes the reluctance of many of her subjects (in this case, parents) to admit that they watch television for fear of how others may interpret this and what it may say about their competency as a parent.
  Ien Ang noticed a similar prejudice in people who admitted that they enjoyed the television program Dallas.
  Those who appreciated the program responded in two ways.  Some admitted liking the program but emphasized the fact that they knew that it was melodramatic, unrealistic, and predictable.  Ang dubbed these individuals ironic viewers.  The second group was much more enthusiastic about watching the program, but pocketed the claim in the idea that they find it personally enjoyable and that it may not “work” for others.  Both opinions react to the stigma which a popular program draws to itself and as such, those who enjoy the show immediately take up the defensive.  The true embodiment of that disdain for the product of mass culture, however, can be seen in the Dallas-haters who exhibit an irrational hatred of the program; a hatred that is nearly unexplainable outside the context of a prejudice.  They hate the program because it is sensationalist and it panders to the masses.  As Ang notes, the Dallas-lovers, the consumers of this mass-culture, display more rationality in trying to understand and justify their enjoyment than their counterparts.

     Charles R. Corder-Bolz offers one explanation for this stigma in light of a capitalistic society.  The problem many have is that watching television is perceived as being worthless in that doesn’t appear to be productive.
  Entertainment, in general, is perceived to be worthless as it doesn’t meet the quota.  In what seems to be a presumptuous moment of judgment, many critics and scholars seem to view entertainment as superficial and superfluous.  As Barish notes, for some, “the theater is categorized as a mere diversion, and all diversion is judged, without debate, as dispensable distraction.”
  Gabler falls into this trap, blatantly tripping over himself in defining entertainment with a sort of back-handed compliment.  In his words, “[o]ne does not necessarily have to cluck in disapproval to admit that entertainment is all the things its detractors say it is: fun, effortless, sensational, mindless, formulaic, predictable and subversive.”
  Yes, entertainment is fun and sensational, but effortless? Mindless?  Sports are fun, but hardly effortless.  Why entertainment must necessarily be these things, Gabler does not explain, but rather sets forth as a given.

     Again, this is not to say that something that is entertaining or embraced by the masses cannot be harmful, mind-numbing, distracting, and worthless, but rather that one cannot label these objects as such because they are entertaining and popular.  Television is not necessarily harmful because it exists in every house in the US and nearly everyone enjoys it on one level or another, though it may be.  But to judge that, one will have to develop different modes by which to access it.  Barish provides a dismal of this criticism launched against popular culture, saying, “Who, indeed, can know at all times whether the praise bestowed on him is well-founded?  Are we not often uncertain about the value of our own deeds until they are praised or dispraised by others?”
  The sad state of the human condition is that we receive a great deal of information of ourselves in relation to others, and if positive reception is one way in which we judged ourselves, and other objects, why must it necessarily be a negative criticism of mass-culture and entertainment?

     Joseph Natoli, a postmodernist critic, captures this antagonistic relationship between high and popular culture as follows:

There is no Enlightenment pursuit of the “inner logic” to popular art so you write it off as escapist entertainment.  According to the critical standards that have been concocted to separate high from low, popular culture is all surface, all superficiality.  The culture does not preserve its legacy through popular culture nor does it expect to augment that legacy through popular ephemera[…]What isn’t popular doesn’t stay around long.  And it doesn’t pretend to solve or resolve the flux of the everyday on some higher-level of truth.  We all play by other rules when it comes to High Art: here we take a course, or read a critic.

     Though this is definitely uttered with a relativistic frame of mind, it does raises several good responses to the critiques hurled upon popular culture.  High culture condemns pop culture as fleeting and non-meaningful because mass culture holds a different set of values than it.  It doesn’t play by the same rules, nor does it pretend to.  It aims at something different.  Popular culture is under no illusion that it is transcending itself; the art it produces is dependent on itself as exists at that moment in time.
  While this might not make it equally meaningful as high art, Natoli’s comment should at least make us aware that we are judging one standard of art by another, traditionally-held standard.  Perhaps this traditional standard is the correct way to go about critiquing art, but the ambiguity still exists and one must be careful of criticizing popular art, such as television, for something it does not attempt.

     However, Natoli’s argument seems to go too far, making it seem that there is no room for permanent art, no room for poetry as it were.  Richard Lanham counters this in his own way, almost celebrating what the image, and thus broadcast culture, offers art.  Postman, Lanham notes, fumes over the fact that in a culture obsessed with images over the printed word, people tend to “pay attention to […an object’s] entertainment value, rather than to [its] purpose.”
  However, for Lanham, this is fortunate, as “[p]eople[…]start looking at life poetically.  From a literary point of view, in my terms, they start looking AT it rather than THORUGH it.”
  Lanham’s critique, and concern, is that the inception of the printed word demanded that one ignore the word itself, and instead only look at what the word was saying.  One does not read poetry aloud anymore, one reads silently in one’s room.  From this mentality emerges the idea that the best art is that which is transparent and unnoticed.  At its very worst, the form is distracting, at its best, irrelevant.  There is a continual fear across history that entertainment will “get in the way,” as it were.  Charles Lamb criticized the fact that people produce Shakespeare on stage.  Lamb asserts that theatrical representation attempts “to arrest the spectator’s eye upon the form and the gesture, and so gain a more favorable hearing as to what is spoken: it is not what a character is, but how he looks; not what he says, but how he speaks it”
  For Postman, not only is the text a dead thing, so too is the poetry of the words:

[O]ne must achieve a certain distance from the words themselves, which is, in fact, encouraged by the isolated and impersonal text.  That is why a good reader does not cheer an apt sentence or pause to applaud even an inspired paragraph.  Analytical thought is too busy for that, and too detached.

     For Lanham, however, art is dependant on a “bifurcated oscillation” between the signifier and signified, between the text and its message.
  The text and its construction do matter.  Video-culture’s obsession with appearance and entertainment has the potential to make people aware of the form of art once again.  While this might not necessarily redeem video and popular culture, Lanham’s perspective certainly gives them potential.

     An argument which also must be addressed here is whether or not visual media harms an individual’s intelligence.  Many of Postman’s arguments develop from the idea that every extension of speech[…]also generates unique ways of apprehending the world, amplifying or obscuring different features of reality,”
 and furthermore, the modes by which a culture communicates ultimately determines how that culture, and the individuals within it, are going to think.
  Ultimately, Postman claims, that the printed word and its dominance prior to the twentieth-century facilitated higher-thought to a far greater degree than the present image-influenced culture.  In fact, Postman asserts that this image culture is detrimental to serious thought, conversation, and meaningful art.  To address Postman’s argument, it is necessary to break down his assessment of print media first, and then visual media.

     Looking at print, Postman insists that it promotes contemplation because of its rigorous decoding system.  One has to be able to see a word, translate it in one’s mind, save it, and then read the next word, do the same thing, and then place it in some relationship with the previous, ad infinitum.  Once one has a sentence, one must realize how it stands in relation to the sentence before it, and then the sentence after.  One must move from the word, to the sentence, to the paragraph.  In short, to read one must be able to follow an argument, and therefore it necessarily develops one’s cognitive abilities.  Reading, in Postman’s words is, “of course, an essentially rational activity.”
  For Postman, words are the sole means by which an idea can be communicated.  There is “no escape from meaning when language is the instrument guiding one’s thoughts.”
  If someone writes, someone has to say something, whether it is true or false.
  The written word thus tends to be assertive, it is usually trying to communicate some theme or idea.

      The image, however, works contrary to this pattern.  Image and cinema present, they do not assert.
   Postman assumes the viewing of an image to be a largely a passive event.  One does not necessarily have to “say” anything if one creates an image.  Furthermore, if one looks at an object, merely passes it before the eye, an image can be received with no effort.  When one reads, one initiates a complex process in which one must literally decode the words; image viewing requires no such difficult process.  Douglas Carter summarizes it as follows:

the Gutenberg man lived by a communication system requiring the laborious coding of thought into words and then the equally laborious decoding by the receiver[…]Electronic man dispenses with this, communicating experience without the need of symbolic transformations.  What the viewer’s brain gets is a mosaic of myriad dots of light and vibrations of sound which are stored and recalled at high speed.

     Postman also contends that the image, by itself, is context-less.
  It does not necessarily have to possess a meaning.  The printed word, again, cannot escape it.  So an image is severed from meaning and not necessarily applicable in any fashion.  It is naturally difficult for the image to communicate meaning, so instead it attempts to stir feelings and emotions which are already present in the viewer.  Thus, Carter asserts, that in communicating at electronic speed we no longer direct information into an audience but try to evoke stored information out of them in a patterned way.”
  The image doesn’t invoke thought, it just calls the inarticulate to the front of one’s mind.

     Postman’s arguments work on a level, but they do not necessarily support the idea he is presenting, which is that print increases one’s ability to think while the image makes one incapable of such an act.  First, the fact that an individual can decode a word, piece together a sentence and then a paragraph, is no indication that an individual is capable of a greater degree of serious thought.  It means they are competent at making out words and assembling them.  It means they can read.  One can easily read something, interpret the words, but not really understand them.  For example, one can arrive at the end of a paragraph and forget the main point of the paragraph.
  The act of “proper” reading requires much more than the simple mental translation of a sentence.  One must be able to determine if the sentence makes a reasonable assertion; what are the implications of its arguments; what is the voice assumed by the narrator, speaker or character; how does it relate to one’s own experiences; how does it relate to other writings.  More concretely, with novels, one may know the bare plot of a work, know the details of the action, and still not understand what the novel is trying to communicate.  Postman admits this and thus posits that “[t]he reader must come armed, in a serious state of intellectual readiness.”
  The problem with Postman’s argument is that he asserts that because one reads one necessarily grapples with the material intellectually and one ferrets out its meaning.  He uses the word “must” here, but it contradicts the rest of his argument, which specifically states that the act of reading, the actual picking up words off a page, forces one to wrestle with the “semantic meaning of the text,”
 as he phrases it.  These actions describe a good reader and are almost entirely dependent on how the reader engages the text; they are not actions which are inherent to the text itself.

     Postman’s reflection on the way the mind processes images is no more substantiated than his claims for print.  Postman asserts that “no child or adult becomes better at watching televison by doing more of it.  What skills are required are so elemental that we have yet to hear of a televison viewing disability.”
  These are, obviously enough, blatant exaggerations.  Granted, an image can be passively received, but it can hardly be passively interpreted.  How often does one create an image, whether it is a digital picture or a video image, by which one means nothing?  Furthermore, how often does one view an image, even if it is an advertisement, and not interpret it?  In fact, the difficulty in interpreting a lone image may be significantly greater than decoding a sentence, because a sentence, by its structure, tells you what it is saying.  It is self-referential in a way.  The lone picture does not necessarily give you a hint about itself.   A word has a limited number of meanings, but several can exist or can be imagined to exist in an image depending on who is behind the image and who is receiving it.  One has to attempt to imagine what the individual responsible for a given image is attempting to communicate, and one also has to take aspects of a picture, compare it to one’s knowledge and experience, and see if that helps orient the image in a frame of meaning.  In fact, an image is not so much incapable of communicating an idea as it is overloaded with the potential of a near infinite number of meanings, and thus capable of bewildering the viewer.
  Television and film make this process of interpretation easier as the inclusion of auditory cues and the succession of images prompt the viewer towards particular perspectives.  And, on this point, it is almost as if Postman forgets that a television program or a movie usually tries to express some idea and one must also be able to follow the arguments which its presents (or the story it presents).  This doesn’t imply that one will be made smarter or more capable at scaring out higher truths.  Much like reading, it all depends upon the level at which the viewer engages the material.

     Susan B. Neuman supports this by explaining that studies have clearly shown that there is no relation between literacy and “abstraction, verbal reasoning, or metalinguistic skills.  Instead, the impact of literacy was restricted to the practices or functions it performed.”
  Neuman continues to assert, therefore, that

Literacy itself[…]does not directly contribute to the development of thinking skills.  Used for mundane purposes, there is no reason to expect that reading will encourage intellectual growth anymore than watching a nonsensical movie or television show[…]Such views constrain the development of literacy by implying that thinking resides in a single technology.

     Neuman’s comments here set forth the plausible claim that there may be a better standard by which to judge critical thought and intelligence, and that television might not necessarily be antagonistic to such faculties.  Often enough the standard by which intelligence and creative faculties are judged show a favoritism towards the system of learning and comprehension which reading entails: this is evidenced by how often studies try to determine the effect of television on a child’s mind by determining how much the child reads.  This is the case with Postman as most of his critiques originate from the fact that the video image does not work the same way as the printed word, that viewing is different than reading.  Again, one has to move away from trying to judge the worth of video culture by employing the standards and methods print advocates, they cannot give one an adequate perspective of the medium.

      In conclusion, this paper will focus on one last argument, which is that “people are only able to come to television for entertainment.
  Postman supports this by raising the fact that broadcast news has had to reformat itself in order to keep it viewer’s attention.
  Others turn to the decreased attention spans of many of the children growing up in this video age: one must entertain the child to keep him focused.   However, Jane Healy, in her book, Endangered Minds: Why Our Children Don’t Think, asserts that children who have grown up in this video culture are not any less intelligent, they are different.
  They don’t fit the print mold.  Priscilla Murphy offers the argument that the primary medium of communication for an individual irrevocably biases their attention towards that medium.
  A child may have trouble staying still or reading a book, but do they have similar trouble focusing and remaining focused on a visual medium?  In the case of those who have been raised on the set, as it were, they demand entertainment (intellectually, emotionally, what have you).  Yes, as Postman suggests, the entertainment fix of video can eclipse or do away with a program’s meaning altogether.  But, then again, maybe the entertainment value will complement the meaning.  At the very least, however, a video cannot be unentertaining.  People can only come to television if it is entertaining, but it is not necessary all they come for.  Entertainment is a characteristic of the visual medium, and the medium will never be able to escape that fact.  This may be a positive thing, it may be negative, but that can’t be determined by looking at the medium through the lens of print. Perhaps, using Postman’s example, news is not best expressed through the video medium.  Perhaps television is not capable of communicating the same ideas that print does.  It may still be necessary to discover what the medium is good for, then what it is best for, and then, well, run with it.
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� One cultural critic and philosopher, Jean Baudrillard, takes this a step further by holding that in this age of images, there is only the appearance of the thing, no reality beneath it.  There is only the hyper-real.  Baudrillard’s theory is that the image serves as a symbol for an idea, and initially this relationship remains intact.  The problem, however, is that images naturally reproduce at a frenzied and ever increasing rate, and furthermore, they reproduce themselves.  In the end, images are left representing images, symbols standing for other symbols.  In this process, the original meaning of the symbol is lost.  That which is real has disappeared and society is completely unaware of the fact.  Example: a music television station which projects a particular image of the culture on to its viewers, that image is then adopted by those viewers, and then the station re-appropriates that image as being substantive and indicative of the culture.  Or, consider the interplay of culture and the notion of “real tv.”  It is an interesting, and ultimately despairing, theory, but one that will not be addressed here for several reasons.  First, the language it is expressed in is extremely difficult and makes for slow progress.  In turn this requires more time than could possibly be allotted to Baudrillard as a source in order to represent him fairly.  Second, without a philosophical background it is difficult to address Baudrillard’s argument.  And thirdly, the argument itself is hard to defend or hold because it is largely anecdotal.  One can never know what the real is so as to determine if the hyper-real is actually here or not.  And, as Baudrillard may well respond, there’s the proof: we can’t define the real as, well, we’ve lost it.
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