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In any period it is upon a very small minority that the discerning appreciation
of art and literature depends: it is(apart from cases of the simple and familiar)
only a few who are capable of unprompted, first-hand judgment. They are still a
small minority, though a larger one, who are capable of endorsing such first-hand
judgment by genuine personal response.
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The study of popular fiction is the serious examination of material widely
dismissed as trivial and there is a tendency to assume that such study is in some
way ’'easy’. At a frivolous level, easy because the fiction is short and
undemanding. More seriously, easy because popular texts are ’accessible’ and
students allegedly respond in terms of their own experience far more readily and
vividly than they would respond, say to a novel of 'substance’ by George Eliot or
D. H. Lawrence. Valid as this may be of individual reponses to particular texts,
as a statement about popular forms in general it will not do.

GEad ATE Araths 4= 9 Fo wole o) did AXD P
gl Al ARES 188 A77F ol Rl AT AZehe Aol )
A AQelNY o, tEadEe] 7] Wy E %A 2 aTe

P A WED Aol F o AAH AL uE, thF HaEse P

L 52 O ru{m

& halar g SHER a4 dsl, A dE|ololv D. H 2/l29] ‘BEAZHRY
Aol AR 84 o gdsty AASA Al APoZREH igdte F o
29 Ao, B4 gxEo] thet Aol vkl ojME 183 o] A=

Az REAF, dFgide] tigh dutdel He= By o4 £ AZe|th8(Bob
Ashley, 1989, p.1)

YT BALME WD NS WLE I, dFade dn gvbsate 2 &
A7k BesE ARl WAL FE ek oloplst Bk E st BA, “HEY 5
Qe ol AE Ealn, “FIUVE L AR UE AAIE AT A%

ol HgFo] ARAT) AR, AA PrEoE “<Uzby, <Izlo] AAI} 2t dA#o] U] A
AA g2y gleE daedE 18g Ro] gk £ 9A d AE5ES 24X 2%
o} gusd RE HAEE—T770] AHolH ol o —AF A7kl g Aol o
Lobrh 17k} A Abole] @Al tisk Aoleta B ¢ QU] WEo|th &8 e I
S $A GAEdE A Al gk o FF9 FF o] Yi a9 FEL FHey
g 53 =ejdte 72594 Add At dow, 19 FAld EEeld TEHeR
Bt ¢ U 283 Q7S thEY] 9% Folge AEFH Alae]| ZA3 L Uk 1
U H2EE #E3te ofd oY F2E e AYL £3] JiAY 54 s84E T
[

Aot Al A, AAEA £83 228 RE ARFYH HEt w=EFHoldtn 4

l‘

8) Bob Ashley, The Study o Popular Fiction' A Source Book(London: Pinter Publishers,
1989), p.l.



8 A X # (B37H)
25 AES AUt BHES 21 Yrhe AL ARE AL Fas

£5] AREL AFF2] Humanismt o) 9195k 4= A0A 2 olafsia 2@k
ATS ARFoE Bote Bao] urh o Lhe A W} uH, AAke} 15 HAE 2
PUE W e Ao etk 293 ARFE Ake BE A8 A ANAAL. B

£ 2 A% AAE FUE U2 Zol glo] nalth Teht 29 AT AEFH FHUF
& ABAR 249 IR /ISAAT] AVES 2TLAL A5} S BT
1 A& HRES Yozye nis 2 orgsoigh 19w
AT, QEFAE 2EY £4 THEAVE SIAT AFEAE A AYde o
#HQ o]doz A2 FolgthY T ARFoE TFL A $F9} v FHOZ 4
Zeighen, a9 B 94 drhaRE £Aw] AP e BB Adse &
A7t ofe, ThEk $78 o AR TR BT 7o) FHEZ FuE) A%
W7) WRolth H2 AzE Etolggo] ARFY 7)) Be FrUZe 978 73
s Sgstn Yt AT AN B2 I GAVFAFAH AN ofck

i—J
otk
o
ot
N
L
e
o%
rﬂ

3. iEEsie}l SHE aoUSH elr[

BARATE W IR 25 AUE Boke) AARYS) W, A FHL BFE 9
@ o4 B3RS $2498 FA50 SRdcke P4 Fa9E et T g

T'E AEE/AEEY HXE T, dTEE/ATES dAEE FAY A o
A A won e Feth Wl ded AulEts AT, o tTEEY
WEES P2ErE Aol Hol ‘BAAT A T EEATY FL ARE W
g

Rol7] wWRolt), ‘FHATE nFRE} hF S, 121 LFEeY BFES}E Y
gD nAse N2e FHY ATE FRIGE AN LAY PEE B
3 F4H Ag BA s Fo2H, 279
dEaxEe oRHY AXBES FuAT g S A4S AYBEL BapHoln 4
o) mlzasFd F2e )

N}ﬂ
o
N
—Hz
P‘l'.
k4
3
rin
Py
o
A8
S~
=
o
[0
%3
rir
-l
y ]

=
#ahs FEATY] HEE & HoFa Qlnh

--Marxists likely to want to historicise everything while rejecting any other
approach as regressive, literary and—in a word—formalist. I think this is how the
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new study should not be done. And the positive alternative put forward may well
appear shocking, for I will urge that in the way we think and teach the relation
between the historical and signifying practice, analysis and response to form
should come first:-----Clearly, new developments must do two things: take up
cultural analysis within an intermational and not simply a national perspective;
direct itself impartially at high cultural texts as well as those from popular
culture, eroding the distinction by crossing the boundary.
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And here is another example: I am at the barber’s, and a copy of Paris—Match
is offered to me. On the cover, a young Negro in a French uniform is saluting,
with his eyes uplifted, probably fixed on a fold of the tricolour. All this is the
meaning of the picture. But, whether naively or not, I see very well what it
signifies to me: that France is a great Empire, that all her sons, without any
colour discrimination, faithfully serve under her flag, and that there is no better
answer to the the detractors of an alleged colonialism than the zeal shown by this
Negro in serving his so-called oppression. I am therefore again faced with a
greater semiological system: there is a signifier, itself already formed with a
previous system(a black soldier is giving the French salute); there is a signified(it
is here a purposeful mixture of Frenchness and militariness); finally, there is a
presence of the signified through the signifier.
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1N, BHRO)T Y FAE whx) @A RelFm rlekn sl 19
£ = w3 &8 goz Woldl ATk AREe MMl T4 7 Fol MEY,
o Agolo] FFe] AN AE =7]9 DANY QEF] wol Fe otk %
Z Be WA0T & ol BE 2¢ Jut JUAw | g wry &
A¢ 23} Bo] Bol etk FUL 93 QAth B3 159 oFL Frow A

2 2N =l gied, RS € HedE 718 A %Jvr Neptune, 19| $
2o HlAEo] v oA= A~ Commerce, :’_L:] dol) Q= QEL Ajo|FEA
Cyclops(Z22|1} o] &343tAl Bole B2 w3} 23k g— 2 Mol olupe

2AolE AAste A ZT, 1 %ka: 01 AT Q= oAb olaE|RA
Agriculture® o] ATk A O S4E wlEkEE AgEo] ofF
7W7kel MA dgkeiEhd, §4 719 7P we ST % a3 Al
Azl e vl e FE Y dEAE BA ZPE Folvh 2 zhzhel A
A s WARE AF7 AFEEY] Bgol AAA e, 215L ojHd o
ofol SjsiAk ZAAFAY BBHA FYT.

------ of WA AdIN LYY JIE BEE F9 ANA ARG LiEd
Gejole] Akl RLE BALA ART £2E A3, 27} AU g &
HE ARAGA G5 WEAe FYshet) 71od HAZ osE 4 e Aol
e} Qdlmeld AR o] B B B B A& AR gk F 4

FUEL o Foldle % FFen e e, JHe Foyel g T"]
A glor, YFFIES At vhd g9 B —,‘3— Fsich. E AFNE] HWARES
B3¢ s B4y frEa, Axe] Bige Tate vy tzs) fdh
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flo

2 % 9 A7 Aol F2+ @Ak AYeT e, 2RE A 1
A AAelt 1 2AA AAE SHeRE fAZRS 7Y £ & gFoln = &
Wom: AFF.A4ES NI Yo FY BHAUY ROE BAEDhhpO
S Folp Jldulol AR B SHe] Folxe I AL Hux
g3l AL AL 71557 ke A= @] vho|chi2(Sleman, 1992, pp6

~58)
Z# Tty 2L vy A <8FE o)lFt, 1A 2 FAE AR 2 v s}
12) & =kl fzﬂ%&ﬂ FIguEgA vy 279 Ll ey, To=E,

(1992"4 04%"‘ ), pp.56~58.
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o B PAHAYE ML AL FAX @3 PP F2oz ol ) o
Folt}, o9 =g 23} Sune] 2L F o AFAA Lol Aol AHEH o] 0wl
AAF3 QoIYE BHUSH ooI'E e dasd AT 43T REA 3
$7} Ak

4. "BaliTet Aol

MiE Iei9 A4 Agoz BHATE S4¥ RdUEd d'E dFEs dA
95 LSS B, G S S BAHE Gl B 22 Gk G

2318 wejalon 4T gFHeln AYRclehe AT e 4 ATk T ‘BaATE
Se9 A S, AEE Bak Tl o] ohix 4% AAZES] Aol Fo44
Az aabolelT AF BT 2 “UiFAA AL vlaE 2% A e Aol
sl AREL Bele 5t & AY9seln, wEdS Jake BF dedsin 4
230k, e aRe nERsE et RoUzel old Fus B F83 oy

98 1950 h7kx 9] otk BrUFol Wehtn thFEslt usA =ous] Alzed
60T ol F TEF Bew olwWA W A T A8 1 A B ¥

1 Uth

Before 1960 film criticism reproduced the split between popular and high culture
as an opposition between Hollywood and ’‘art cinema’(typified by Kurosawa’'s
Rashomon, which won the Venice Grand Prix in 1951) but during the mid-1950s a
number of young French enthusiasts, including Jean-Luc Godard and Frangois
Truffaut, began to adapt the literary criterion of authorship as a way to
discriminate value within American cinema on the basis of directors: Ford,
Hawkes, Wells (great); Minneslli, Donen, Nicholas Ray (major) and so on.

1960 ©o]H™e] gL dFEste} AgEste AolE el 93} ‘ded
(19514 e MY Ao A 1gxeE v FE2AMel] THAE, 02 R
) Akele] digez ARG, ey 1950\ SHF BEE F § ngE9 =3
Fo} FHE 72 @ AU AREC] Ed wet vt shxlol AES
Tl AER R i £33 71EE 3= FEsr] AR 7Y x=
U S22y g 49, aEln vpdEy 2oy gol(Fagk A9) o=
o]t} 13)(Easthope, 1991, pp.141~142)

13) Easthope, ¢ &, pp.141~142.
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G3ke] AU ARE WU, AR 05U Fe AUEel g Gl Qe 78
dx=Holgta & 4 ot A vlo]F $-= Michael Woods “1 T8tk g3te] ggo
ZHE Hold & & Ao, 2d ol S o} o}FR o2 RE JFS WA FE
Q7R olFslais thsteE WA fErttdolu E8E” “-it is hard to see how anyone
could escape from the influence of the movies, unless they simply stayed home and
talked to no one until they were past being influenced by anything.(p.193)" k3. Zgic}14)
2@ WA H J3ht Deulde dEts FaFEudA e a8 ATEkR
A7) AR, g EY #ldl Tony BennettS WA G794 #8342 #Ao o
3 thedt Zol w3k gtk

!

O
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The expansion of film and television studies over the past decades has been
dramatic. Whether as separate areas of study or as components of courses in
other subject disciplines, film and television now occupy a central place within the
curricula of most institutions of higher and further education and are increasingly
studied within secondary schools of all sorts and sixth-form college. Equally
important, perhaps, the study of film and television has clearly served the
connections which in the 50s and 60s bound it, in a relationship of tutelage, to the
more established disciplines, particularly literature,

A FAAEE dster deuld AT AEe FSHoT 5HE 49 A+
ENEA ol T Bof A9 YRZAEXR 7H ] skt dyn|AS giFie
A7 nd@g e S AR EI Jon, BE T e ue HEs
WAME HH o ®Wol TrHIL vt otk 3ol Fa3 AL, Fstel dyu|d
of gt A7k 50 e} 60 el T A Fol A RS
53] B8t—9F HEAZDYE A 2L vl 29 dde 9
t}= Ho]t}15(Toni Bennet, 1981, Preface)

0 gy Rop-
393 Hen 3

‘ERATIE 0@ B3] 95 Haed BAL 2E o, A5} Eane g At
o AYH BBE 29T TPde0ly] BEolT. Foe] BTN o AL AA
g Az e 2xHoR. A SA4E THY RE ASE FFHeE ARA

14) Easthope, & 3, p.193.
15) Toni Bennet, Popular Television and Film(London: Open UP, 1981), Preface® & A,



14 A X & (BR37EH)

AL & 9ol s 28y Gk 43R, Adele AL s, AR, wle, 29714,
SE71AL, 2H7IAL BAAAL AEZIAL, SHEWES FEAAIH, AAoE FPAEolY
FEERAENY SAFEAARE I A PR FAHcte M ‘EIATE
3L B AL ded AnEE Fode EAEdE 2, 9% TS T
des B st Eoh dustd gt A, deold AT UFE AUA Fo
o ZEe] FE Al AF AAY o] WEoltt. Ijn ANELS A dujEa Tof
e Aol gEoln

‘AT aohe A7 R F3A Aelrle AR, aEt AYAHY RS
Ahste A shEA AMEE Al AFe] 8ol rIRkS &3 ZIddE g A&t
9 s FEvh= FelMe vidFstn B 5 ok 'E3AT 7 €% oM E
AAH o2 ZAAHA F3 FAF HEE HAFA e A4 & de, 2R U=7 7]
dol & Fejolat AT wiAUFe] HEHY B9 F3E dTdeE 283
ME ol & gtk

EBE Jstell i ‘Betde B o AFEAd A2 F3t de] B3t AR
g&dte HiEHGE do vk A EdTVE 98E el AEA, 23 Bde
2R3 JRAL S5 AT S9e ofiARt 9= A rlo]F $-E Michael
Woods= A3 E@omA 9] gste] 2ol thaf o|FA Tt

Films in our century serve one of the purposes that novels and magazines have
always served. They are dossiers of instruction on our social life::- The
sociology of American movies thus becomes a question of the contribution of
American movies to ideology in Althusser’s meaning; of the extent to which the
structures of moral and mental life in America, and elsewhere, correspond to
structures to be found in films.

FA79 d3ke 248 AX g AAY o BEHE Fof dAE A HA
t & 93te 2259 ARG qiF RS Ropgd AFEe] € Aoty
A wZgste) Abs|she  vjF Rt AL D oJdEEIE Y %
A BAE7E e 47 9ok & s 28] & XA =9, FAH A
o] oj¥A PN BARE TR YA IFErE s HollA FolthIN(Wood,
1975, pp.189, 192)

16) vt2 23§ WA, HZ rFEA7} Raymond Carver? YHAMES Fol TA
Shortcut; 018+ %432 7E Robert AltmandE& “93e 283AEFY 27 v 3
o A2g AEoF thA ojdryeln Lyc}h Wy agod, Gyt Zo] AR F
Aslokd Ha % glojA = Alo] ®rh

17) Michael Wood, America in the Movies(New York: Columbia UP, 1975), p.189, 192.
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Cultural Studiess@F= oA o}d Z#™ Ian Flemingo] 231 H#2 J3} 7lo] sdd &
o] =3 TAY2 B, sty 29 Ed2] 59 J3 TRy B, g 747 95
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= Agzol 22 g g8 A AEdE =eule 2 £3 d42E7 g

A BE Alg2e 4 A dRAGe E471E A WA X3S BAFRd FES
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2 AE AL o ol SEoly ¥gto g Holx 23t e MAldge] ole}, Aue}
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SENATE ZFEoIUT o] FFdA ALHste] AT AF] HRA AY: B2 =
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v AldeE ¥R, 952 A4S HARYE 552 7 Ik
FIANES st WSS A4S AA8T el PA HAh 28 F=SASAA
2 B Agze AEA7be dIAds 59 AEYES dEFe 988 A9 AXY 2
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3 AASdA FAH A2 HH AeE AT FAGL & 5 vk

28} FAlo) A olu|x| e} ko g FA 4AHES AW AYs BR=
AZEL 60y o]F §&ER Fitd UFEs £02 Ha Sojzitt o]2ESZ] A
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18) 93}e}t ot &2 7o talAi= “On Screen, in Frame: Film and Ideology” in Questions of
Cinerma(Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1981), pp.1~18& & A,



