
Extracts from ‘Semiotics – The Basics’ by Daniel Chandler

Syntagmatic analysis can be applied not only to verbal texts but also to audio-visual ones. In film and 
television, a syntagmatic analysis would involve an analysis of how each frame, shot, scene or sequence 
related to the others (these are the standard levels of analysis in film theory). At the lowest level is the 
individual frame. Since films are projected at a rate of 24 frames a second, the viewer is never conscious of 
individual frames, but significant frames can be isolated by the analyst. At the next level up, a  shot is a 
‘single take’ – an unedited sequence of frames which may include camera movement. A shot is terminated 
by a cut (or other transition). A scene consists of more than one shot set in a single place and time. A 
sequence spans more than one place and or/time but it is a logical or thematic sequence (having ‘dramatic 
unity’). The linguistic model often leads semioticians to a search for units of analysis in audio-visual media 
which are analogous to those used in linguistics. In the semiotics of film, crude equivalents with written 
language are sometimes postulated: such as the frame as morpheme (or word), the shot as sentence, the 
scene as paragraph, and the sequence as chapter (suggested equivalences vary amongst commentators). 
For members of the Glasgow University Media Group the basic unit of analysis was the shot, delimited by 
cuts and with allowance made for camera movement within the shot and for the accompanying soundtrack 
(Davis & Walton 1983b, 43). Shots can be broken into smaller meaningful units (above the level of the 
frame), but theorists disagree about what these might be. Above the level of the sequence, other narrative 
units can also be posited.

Christian Metz offered elaborate syntagmatic categories for narrative film (Metz 1974, Chapter 5) For Metz, 
these syntagms were analogous to sentences in verbal language, and he argued that there were eight key 
filmic syntagms which were based on ways of ordering narrative space and time.

• the autonomous shot (e.g. establishing shot, insert);

• the parallel syntagm (montage of motifs);

• the bracketing syntagm (montage of brief shots);

• the descriptive syntagm (sequence describing one moment);

• the alternating syntagm (two sequences alternating);

• the scene (shots implying temporal continuity);

• the episodic sequence (organized discontinuity of shots);

• the ordinary sequence (temporal with some compression).

However, Metz’s  ‘grande syntagmatique’ has not proved an easy system to apply to some films. In their 
study of children’s understanding of television, Hodge and Tripp (1986, 20) divide syntagms into four kinds, 
based  on  syntagms existing  in  the  same time  (synchronic),  different  times  (diachronic),  same  space 
(syntopic), and different space (diatopic).

• synchronic/syntopic (one place, one time: one shot);

• diachronic/syntopic (same place sequence over time);

• synchronic/diatopic (different places at same time);

• diachronic/diatopic (shots related only by theme).

They add that whilst these are all continuous syntagms (single shots or successive shots), there are also 
discontinuous syntagms (related shots separated by others).

Beyond  the  fourfold  distinction  between  frames,  shots,  scenes  and  sequences,  the  interpretative 
frameworks of film theorists differ considerably. In this sense at least, there is no cinematic ‘language’.

(...)



Despite such theoretical problems, various interpretative communities (at particular periods in time) do 
operate on the basis of a negotiated (if somewhat loose and fluid) consensus concerning what they regard 
as the primary genres relevant to their purposes. Whilst there is far more to a genre code than that which 
may seem to relate to specifically textual features it can still be useful to consider the distinctive properties 
attributed to a genre by its users. For instance, if we take the case of film, the textual features typically 
listed by theorists include: 

• narrative – similar (sometimes formulaic) plots and structures, predictable situations, sequences, 
episodes, obstacles, conflicts and resolutions; 

• characterization – similar types of characters (sometimes stereotypes), roles, personal qualities, 
motivations, goals, behaviour; 

• basic themes, topics, subject matter (social, cultural, psychological, professional, political, sexual, 
moral) and values; 

• setting – geographical and historical; 

• iconography (echoing the narrative, characterization, themes and setting) – a familiar stock of images 
or motifs, the connotations of which have become fixed; primarily but not necessarily visual, including 
décor, costume and objects, certain ‘typecast’ performers (some of whom may have become ‘icons’), 
familiar patterns of dialogue, characteristic music and sounds, and appropriate physical topography; 
and 

• filmic techniques – stylistic or formal conventions of camerawork, lighting, sound-recording, use of 
colour, editing etc. (viewers are often less conscious of such conventions than of those relating to 
content). 

Some film genres tend to defined primarily by their subject matter (e.g. detective films), some by their 
setting (e.g. the Western) and others by their narrative form (e.g. the musical). Less easy to place in one of 
the traditional categories are mood and tone (which are key features of the film noir). In addition to textual 
features, different genres (in any medium) also involve different purposes, pleasures, audiences, modes of 
involvement, styles of interpretation and text-reader relationships. A particularly important feature which 
tends not to figure in traditional accounts and which is often assigned to text-reader relationships rather 
than to textual features in contemporary accounts is mode of address, which involves inbuilt assumptions 
about the audience, such as that the ‘ideal’ viewer is male (the usual categories here are class, age, 
gender and ethnicity).

(...)

Even photography involves a translation from three dimensions into two, and anthropologists have often 
reported the initial difficulties experienced by people in primal tribes in making sense of photographs and 
films (Deregowski 1980), whilst historians note that even in recent times the first instant snapshots 
confounded Western viewers because they were not accustomed to arrested images of transient 
movements and needed to go through a process of cultural habituation or training (Gombrich 1982, 100, 
273). Photography involved a new ‘way of seeing’ (to use John Berger’s phrase) which had to be learned 
before it could become ‘transparent’. What human beings see does not resemble a sequence of 
rectangular frames, and camerawork and editing conventions are not direct replications of the way in which 
we see the everyday world. When we look at things around us in everyday life we gain a sense of depth 
from our binocular vision, by rotating our head or by moving in relation to what we are looking at. To get a 
clearer view we can adjust the focus of our eyes. But for making sense of depth when we look at a 
photograph none of this helps. We have to decode the cues. Semioticians argue that, although exposure 
over time leads ‘visual language’ to seem ‘natural’, we need to learn how to ‘read’ even visual and audio-
visual texts (though see Messaris 1982 and 1994 for a critique of this stance).

In the cinema, ‘the gestural codes and the bodily and facial expressions of actors in silent films belonged to 
conventions which connoted realism when they were made and watched’ (Bignell 1997, 193), whereas now 
such  codes stand  out  as  ‘unrealistic’.  When the  pioneering  American  film-maker  D  W Griffith  initially 



proposed the use of close-ups, his producers warned him that the audience would be disconcerted since 
the rest of the actor was missing (Rosenblum & Karen 1979, 37-8). What count as ‘realistic’ modes of 
representation are both culturally and historically variable. To most contemporary western audiences the 
conventions of American cinema seem more ‘realistic’ than the conventions of modern Indian cinema, for 
instance, because the latter are so much less familiar. Even within a culture, over historical time particular 
codes become increasingly less familiar, and as we look back at texts produced centuries ago we are 
struck by the strangeness of their codes – their maintenance systems having long since been superseded. 
In his influential book,  Languages of Art, the North American philosopher Nelson Goodman (1906-1998) 
insisted that ‘realism is relative, determined by the system of representation standard for a given culture or 
person at a given time’ (Goodman 1968, 37). 

As noted earlier, Peirce referred to signs in (unedited) photographic media as being indexical as well as 
iconic –  meaning  that  the  signifiers  did  not  simply  ‘resemble’  their  signifieds  but  were  mechanical 
recordings and reproductions of them (within the limitations of the medium). John Berger also argued in 
1968 that photographs are ‘automatic’ ‘records of things seen’ and that ‘photography has no language of its 
own’ (cited in Tagg 1988, 187). In ‘The Photographic Message’ (1961), Roland Barthes famously declared 
that ‘the photographic image...  is a  message without a code’ (Barthes 1977, 17).  Since this phrase is 
frequently misunderstood, it may be worth clarifying its context with reference to this essay together with an 
essay published three years later – ‘The Rhetoric of the Image’ (ibid., 32-51). Barthes was referring to the 
‘absolutely analogical, which is to say,  continuous’ character of the medium (ibid., 20). ‘Is it possible’, he 
asks, ‘to conceive of an analogical code (as opposed to a digital one)?’ (ibid., 32). The relation between the 
signifier  and the thing signified is  not  arbitrary  as in  language (ibid.,  35).  He grants  that  photography 
involves both mechanical reduction (flattening, perspective, proportion and colour) and human intervention 
(choice  of  subject,  framing,  composition,  optical  point-of-view,  distance,  angle,  lighting,  focus,  speed, 
exposure, printing and ‘trick effects’). However, photography does not involve rule-governed transformation 
as codes can (ibid., 17, 20-5, 36, 43, 44). ‘In the photograph – at least at the level of the literal message – 
the relationship of signifieds to signifiers is not one of “transformation” but of “recording”’. Alluding to the 
indexical nature of the medium, he notes that the image is ‘captured mechanically’ and that this reinforces 
the myth of its ‘objectivity’ (ibid., 44). Unlike a drawing or a painting, a photograph reproduces ‘everything’: 
it ‘cannot intervene within the object (except by trick effects)’ (ibid., 43). ‘In order to move from the reality to 
the photograph it is in no way necessary to divide up this reality into units and to constitute these units as 
signs, substantially different from the object they communicate; there is no necessity to set up... a code, 
between the object and its image’ (ibid., 17). In consequence, he noted, photographs cannot be reduced to 
words. 

However,  ‘every  sign  supposes  a  code’ and  at  a  level  higher  than  the  ‘literal’  level  of  denotation,  a 
connotative code can be identified. He noted that at the ‘level of production’, ‘the press photograph is an 
object  that  has been worked on,  chosen,  composed,  constructed,  treated according to professional  or 
ideological norms’ and at the ‘level of reception’, the photograph ‘is not only perceived, received, it is read, 
connected by the public that consumes it to a traditional stock of signs’ (ibid., 19). Reading a photograph 
involved relating it to a ‘rhetoric’ (ibid., 18, 19). In addition to the photographic techniques already noted, he 
refers  for  instance to the signifying functions of:  postures,  expressions and gestures;  the associations 
evoked by depicted objects and settings; sequences of photographs, e.g. in magazines (which he refers to 
as ‘syntax’); and relationships with accompanying text (ibid., 21-5). He added that ‘thanks to the code of 
connotation the reading of the photograph is... always historical; it depends on the reader’s “knowledge” 
just as though it were a matter of a real language, intelligible only if one has learned the signs’ (ibid., 28). 

Clearly, therefore, it would be a misinterpretation of Barthes’ declaration that ‘the photographic image... is a 
message without a code’ to suggest that he meant that no codes are involved in producing or ‘reading’ 
photographs. His main point was that it did not (at least yet) seem possible to reduce the photographic 
image itself to elementary ‘signifying units’. Far from suggesting that photographs are purely denotative, he 
declared that the ‘purely “denotative” status of the photograph... has every chance of being mythical (these 
are the characteristics that common sense attributes to the photograph’. At the level of the analogue image 
itself, whilst the connotative code was implicit and could only be inferred, he was convinced that it was 
nonetheless ‘active’ (ibid., 19). Citing Bruner and Piaget, he notes the possibility that ‘there is no perception 
without immediate categorization’ (ibid., 28). Reading a photograph also depends closely on the reader’s 
culture, knowledge of the world, and ethical and ideological stances (ibid.,  29).  Barthes adds that ‘the 
viewer receives at one and the same time the perceptual message and the cultural message’ (ibid., 36). 

In Writing Degree Zero, Roland Barthes sought to demonstrate that the classical textual codes of French 



writing (from the mid-seventeenth century until the mid-nineteenth century) had been used to suggest that 
such codes were natural, neutral and transparent conduits for an innocent and objective reflection of reality 
(i.e. the operation of the codes was masked). Barthes argues that whilst generating the illusion of a ‘zero-
degree’ of style, these codes served the purpose of fabricating reality in accord with the bourgeois view of 
the world and covertly propagating bourgeois values as self-evident (Barthes 1953; Hawkes 1977, 107-8). 
In ‘Rhetoric of the Image’ Barthes developed this line of argument in relation to the medium of photography, 
arguing that  because it  appears to record rather  than to  transform or  signify,  it  serves an ideological 
function. Photography ‘seems to found in nature the signs of culture... masking the constructed meaning 
under the appearance of the given meaning’ (Barthes 1977, 45-6). 

Most semioticians emphasize that photography involves visual codes, and that film and television involve 
both visual and aural codes. John Tagg argues that ‘the camera is never neutral. The representations it 
produces are highly coded’ (Tagg 1988, 63-4; cf. 187). Cinematic and televisual codes include: genre; 
camerawork (shot size, focus, lens movement, camera movement, angle, lens choice, composition); editing 
(cuts and fades, cutting rate and rhythm); manipulation of time (compression, flashbacks, flashforwards, 
slow motion);  lighting;  colour;  sound (soundtrack,  music);  graphics;  and narrative style.  Christian Metz 
added authorial style, and distinguished codes from sub-codes, where a sub-code was a particular choice 
from within a code (e.g. western within genre, or naturalistic or expressionist lighting subcodes within the 
lighting code). The syntagmatic dimension was a relation of combination between different codes and sub-
codes; the paradigmatic dimension was that of the film-maker’s choice of particular sub-codes within a 
code. Since, as Metz noted, ‘a film is not “cinema” from one end to another’ (cited in Nöth 1990, 468), film 
and television involve many codes which are not specific to these media. 

Whilst some photographic and filmic codes are relatively arbitrary, many of the codes employed in ‘realistic’ 
photographic images or films simulate many of the perceptual cues used in encountering the physical world 
(Nichols 1981, 35; see also Messaris 1982 and 1994). This is a key reason for their perceived ‘realism’. 
The depiction of ‘reality’ even in iconic signs involves variable codes which have to be learned, yet which, 
with experience, come to be taken-for-granted as transparent and obvious. Eco argues that it is misleading 
to regard such signs as less ‘conventional’ than other kinds of signs (Eco 1976, 190ff): even photography 
and film involve conventional  codes.  Paul  Messaris,  however,  stresses that  the formal  conventions of 
representational visual codes (including paintings and drawings) are not ‘arbitrary’ (Messaris 1994), and 
Ernst Gombrich offers a critique of what he sees as the ‘extreme conventionalism’ of Nelson Goodman’s 
stance  (Gombrich  1982,  278-97),  stressing  that  ‘the  so-called  conventions  of  the  visual  image  [vary] 
according to the relative ease or difficulty with which they can be learned’ (Gombrich 1982, 283) – a notion 
familiar from the Peircean ranking of signifier-signified relationships in terms of relative conventionality. 

Invisible editing

Semioticians  often  refer  to  ‘reading’ film  or  television  –  a  notion  which  may  seem strange since  the 
meaning  of  filmic  images appears  not  to  need  decoding  at  all.  When  we encounter  a  shot  in  which 
someone is looking offscreen we usually interpret the next shot as what they are looking at. Consider the 
following example offered by Ralph Rosenblum, a major professional film editor. In an initial shot, ‘a man 
awakens suddenly in the middle of the night, bolts up in bed, stares ahead intensely, and twitches his 
nose’. If we then cut to ‘a room where two people are desperately fighting a billowing blaze, the viewers 
realize that through clairvoyance, a warning dream, or the smell of smoke, the man in bed has become 
aware of danger’. Alternatively, if we cut from the first shot to ‘a distraught wife defending her decision to 
commit her husband to a mental institution, they will understand that the man in bed is her husband and 
that the dramatic tension will surround the couple’. If it’s a Hitchcock movie ‘the juxtaposition of the man 
and the wife will  immediately raise questions in the viewers’ minds about  foul  play on the part  of  the 
woman’. This form of editing may alert us not only to a link between the two consecutive shots but in some 
cases to a genre. If we cut to an image of clouds drifting before the full moon, we know that we can expect 
a ‘wolf-man’ adventure (Rosenblum & Karen 1979, 2). 

Such interpretations are not ‘self-evident’: they are a feature of a filmic editing code. Having internalized 
such codes at a very young age we then cease to be conscious of their existence. Once we know the code, 
decoding it is almost automatic and the code retreats to invisibility. The convention just described is known 
as an  eyeline match and it is part of the dominant editing code in film and television narrative which is 
referred to as ‘the continuity system’ or as ‘invisible editing’ (Reisz & Millar 1972; Bordwell  et al. 1988, 
Chapter 16; Bordwell & Thompson 1993, 261ff). Whilst minor elements within the code have been modified 
over time, most of the main elements are still much the same now as when they were developed many 



decades ago. This code was originally developed in Hollywood feature films but most narrative films and 
television dramas now routinely employ it. Editing supports rather than dominates the narrative: the story 
and the behaviour of its characters are the centre of attention. Whilst nowadays there may be cuts every 
few seconds, these are intended to be unobtrusive. The technique gives the impression that the edits are 
always required and are motivated by the events in the ‘reality’ that the camera is recording rather than the 
result of a desire to tell a story in a particular way. The ‘seamlessness’ convinces us of its ‘realism’, but the 
code consists of an integrated system of technical conventions. These conventions serve to assist viewers 
in transforming the two-dimensional  screen into a plausible three-dimensional  world in which they can 
become absorbed. 

A major cinematic convention is the use of the establishing shot: soon after a cut to a new scene we are 
given a long shot of it, allowing us to survey the overall space – followed by closer ‘cut-in’ shots focusing on 
details of the scene. Re-establishing shots are used when needed, as in the case of the entry of a new 
character. 

Another key convention involved in helping the viewer to make sense of the spatial organization of a scene 
is the so-called 180° rule. Successive shots are not shown from both sides of the ‘axis of action’ since this 
would produce apparent changes of direction on screen. For instance, a character moving right to left 
across the screen in one shot is not shown moving left to right in the next shot. This helps to establish 
where the viewer is in relation to the action. In separate shots of speakers in a dialogue, one speaker 
always looks left whilst the other looks right. Even in telephone conversations the characters are oriented 
as if facing each other. 

In point-of-view (POV) shots, the camera is placed (usually briefly) in the spatial position of a character to 
provide a subjective point-of-view. This is often in the form of alternating shots between two characters – a 
technique known as  shot/reverse shot. Once the ‘axis of action’ has been established, the alternation of 
shots  with  reverse-shots  allows the  viewer  to  glance back and forth  at  the  participants  in  a  dialogue 
(matched shots are used in which the shot-size and framing of the subject is similar). In such sequences, 
some of these shots are reaction shots. All of the techniques described so far reflect the goal of ensuring 
that the same characters are always in the same parts of the screen. 

Because this code foregrounds the narrative, it employs what are called motivated cuts: changes of view or 
scene occur only when the action requires it and the viewer expects it. When cuts from one distance and/or 
angle to another are made, they are normally matches on action: cuts are usually made when the subject is 
moving,  so that  viewers are sufficiently distracted by the action to be unaware of  the cut.  There is a 
studious avoidance of jump cuts: the so-called 30° rule is that a shot of the same subject as the previous 
shot must differ in camera angle by at least 30° (otherwise it will  feel to the viewer like an apparently 
pointless shift in position). 

This  cinematic  editing  code  has  become  so  familiar  to  us  that  we  no  longer  consciously  notice  its 
conventions until they are broken. Indeed, it seems so ‘natural’ that some will feel that it closely reflects 
phenomenal reality and thus find it hard to accept it as a code at all. Do we not mentally ‘cut’ from one 
image to another all of the time in everyday visual perception? This case seems strongest when all that is 
involved is a shift corresponding to a turn of our head or a refocusing of our eyes (Reisz & Millar 1972, 213-
16). But of course many cuts would require us to change our viewing position. A common response to this – 
at least if we limit ourselves to moderate changes of angle or distance and ignore changes of scene – is to 
say that the editing technique represents a reasonable analogy to the normal mental processes involved in 
everyday perception. A cut to close-up can thus be seen to reflect as well as direct a purposive shift in 
attention. Of course, when the shot shifts so radically that it would be a physical impossibility to imitate this 
in everyday life, then the argument by perceptual analogy breaks down. And cuts reflect such shifts more 
often than not; only fleetingly does film editing closely reflect the perceptual experience of ‘being there’ in 
person. But of course a gripping narrative will already have led to our ‘suspension of disbelief’. We thus 
routinely and unconsciously grant the film-maker the same ‘dramatic licence’ with which we are familiar not 
only from the majority of films which we watch but also from analogous codes employed in other media – 
such as theatre, the novel or the comic-strip. 

For an argument questioning the interpretative importance of a cinematic editing code and emphasizing 
real-life analogies, see the lively and interesting book by Paul Messaris on Visual Literacy (Messaris 1994, 
71ff). However, his main focus of attack is on the stance that the cinematic editing code is totally arbitrary – 
a  position  which  few  would  defend.  Clearly  these  techniques  were  designed  where  possible  to  be 
analogous  to  familiar  codes  so  that  they  would  quickly  become invisible  to  viewers  once  they  were 



habituated to them. Messaris argues that context is more important than code; it  likely that where the 
viewer is in doubt about the meaning of a specific cut, interpretation may be aided by applying knowledge 
either from other textual codes (such as the logic of the narrative) or from relevant social codes (such as 
behavioural  expectations in  analogous situations  in  everyday life).  The interpretation of  film draws on 
knowledge  of  multiple  codes.  Adopting  a  semiotic  approach  to  cinematic  editing  is  not  simply  to 
acknowledge  the  importance  of  conventions  and  conventionality  but  to  highlight  the  process  of 
naturalization involved in the ‘editing out’ of what ‘goes without saying’. 

The emphasis given to visual codes by most theorists is perhaps partly due to their use of printed media for 
their commentaries – media which are inherently biased towards the visual, and may also derive from a 
Western tendency to privilege the visual over other channels. We need to remind ourselves that it is not 
only the visual image which is mediated, constructed and codified in the various media – in film, television 
and radio, this also applies to  sound.  Film and television are not simply visual media but  audio-visual 
media. Even where the mediated character of the visual is acknowledged, there is a tendency for sound to 
be regarded as largely unmediated. But codes are involved in the choice and positioning of microphones, 
the  use  of  particular  equipment  for  recording,  editing  and  reproduction,  the  use  of  diegetic  sound 
(ostensibly  emanating  from  the  action  in  the  story)  versus  non-diegetic  sound,  direct  versus  post-
synchronous (dubbed) recording, simulated sounds (such as the highly conventionalized signifier for a 
punch) and so on (Stam 2000, 212-23; Altman 1992). In the dominant Hollywood tradition, conventional 
sound codes included features such as: 

• diegesis: sounds should be relevant to the story; 

• hierarchy: dialogue should override background sound; 

• seamlessness: no gaps or abrupt changes in sound; 

• integration: no sounds without images or vice versa; 

• readability: all sounds should be identifiable; 

• motivation: unusual sounds should be what characters are supposed to be hearing (Stam 2000, 216-
17). 

Sound can also assist in making visual editing ‘invisible’: within the same scene a ‘sound-bridge’ (carrying 
the same unbroken sound sequence) is used across a cut from one shot to another, as if there had been 
no cut at all. 

Broadcast and narrowcast codes

Some codes are more widespread and accessible than others. Those which are widely distributed and 
which are learned at an early age may seem ‘natural’ rather than constructed (Hall 1980, 132). John Fiske 
distinguishes between broadcast codes, which are shared by member of a mass audience, and narrowcast 
codes which are aimed at a more limited audience; pop music is a broadcast code; ballet is a narrowcast 
code (Fiske 1982, 78ff). Broadcast codes are learned through experience; narrowcast codes often involve 
more deliberate learning (Fiske 1989,  315).  Following the controversial  sociolinguistic theories of  Basil 
Bernstein, what Fiske refers to as broadcast codes are described by some media theorists as ‘restricted 
codes’, with Fiske’s narrowcast codes being described as ‘elaborated codes’ (Bernstein 1971). ‘Restricted’ 
codes are described as structurally simpler  and more repetitive (‘overcoded’),  having what information 
theorists  call  a  high degree of  redundancy.  In  such codes several  elements serve to  emphasize and 
reinforce preferred meanings. Umberto Eco describes as ‘closed’ those texts (such as many mass media 
texts)  which show a strong tendency to  encourage a particular  interpretation (Eco 1981).  In  contrast, 
literary  writing  –  in  particular  poetry  –  has  a  minimum of  redundancy  (Lotman 1976).  The distinction 
between ‘restricted’ and ‘elaborated’ codes serves to stress the difference between an élite (‘highbrows’) 
and the majority (‘lowbrows’). Art for the élite is held to be more ‘original’ and unpredictable. Fiske suggests 
that narrowcast (elaborated) codes have the potential to be more subtle; broadcast (restricted) codes can 
lead to cliché. Terry Eagleton argues that ‘literary texts are “code-productive” and “code-transgressive”’ 
rather  than  merely  ‘code-confirming’  (Eagleton  1983,  125).  Insofar  as  such  positions  suggest  that 
broadcast  codes  restrict  expressive  possibilities  this  arguments  has  affinities  with  Whorfianism.  The 
dangers of  élitism inherent  in  such stances make it  particularly  important  that  the evidence is  closely 
examined in the context of the particular.


