PymyHii (moBHICTIO He3aJIekKHa ieprkaBa 3 1877 p.) HayKOBUX opraHi3allii, My3eiB,
y pPO3TOpPTaHHI 1CTOPUKO-apXeOoJOTIYHUX 1 (UIONOTIYHUX JOCIIKEeHb, OB’ SI3aHUX 3
JOJISIMA  TIPUYOPHOMOPCHKUX TPELBKUX MICT-JIep)KaB 1 IXHIM BIUIMBOM Ha MiCIIEBi
mieMeHa cyciiHpoi JloOpymki (cximHa PymyHis), 1CTOpi€lo 3eMelnb HHUKHBOTO
[TpumyHaB’s B mepiol pUMCHKOTO BOJIOJJAPIOBAHHS Ta B €MOXY ‘‘BEIMKOTO TMEPECEICHHS
HapoAiB” y 3B’S3Ky 3 E€THOICHE30M PYMYHIB Ta €BOJIOLIEI0 3 HApPOAHOI JATUHU
PYMYHCBKOi MOBH'.

THE AMERICAN DREAM - MYTH OR STEREOTYPE?

5 Martausova M.
P.J.Safarik University, Kosice, Slovakia

The individual success of a man living an American Dream has throughout
centuries always been measured by hard work and thrift in combination with the
opportunities given by the situation in society and economy that set no boundaries to
one’s own development. The American Dream is a social construct - a myth, a stereotype
formed by American society (or rather by observers of American society, whether also
participants or not). This paper aims at providing an insight into the reasoning of such
claims.

Myth

“If the style is conversational and the content unmythic, it seems realistic.”
[Tonkin 1990]

The creation of myth and its sustainability is highly influenced by contemporary as
well as past factors affecting and moulding its accurateness, giving it more ‘romantic’
and mystical shape. Both audience and speakers are active participants in the process
because a belief or a myth is transmitted orally, supported by written records often already
influenced by changes in the context; therefore various emotional shades are implemented
by the speakers. Myths and certain beliefs delivered by speakers usually convey a certain
degree of emotional involvement of the speaker to influence and attract audiences. Each
participant, who gets involved in further transmission of the myth, moulds the idea to
their own subjective point of view and transforms it to their own purposes. We may say
that to trace accurateness of history of an orally conveyed idea is almost impossible, even
more when the idea is not a fact in history, neither is it an event that can be bounded by
records attached to certain dates. The American Dream is a belief that has been
transmitted orally by people who supported the belief either for their own purposes of

! Tpo naTMHOMOBHI rpaMaTHKK PYMYHChKOT MOBH JiuB. Takoxk: Jlyukanun C.M. JIaTHHOMOBHI rpaMaTHKH PYMYHCBKOi MOBH
kit XVIll-nowarky XIX cr. //KuiBcbknit HamionansHuii yHiBepcuter iMeHi Tapaca IlleByenka. BicHuk.
Jliteparypo3naBctBo. MoBo3HaBcTBO. Donbkiopuctuka. Bumyck 9. — K.: BIIL] “Kuischkmii yH-1”, 2000. — C.48-51.
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psychological satisfaction that dwell in hope, or based on their own experience or
experiences of others who were direct or indirect witnesses of. The American Dream is
based on values that have formed American ldentity; therefore it conveys thoughts not
only unmythic, but easily considered even natural, and fit for American community. This
results in a tendency not to question its tangible realization and to dwell on the naturalness
of its existence.

The fact that the American Dream can be designated as a myth is also justifiable
by the theory presented by R. Barthes [Barthes 1957]. As a semiotician, he combined
cultural studies with semiotics and thus implemented the theory of connotation and
denotation to the theory of myth. As he points out, each sign has its primary meaning
describing an object, an idea, and a state of being that the sign denotes but based on
cultural experience the same sign can also connote a culture-dependant meaning
expressing reality based on cultural codes of a given speech community. The American
Dream as a concept attributed to a specific speech community can be perceived from two
basic points of view taking into consideration its primary meaning and its connotative
meaning; however it is the connotative meaning that takes over its basic interpretation.
When people speak of the American Dream, it is not only a dream dreamt at night, it is
rather a notion induced in minds during the state of vigilance connoting that this dream is
uniquely associated with the United States of America.

According to Barthes [Barthes 1957], when this connotative meaning becomes
hegemonic over denotative and becomes ‘natural’ and ‘normal’, thus creating a
metalanguage, it illustrates a mythical function of the sign based on specific cultural
codes. In this case the myth dwells in the belief that the dream can be pursued by people
entering the land of opportunity — the U.S. based not on the sole fact that the land is vast,
fertile, and limitless (only for the first settlers) but on the hope in what the land can offer
to those who put some effort in it. Thus the first factor was hope and it is hope itself that
constitutes a fundamental and central mode of human existence. “A human being without
hope is like a walking corpse, which is both physiologically and metaphysically absurd.”
[Schumacher 2003:2]

Or Stereotype

The American Dream can also be defined as a stereotype since its basic feature is
a generalized idea applied to a homogenous community. Stereotypes generalize certain
characteristic traits and attribute them to the whole unit of the undifferentiated group. The
main problem of this lingers in what traits are attributed and in generalization as such,
since (speaking of community of people - society) people bear certain characteristic traits
common for a specific community; however those traits are highly influenced by an
individual’s characteristics and therefore cannot be generalized. The traits that are
attributed are also exaggerated characteristics consensually shared ,,in the interest of the
social group among whom they are widely utilised and diffused. “ [Pickering 2001:99].
Stereotypes widely overlook peculiarities and distinction of an individual as of a member
of the community. They are distinguished as discriminatory, often with derogatory
intention, creating hostile and untrue judgments. However, the second and unique
function stereotypes undeniably perform is that they create national identities. Each
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nation tries to present itself with certain sets of attributes common for majority of
members belonging to the nation and each national identity ,,presupposes a culture that
supports this sense of allegiance and belonging.“ [Pickering 2001:99] In this case,
stereotype does not necessarily bear a derogatory meaning; on the contrary it is
a generalized image of a community presented to be distinguished from other
communities. Nonetheless, its power often dwells in the representation itself since an
object, an idea or a fact only becomes real when represented and this can be spatially and
temporarily modified — as such representation is a highly subjective performance. As
Michael Pickering in his study of stereotypes stresses, ,,reality is only objectified, but not
objective” [2001:24]. Therefore, the image presented can only be a processing of
subjective experiences blended with knowledge that is again based on previous subjective
experiences trying to create a romantic image with the promise of a new experience for
those who have not encountered it. Each presentation is only an interpretation that is based
on omission of certain information while leaving the information favourable to the
purpose. In the case of the American Dream we can speak of a stereotypical self-image.
National self-image-stereotypes are in developed countries ironically transmitted via
controlled education as a part of its cultural heritage; though the biggest share in the
transmission takes media that is the bearer of hegemony. [Hall 1993].

As Angela McRobbie [McRobbie 1994] points out, a stereotype can also be
a subject to binary oppositioning in which the presence of one denotes the absence of its
opposition. In this case McRobbie [Pickering 2001:70] illustrates on the example
presented by Bhabha that a stereotype presented from the non-involved party is perceived
as something that the party lacks. The binary oppositioning is also present in creating
a collective identity that is achieved through ,,differentiation, objectifying and identifying
of the others* [2001:71] whereas at the same time modifies and blurs the image of the
,not-others. Paraphrasing Lacan it is the problem of ,the others’ involved in this case, in
which the non-involved party lacks qualities presented by the stereotype, these qualities
are a promise of completeness that everybody subconsciously and inherently intends to
achieve creating a desire to attain what the stereotype offers. ,,It is something that is not
me. Therefore, | am not whole.* [2001:73].

The American Dream is definitely a concept that captivates attention of those who
not only seek better conditions for their lives, but also those who want to fulfill their
human existence with completeness.
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Summary

The American Dream is a concept people may live if they only fulfill certain
conditions. But can a theoretical concept so strongly influence one’s reality? Can this
concept overcome theoretical boundaries and become a practical part of one’s life? If the
American Dream can be precisely identified in theory, is it possible to finally grasp the
concept in reality and claim it existence not only on theoretical basis?
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IF'EHAEPHI IHANKATOPHU Y INEPEKJIAII AMUCKYPCUBHUX MAPKEPIB
(Ha MaTepiaJi aHIVI0-yKPAIHCbKHUX NMEePeKIAdiB Xya0KHIX TBOPiB XX CTOJITTS)

Mereaa K.I.
Kuiscvkuti hayionanvruti ynieepcumem imeri Tapaca Illesuenka

CyuacHuil  eram pO3BUTKY HayKd, 1, 30KpeMma, [EepeKiIaJ03HaBCTBa,
XapaKTepU3y€eThCsd 1HTEHCUBHUM MIJAKPITUICHHSIM HOBUMH HaIpsiMaMH JOCII1KEHb.
P03po0sisit0ThCS TEOPETUYHI MiIBAIMHU JJIS1 IHTETpallll HAYKOBUX TaJly3€eil — COLI0JIOrIi,
€THOJIOT1i, ICUXOJIOT1i, MparMaTUKU Ta KOTHITOJIOTI.

OcTaHHIM YacoM Yy Teopii Nepekiiaay MOCUIIUIAch yBara J0 CIy»KOOBUX, Tak
3BaHUX Nepu@epiHUX KIaciB CIiB, SIKI BUABISIOTHCS OaraTUMH CBOIM (DYHKITIOHAJIBHO-
KOMYHIKaTUBHUM Ta MparMaTU4YHUM MOTEHI[1aJIOM, BUPAXalOTh HE CTUIbKM 00’ €KTUBHI,
CKUIbKM CYO’€KTHMBHI (MOJYCH1) CMHCIH, IO BHUKIHUKAE HEAOMSIKUWA I1HTEpeC IS
MEPEKIIAT03HABYMX JTOCHIIKEHb, OCKUIBKH MOJYCHI CMHCIIM HE 3aBXKIW MAarOTh SIBHI,
dbopmaibHi 3ac00M BUPAKEHHS Ta HEPIJIKO € IMIUTIITUTHUMH.

Tepmin  “muckypcuBHI Mapkepu”  OyB  3alpOBa/DKCHUA  aMEPUKaHCHKOIO
nociiguuiero y ramysi coriomiarsictuku . 1Iuddpin [13]. 3 mouatky 90-x pokiB XX
CTOJIITTS TUCKYPCHUBHI MapKepH aKTHBHO JOCIIKYIOThCS sIK 3apyOikuumu [9, 11, 12]
Tak 1 pociiicbkkumu [3, 6] Ta ykpaiHcbkumu iHrBicTamu [1,4].

JuckypcuBHI Mapkepu (opMaibHO HAJIEKATh J10 PI3HUX IPaMaTUYHUX KaTeTrOpii:
BurykiB (oh, well), cnoayunukis (and, but, or, because), npucnisaukis (now, then, so),
Ta BCTaBHUX BHpa3iB (you know, | mean), mpore BOHM YacoM BHUKOHYIOTh CXOXI
nparmatuudi ¢yHkuii. Ckiaa (GyHKUIOHATBHOTO KJACY JUCKYPCHUBHHMX MapKepiB HE €
YiTKO BU3HAUYCHHUM Ta BapilO€ 3aJI€KHO BiJ] MOTJISAIIB PI3HUX aBTOPIB.
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