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ABSTRACT

Locating the object of literary criticism involves determining an 

authentic base serving as a text, a proper construal of which yields 

the literary properties of the work. It is argued that both the 

determination of the authentic text and its construal depend on the 
determination of an identity model for the work, in terms of some 
conception of literature.

The actual construal of the text is accomplished through the adoption 
of a semantic attitude related to a construal model.

Since literature is a) part of the institution of art; and has b) 

language â s its medium, the.natural.language construal model, quali

fied in certain v/ays by a), which itself dictates choice of the 

renlicatable+_unGhan^ih3LDarticular identity model, is to be adopted 

in preference to the codaj and tAnhninal construal models.

Partial determination of the work-yielding properties of the authentic 
text and an analysis of these properties given by a proper construal 

is achieved by isolating the graphic, phonic, semantic and relational 

structures as covering the range of literary properties*

The discussion therefore centres on each structure in turn. The 
complicated semantic structure is dealt with through introduction 
of the notion ©f surface and embedded descriptions, the latter largely 
yielding the world of the work; and by an examination of characteris

tic manifestations of meaning in literature; symbol, metaphor 

and deviance•
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The complexity of construal is brought out both in the discussion of 
the semantic structure and quite generally in relation to all the

structures of the work. The notion of the work, its structures, 
properties and nature are clarified through the technique of basic 

philosophical analysis employed in this work.
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BrPRODTrCTIOU

Our notions about the sort of object the literary work is will 
influence what we say, what we axre prepared to accept, and even 
wha^t we think possible to be said about it. On the other hand, 
an analysis of the statements we make about the literary work may 
reveal them to be incompatible as descriptions of a logically vi
able object; and if what we hold about the nature of the work in
volves a logical contradiction, a discipline that accepted such 
tenets would be hopeless as an academic enterprise. Or again, 
if it could be shown that we could only guess but never know 
when we have cornered it, or if, though our concept be coherent 
and valid, we could devise no criteria with reference to which 
statements about it could be validated, the point of critical 
discussion would become obscured or obscure indeed. Whether 
these fears are actually well founded or not, an investigation in
to the nature of the literary work is worth undertaking, since it 
is to such an investigation that critical validity must ultimate

ly be driven.^
This study is an enquiry into the nature of the literary work 

with a view to determine what the object of critical statements 
is, a--nd to consider the epistemological problems posed by an

1. This is not to ignore or belittle the value of such works as 
T.C. Pollock’s The nature of Literature, 1942 a^nd 1965*
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object of such a nature: problems of how literary properties are 
ontologically ba sed and how they become cognitively available.
We shall want to know in what sense there ^  a literary work 
and the implications of its mode of existence for making, proving, 
validating, refuting statements about a particular work or about 
literary works as a class. Perhaps implicit in our discoveries 
will be at least some of the reasons for critical disparity.

Our endeavour, however, centres more on the question of the na
ture of the literary work, assuming now that there is in some sense 
a work, than on dra^wing out the consequences of our findings with 
respect to the nature of the literary work for the teaching of 
literature as an academic discipline or the practice of criticism. 
Also, although we are in part involved in answering the question: 
what is a literary work% the question is not for us: when are we 
prepared to call a work a literary work; but mainly how we can lo
cate the properties of those objects we call literary works, what 
is involved in coming to know what these properties are, how we 
can know that we are talking about the same work or properties 
when we claim or assume that we do, whether or how they can be
come accessible through the structures or forms we claim or 
assume that we petceive them, what the range of these properties 
is; that is, what is the full ontological basis for grounding 
statements about literary works.
Conceived in this way, our study seems to involve an intimida

ting scope of phenomena and scholarly disciplines. The litera
ture of the world represents a wide range of literary particulars;
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and sets of particulars in the domain of world literature referred to 
generically as poetry, fiction, drama, and perhaps oral literature 
represent a wide internal span; while types of poetry, drama, fic
tion represent further modes of classification or differentiation.
And if literature is considered one of the arts, then it is also 
classified with the entire artistic gamut; music, painting and so on.
Now insofar a ^  a literary work is classified in accordance with 

some distinguishing or defining chara>cteristic(s) of category or 
genre, generalize..,*ions about literature are thereby considered 
possible; and these generalizations could presumably range from 
primary categorizations such as the sonnet, say, to the whole 
class of literary works commonly referred to as literature, and 
finally on to works of art as a still more comprehensive class or 
•megaclass*. So to cope with generalizations of this capacity 
a formidable array of knowledge and expertize may be required; for 
our ignorance may lie in the direction of works or genres unfamiliar 
or unknown to us - a problem of vastness or comprehensiveness of 
range?, or in the kinds of property involved, either simply as ele
ments of the work or as properties of a given category of work -

a problem of detail or atomic comprehensiveness.
However, the problems posed by properties of the work are perhaps 

more formidable than those posed by genres; since many of these 
properties are themselves the study of specialized disciplines in 
their own right. Further, consideration of them would appear logical
ly primary, for it is by appealing to properties and elements that 
classifications and generalizations are proposed or indicated.



We will now notice how some specialized disciplines may "be
come implicated in the analysis of literary properties.
If we take up a novel or a hook of poetry, for instance, we may 

notice that we have before us a set of marks or (linguistic) signs.
If we thus recognize the work as being at one level a set of marks, 
or given by a set of marks, that is, available through some inter
pretation of a set of marks, we must recognize the possible rele
vance of semiotics or that discipline that investigates how signs mean 
or can be interpreted. There might conceivably be some restraints 
set on signs that would have consequences for literature, if it is to 
be presented through the vehicle of signs. It is a very short step 
now from semiotics to semantics, which is concerned with the meaning 
of linguistic signs; ifi fact, semantics could be considered a branch 
of semiotics. If we allow that the novel or book of poetry consists 
at a primary level of linguistic signs, then at least some considera
tion of linguistic meaning generally should be relevant to the in
terpretation of literary works.
Then there is not always a clear distinction discernible between 

semantics and what goes on in philosophy of language and theory of 
meaning. One could probably make a distinction between descriptive 
and theoretical semantics, ruling the latter to be part of philoso
phy, But one suspects that it is not possible to determine the 
boundaries in a way satisfactory to both linguists and philosphers.

1. See both ‘Theory and Philosophy of Language*, by Peter Bart- 
man and Siegfried J. Schmidt and ‘Semantics *, by Stephan Ullmann, 
in Current Trends in Linguistics, Vol. 9, ed., Thomas Sebeok, 1972.
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We may further notice that within philosophy there is considera
ble overlap between theory of meaning and philosophical logic.
What philosophical logicians say about the logical basis of lan
guage or the logical relations that must exist between signs in a 
language or what must obtain for two sets of linguistic samples or 
selections to have the same meaning may be relevant to certain prob
lems about literary meaning. Of course, the problem about the na
ture of the literary work involves the problem of the logical na
ture of the literary work. For example, since, allegedly, books can 
be duplicated any number of times, bear the same name and be referred 
to as the same book, the problem arises as to what it means to say 
that two numerically distinct objects, in this case, books, are the 
same. This question is of obvious importance in deciding whether a 
statement about the book is true; for it may not he clear exactly 
what is being referred to by ’the book’ or which book is being re
ferred to. In other words we have a problem of identity on our 
hands. And this problem of identity is not only logical but onto
logical, epistemological and even metaphysical.
There is also the problem as to whether there can be assertions thàt 

do not assert (the ’assertions’ of fiction), an issue clearly perti
nent to the question of how we should understand works of fiction; or 
whether a statement can be made without a statement’s being made 
(whether a work can imply a statement bearing a truth value) - all 
problems involved in understanding and giving an account of literature<
But what is most often and easily recognized is that literature in-
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volves a use of language - generally a highly stylized and sometimes 
deviant use of language. Considerable specialist work has recently 
be done a^nd is going on apace on all aspects of language; in gen
eral, synchronic, diachronic, descriptive, geographical linguistics; 
in grammar, syntax, phonetics, phonology, stylistics, figurative 
language and machine translation. The old vocabularies used to refer 
to linguistic phenomena may be now too imprecise; and what is more 
serious, several of our common sense notions of language may have 
been proved wrong. So linguistics might have brought or may be expeét. 
ed to have brought a better vocabulary a—nd more accurate notions, 
an improvement of our understanding of how language is used in lit
erature, fresh tools to deal with rhythm, meter, and the structural 
characteristics of language as well as dialect literature. We should 
be more competent to discuss how the structural characteristics of 
language are disposed or orchestrated in a work. Now if we are ex
pected to deal with certain theoretical problems posed by the pur
ported facts about language it is used in literature, we cannot 
be blissfully ignorant of the purported findings of the linguists.

Now apart from noticing that our novel or book of poetry consists 
of marks such as we find in books generally, we may be told that our 
book is no ordinary book, but that it is or contains a work or works 
of art. So that, unless the literary work is already our model for 
understanding what a work of art is, some knowledge of works of art 

would need to be invoked. And it is at this point that aesthetics 
in the sense of involving theories of works of art may be implicated. 
One may want to know how works of art are read or interpreted (what
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has sometimes been called descriptive aesthetics) or how works of 
art should be interpreted (a problem in philosophical aesthetics). 
In a broad sense of aesthetics, of course, all philosophical prob
lems posed by works of art form the legitimate province of aesthe
tics. In this way we would raise both the limited question of how 
works of art are to be interpreted and the general problems of a 
philosophical nature posed by literature.
The foregoing illustration of the disciplines that could be in

volved in any large scale investigating which we may mount with 
reference to the literary work is not to say that our task cannot 
be undertaken by one man, though this could be true, but rather to 
wa..̂ m that all the facts may not be in. This means both that the 
philosophical task set by this study cannot be wholly philosophical 
and that dogmatism is simply ludicrous.
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Chapter I

SAYING WHAT THE WORK IS

1. The problem

In discussing a literary work we take it that there is some object, 
upon which our discussion focuses or is directed, the bearer of such 
properties as may be ascribed to it by our cî fcical remarks. Howev
er, when we try to say with precision what the ’object* is, we re
alize not only its complexity but the problematic nature of its iden
tity.
For example, how do we locate the work? Is it a graphic, phonic, 

semantic entity, or all these together ? Is it a physical object?
Is the work merely given through a material body, and if so what is 
the relation between the work and its medium? How do we know which 
aspects of the medium are essential for yielding properties of the 
work? Is the nature of the work fixed, or can the work change and 
grow? JX we dispense with sound, or script, or meaning, do we still 
have the work? Or again, we say that a literary work can be dupli
cated, but how do we know that we have all the properties of the 
work intact?

It should be clear from these questions that we need some criteria 
for identifying and demarcating the limits of the work, some means of 
knowing what the work is, some device for determin^^ relevant, not 
to mention accurate, descriptions of the work.
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2. Purpose of Dissertation

The purpose of this dissertation is to determine the object of 
literary criticism, to determine what it is we examine or inspect, 
what the anatomical structures through which literary properties 
manifest themselves are, how these structures and properties are to 
be identified, in what ways they are and are not given, what the no
tion of the work amounts to, and how generally it is to be accounted 
for.

Since what we are engaged in could be considered a programme for 
full identification of the literary work, we shall consider first 
some general problems posed by attempting to identify objects.

5* On identifying

Very often when we describe an object, say what it is or is like, 
we do so by mentioning or itemizing a sufficient number of its charac
teristics or properties a-e would yield a successful identification.
We do not, and probably most often could not, give an exhaustive list 
of its characteristics. It is usually only when it is brought to our
attention that more than one object satisfies our description that we

s
attempt to proffer a more exhaustive statement of its characteristics. 
And if even these fail, we may point to the object or may finally 
touch it, when or where this is possible. The carefulness and ex
haustiveness of our list depend normally on the context of identifi
cation; that is, the p^urpose of the identification, to whom it is 
being supplied, as well as the nature of the object requiring iden
tification. A rough idea of the kind of object in question may be all
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that is required; or there may be a fairly fully shared context of 
reference between the one seeking and the one giving the identifi
cation, where a single characteristic might be sufficient to dis
tinguish or differentiate the object from other objects with which it 
might be confused*

One way in which we may equip ourselves so as to be able to fur
nish an identification of or to identify an object is to consult a 
definition of that object; and another way is to make or consult an 
analysis of that object. We may say, then, that an analysis or de
finition of an object embodies or implies an identifying description 
of that object* An object ca,*n thus be the goal of two quests; that
of arriving at its analysis, a>nd thatof locating the statement of

t

its analysis (or definition, of course). In the first case the objett 
is already located, while in the second case this is not necessarily 
so. However, although the object might be located, it does not at all 
follow that its properties and elements are obvious, transparent or 
even discriminable. So explorer 2 who hopes to use the findings of 
explorer 1 to locate the object should be warned against facile op
timism. He should be further warned that there can be no guarantee 
that the analysis of an object,v, say, is not wholly a part of the 
analysis of an object, y; so that should he locate y he could dis
cover all the elements of v present therein and erroneously con

clude that he has located v.
We are for the purposes of this study in the position of explorer 

1 and hope for the sake of explorer 2 that our analysis of the lit
erary work will serve as a useful identifying description of the 
literary work. We offer him , however, no guarantee that he will not
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confuse object y with object v, as it were.
It was claimed that a definition and a statement of analysis of an 

object embody an identifying description of that object. Let us look 
more closely at the notions of defining and analysing and notice how 
this may be said to be so. The difference between a definition and 
an analysis should show why at least in part we shall be engaged in 
analysis rather than definition, and in what way an analysis of the 
object can count towards identifying it. It should also emerge that 
analysis may involve the identifying of elements; so that close logife- 

a-2L relationships are seen to exist among the notions of defining, 
analysing and identifying.

4* Defining

A definition normally both classifies the definiendum (the object, 
thing to be defined) with other objects with which it shares certain 
properties a-nd distinguishes it from those objects by specifying 
its unique properties in relation to the class invoked. So if we de
fine a doe as a female deer, we class it with deer, then distinguish 
it as possessing the unique characteristic among deer of being fe
male; and if we do not already know what a deer is and need to be told, 
we will be told that it is an animal and a similar process of distin
guishing it from the class of animals will be set going.

It is now ea^sy to see how a definition cam embody an identify
ing description: the classification of the object as an x puts us on 
a certain track, delimits the area of research without which we might 
be at a loss to know where to begin; and the statement of its unique
property enables us to eliminate or discount members of the class not 
possessed of the specified property. The purpose of a definition
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could be stated as that of displaying that unique, essential or 
distinguishing feature of the object that sets it off from all 
other objects. So, clearly, if the programme of definition can 
be carried through, the resulting formula should be sufficient for 
the identification of the object, since we would have been told how 
to distinguish the object from all other objects of the given class.
However, we must not understand a definition as entailing a 

guarantee of successful identification merely because it embodies 
an identifying description. An identifying description counts towards 
the success of identifying the object, but does not determine success. 
Tha^t is, there is no guarantee that there is not an object embody
ing all the properties stated in the definition, plus additional 
features which make it something other than the object defined. The 
letter *y* of this typewriter includes the letter *v», for example.
But let us take a more fanciful example.
Let there be a Martian who looks up ’man’ in his Dictionary of the 

Earth, which does not contain an entry for ghost ’. Further let there 
%e ghosts on the earth such that they share the characteristics of 
man mentioned in the dictionary, plus at least the following addi
tional characteristics; that they are capable of evaporating at will 
and of travelling at the speed of light without the aid of a machine 
or other external motive power of any kind. The Martian on a week-end 
trip to the earth spots a ghost in its corporeal state or form, ’i- 
dentifies ’ it as a man, manhandles it, whereupon to the utter aston
ishment of the Martian the ghost disappears, evaporates. In such a 
Gase*where the Martian does not know of the existence, of ghosts a
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definition which listed the properties not to he counted properties of 
men, such as the ability to evaporate at will. In other words the 
definition would need to state both necessary and prohibited proper
ties. But the list of prohibited properties would be infinite; so that 
no definition of this type could be given. An identifying description 
of an object might still result in misidentification.

5* Analysing

It was claimed that one way of saying what an object is would be 
to define it and another way would be to analyse it. The difference 
between defining and analysing could be pointed out in the following 
way.

In an analysis it is not necessary to classify the object with 
other objects, but to arrive at the elements that compose it. We 

could say that the object of analysis is to locate or identify the 
elements or properties of the object, to distinguisn them and to give 
as complete an inventory of them as possible. Now it is, if we accept 
this understanding of the object of an analysis, perfectly possible 
to analyse an object without referring it to a class or relating it 
to other objects*
However, one may subject an object to analysis for the purpose of 

determining its relation to other objects in virtue of the elements it 
possesses. One may want to compare the analyses of objects to deter
mine whether they are the same or of the same family and so on. But

is
the main burden of an analysis, qua analysis,j^to to derive a break
down of the elements of the object under analysis.
We noticed with respect to a definition that it could be used to
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identify an object, though it cannot guarantee correct identification* 
We may now notice with respect to an analysis that it can lead to 
successful identification of an object as well as to a successful 
definition of an object. The disadvantage, however, of an analysis 
is that it is not concerned to tell us with what other objects the 
object analysed may be classed. So that if we are in search of the 
object, no clues are given a ^  to how we may delimit the area of 
search* But if we have a suspect before us and can analyse it, 
and if we have either a definition of the object or a statement 
of its analysis, we would be in a good position to determine 
whether it is the object that we a^re looking for* Also if we 
have analysed an object into its constitutive elements, we could 
use this as a basis for discovering in what way its set of elements 
differ from the set of elements constitutive of other objects. We 
could use this, in other words as the basis for a definition.
It is interesting to notice that with an analysis one has to be 

able to identify elements as such and such elements; which is to 
know a definition of each element or its analysis or to be able to 
point it out, if it cannot be further defined or analysed. When we 
identify an object by pointing to it we call that mode of identifying 
ostensive definition. We may observe, therefore, that definitions 
trade on analyses and analyses trade on ostensive definition ulti
mately and identifying descriptions trade on linguistic and osten
sive definitions and analysis.
In setting out to enquire into the nature of the literary work, 

we may be seen in the light of our discussion of identifying, de
fining and analysing to be engaged mainly in analysis. However,
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analysis may involve identifying and defining.
Before attempting our own analysis of the literary work, we shall 

look at some definitions of the literary work, if only to make clear 
how this way of saying what the literary work is does not assist us 
greatly in saying what a literary work is through analysis.

6. Some definitions

In philosophical a-esthetics there has not been a great deal of work 
devoted to the problem of providing a comprehensive descriptive defi
nition of the literary work. This is perhaps so because of at least 
two considerations:
1) philosophers have been more concerned with the wider category of 
’work of art’, of which the literary work represents but one class;
2) it has been fairly generally doubted, when not denied, that any 
comprehensive definition of a work of art in terms of necessary and 
sufficient conditions or properties is possible.^

Since the nineteen thirties, however, several critics and a few 
philosophers have concerned themselves with the problem of stating 
the differentia of poetry. The search for essence, however, has not 
been matched with a concern for stating the work’s range of properties. 
It could also be suggested that in aesthetics an interest in discuss
ing aesthetic experience and the response to a work of art has tended 
to shift attention awa^y from the problem of saying what a work is.

1. Cf., Morris Weitz, "The Role of Theory in Aesthetics", The 
Journal of Aesthetics & Art Criticism.XV (September, 1956) pp. 27-55<
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There is no reason, however, why the scepticism concerning the 
possibility of definition in terms of essence should inhibit the 
search for as full a descriptive formulation as we can manage of 
the literary work.
We shall present only a sample set of definitions, indicating 

how they do not considerably help in our enterprise. (Though this 
is not to say that their authors considered themselves necessarily 
to be engaged in an enterprise\ la Wiggins.)
W.K. Wimsatt Jr. has made several statements of the form; »a poem 

is . * • ', one of which defines the poem a^s a concrete universal 
pa-<rtaking of the general properties of language, while achieving
peculiar particularity through ’irrelevant concreteness in descrip

tive detail’.1 jn & somewhat similar vein, John Crowe Ransom had
characterized poetry as ’A loose logical structure with an irrele-

2vant local texture I. Both Ransom and Wimsatt, we may observe, are 
proposing what they consider to be a distinguishing feature of good 
poetry.
For Rene^Wellek and Austin Warren a literary work is a structure 

of norms and a potential cause of experience;

A poem, we have to conclude, is not an individual experience or sum 
of experiences, but only a potential cause of experience. ... The 
reayl poem must be conceived as a structure of norms realized only 
partially in the actual experience of its many readers. ^

But this way of explaining what a poem is introduces several problems.

1. The Verbal Icon, 1958, p. 76.
2. The New Criticism, 1941t P* 280. ___5. Theory of Literature, Peregrine edition, 1963, p. 150.
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Tiie ’real’ poem is identified with a structure of norms as a cause of 
experience, that does,not give the wnole work. It is by no means 
clear wnat a structure of norms is, especially ’implicit norms which 
have to be extracted from every individual experience of a work of art’;1 

a nd, at any rate, Tellek a nd warren do not explain how the correct 
norms are to be derived or how precisely they are related to the po
tential cause of experience.

According to Susanne hanger, a poem is a type of presentational 
symbol in which language nas been transformed into an appearance of life, 

’a piece of virtual life’? Poetry induces the illusion that we are 
experiencing life directly^ But there is no reason why history should 
not produce the same effect or why all poems must. Purtner, as Paul Ziff 

has pointed out, the notion of the work as some kind of illusion is 
a bit misleading and unnecessary.^ of course, Susanna Langer*s re
marks on the literary work are tied up with ner more comprehensive 
theory about presentational symbols.
Stephen Pepper identifies the object of criticism with ’the per

ceptual funding of all the relevant details aroused in an aesthetical
ly discriminating person on the stimulation of the control object’.5 

But, surely, the object of a critical analysis is not a sex of

1. Op. cit., pp. 150-151.
2. peeling and Form, 1555, P» 212.
3. Ibid., p. 234.
4. ’Art and the ‘Object of Art* *, in Aesthetics and Language, ed., 
William Elton, I5b7, PP* T/O - 186.
5. ’iypes of Objectivity in a Work of Art’, proceedings of the Third 
International Congress of Aesthexics, 1557» P. 157*
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perceptions, fully funded, or not. Moreover, it would seem that Pepper, 
not contented with the difficulties of locating one object, would have us 
seek three - the control object, the composite object of funded percep
tions, a ^ d  the axesthetically discriminating person.
The most basic and coi&ehensive analysis of the literacy work is per-

^ 1haps that provided by Roman Ingarden. Although he recognizes that the 

literary work could be analysed in terms of different strata, his in
clusion of the stratum of appearance or ’concretization? locates the 
work in the mind of the reader in such a way as to suggest that what the 
reader perceives are appearances. According to Ingarden, since the work 
reappears only in a correct concretization, all concretizations stimulated 
by the script are not necessarily to be identified with the work. His 
notion of concretization, based on a phenomenological theory of being 
which classifies works of art an intentional objects par excellence, 
la-ads away from a more careful analysis of the object that gives rise" 
to the experience of concretization.
While Wimsatt, Ransom, Langer, Wellek and Warren propose characteriza

tions of the work at some r^emowe from the text, Pepper and Ingarden 
are conscious of the ’control object’, but do not relate it satisfactorily 
to the properties of the work.
From a consideration of certain attempts to say what a literary work 

is we should notice that what we need is an analysis of the literary 
work which takes seriously the control object that gives rise to the 
experience of the work, and some general account of now the work may 
be said to nave the properties claimed on its behalf.

t. Da-s Litera-rische Kunstwerk, i960.
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7. The Text

I# The literary work is presented through some medium or form, which 
we may refer to as the text* That is, our acquaintance with the work is 
through the decoding, construal or interpretation of the medium through 
which it is presented# Such a medium is of two forms : a) the graphic text
b) the phonic text* The problem, therefore, of discovering the work is 
that of determining how the text is to be construed and interpreted*
The graphic text is a set of written ma%rk8, while the phonic text is 

a stretch of uttered sounds. Either the graphic or the phonic medium 
can yield the work, provided that we do not hold the theory that the me
dium in which the work is composed is a unique^ unchanging or unchangeable 
particular# We can make no progress in determining the nature or identi
ty of the text before discussing the personality, so to speal^of the text.
II. a) that the text is a unique, unchanging particular.

The proposition that the text is a unique, unchanging particular means 
that for any work there is but one numerically unique text the properties 
of which remain the same . This inj;um could mean either that the text 
is composed of the kind of material that does not admit of change or 
that should the properties of the text change it would cease to be the 
text. Since in all probability no text has ever been produced with 
everlasting properties, we may take the second interpretation of the 
thesis. If the text of a literary work is a unique particular, then 
literary texts have been encountered by very few people. And if it is 
gun unchanging particular, then it has been encountered by fewer yet; 
since change and decay in all a-xound we see.
A further consequence of this thesis is that if the original manuscript 

of a work is lost, then the work is lost; for the work is available onjy
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through the text. It also means that no oral work could become available 
through a graphic text ; and that all the oral works of the pre-graphic<' 
era are lost to us. It further means that all the oral works of the 
pre-graphic era were never orally passed on.
It is extremely unlikely that anyone has held this thesis, since there 

is no advantage to be had by holding that the marks of a verbal manu
script cannot be duplicated in a way that retains the properties of the 
text necessary for yielding the work.

b) that the text is a unique changing particular
The proposition that the text is a unique, changing particular means 

that for ary work there is but one numerically unique text^that can under
go changes. It could then be ne Id either that although the text undergoes 
changes, the work does not; or that the work undergoes changes accordingly 
â %6 the text undergoes changes * The work could be given by the text at 
time t, but not thereafter; or the work could be given in relation to the 
condition of the text through time* On the second understanding of the
matter, if an editor amends the text of the unique original, the work  . . _

amended.
This position has all the disadvantages of the preceding one with re

spect to uniqueness, and brings with it the consequence, where the work 
is conceived as changing with the text, that the poor work is at the 
mercy of the meanest tamperer of tne text#

It is not clear what this position would mean in the case of oral 
works, except that the work would disappear with its utterance| since

sounds presumably change from existence to non-existence# But perhaps 
the sounds could change into script; so that it would be possible on 
this interpretation to have graphic scripts of oral works by tampering
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with the sounds; that is, by writing them down. It would, however, be 
extremely odd to conceive of the sounds being transformed in this way,
c) that the text is a replicatable unchanging particular
The proposition that the text is a replicatable, unchanging particular 

means that for any work there is a text such that exact copies can be 
made of it, that these copies are identical with the text of that work, 
and that the properties of the text remain the same for all copies of 
the text.

We shall take the concept of the unchanging nature of the text to mean 
that the text is authentic so long as it remains in its state at produc
tion, So that the position being argued is that all copies of the text 
that are exact copies of the text in its state at the time of production 
are true copies of the text.
This concept of the personality or personal identity of the text would 

seem to be the one implied by the usual practice of endeavouring to de
termine the text of the work in its original state for the purpose of 
generating copies,

d) that the text is a replicatable changing particular
The proposition that the text is a replicatable, changing particular 

means that for any work there is a text such that it is subject to change, 
that exact copies can be mad# of it in a„Æy given state at any given time, 
and that such copies are both identical with the text in the given state 
at the given time and also identical with the text or any of its exact 

copies in any state at any time,
A consequence of this position is that different copies with different 

properties are all considered the same text, so that it may become
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necessary to specify wnich state of the text one is referring to in re
ferring to the text.
Ill, It is now evident that there" is an important point the analyst 
must report on in the preface to his analysis; for without a report on 
this point his whole analysis might be vitiated or rendered almost use
less sus sun identifying description, a-nd perhaps even as an analysis. 
As we have intimated, it has to do with the personality or personal 
identity of the text.
He should advise us wnether the object to be analysed, in this case 

the text, changes to auy discernible degree with time, and, if so, at 
what point in time or in what state in time his analysis is an analysis 
of the object. This will be particularly important if the text can be 
identified with any one of its copies, and the work with any of its 
manifestations through any one of the copies of its text, for we may 
have maturing or otherwise changing copies of the text or instances
of the work for time t, time t» and so on. So that a copy of the text
or work a^t time t may not resemble in all pertinent respects a copy of
the text or an instance of the work at time t». Thus, we may have
as many kinds of copy as there are states of the object, with as many 
states of tne object a^s there are points of time, and any number of 
copies of kinds of copy of the object in every state at every point in 
time. If the text is a unique but cnanging object, then we require to 
be advised of the time at which the analysis is made; for example :

'An Analysis of 0̂  conducted 15 hours, September 10, 1955** While 
if the text is a unique, unchanging object, we need no statement as 
to the time of the analysis, we shall, of course, need the time again
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if the object is a changing replicatable object.
Now a^ny discussion of the personality of the text will involve a dis

cussion of the personality of the work; since the text is conceived as the 
medium or vehicle for the work. To what extent, then, we may ask, does 
the personlity of the text derive from the personality of the work? This

A
is not only a difficult question; it is a strange one* For if the work 
is always given through its medium, how shall we consider a question of 
derivation? in fact, it ma-ey appear more natural to suppose that the work 
derives from the text, rather than that the text derives from the work. So 
in what sense could the text be derived from the work?
It could be urged that although we find it more natural to think of texts 

yielding works, it is quite possible that works yield texts. The reason 

why we do not suppose that works yield texts is perhaps that we never meet 
works that have no text; another reason is bound up with our ontological 
theories a*̂ nd our psycho-linguistic theories, which could be wrong. We 
hold, for instance, that there are no such things as thoughts or meanings 
floating around unconnected to brains; but we could be wrong, we also 
hold that there are no thoughts unconnected to words; but we could be 
wrong. Works might be waiting to be physically expressed through someone's 
mind a%nd through a physical medium of sourui or script. If this is true, 
then the personality of the work would fashion to some extent the person
ality of the text. We do not irjj’act hold this to be true; and so we are in
clined to say that what work gets created depends on the personality of 
the text. But we could avoid a possible dilemma by holding that tne work 
is given with the text. Now what a.̂ re the consequences of tnis?
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If we hold that the work is given with the text, then it would appear an 
inconsistency if we maintain that whereas the properties of the work may 
change,the properties, i.e., the work-yielding properties, of the text cannot; 
or that whereas the work-yielding properties of the text may change^the 
properties of the work cannot ; or if we say that the text can have copies 
or replications but the work cannot have instances or manifestations. In 
other words a parallelism seems to exist between our concept of the person
ality: of the work and the personality of the text.

Certain personality models or identity models were presented through 
four propositions;

a) that the text is a unique, unchanging particular;
b) that the text is a unique^ changing particular;
c) tha>t the text is a replicatable^unchanging particular;

d) that the text is a replicatable^ changing particular.
We have concluded that in each ca-^e the text may be substituted by 
'the work'* Before we go on to see how these models a^re invoked for 
makii^ out a ca-se for a given conception of the work or the text, it may 
be useful to distinguish diffe-rent types of identity discernible in or 
among our models.
Models a) b) represent numerical identity; that is, in each of the

two propositions tne text is one, discrete^ individual identical with itself. 
Model c) represents facsimile identity; that is, the replications of tne 
ta-xt are of pnoto-copy standing.

Model d) represents approximate identity; that is, where tiie text changes 
gra.'duallÿ through time and is replicated at each stage^ copies of each 
stage are approximately uhe sa^e a_s (identical with) copies of the 
preceeding stage; and indeea the copies of all tne stages might be approx
imately identical with one another.
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IV. Y/e nave already argued tnat there is no virtue in maintaining 
that the text, and so the literary work, is a unique particular, 

whether changing or unchanging. And the proposition that it is could 

be dismissed without any great snow of argumentative artillery, Except 

that a certain way of speaking, taken literally, might lead us to 

wonder if we should not, after all, retain something of the numerical 

model.

'.Ye might near reference made to what has nappe ne d to a work in trans

lation; that it has, for example, fared the worse for it. Or a 

philosopher might find it meaningful to ask; wnat nappened to the 

Iliad, an oral work, when it was written down?

Now the model for those examples ^  a unique spatio-temporal entity 

such as John, a man. It is assumed in terms of tnis model that some 

entities are capable of undergoing certain experiences and changes, while 

remaining the same, while retaining their identity. So we get puwzles 

about whether the old man of seventy-nine is identical with the son 

of that lady who gave birth to him as a baby seventy-nine years pre

viously; or whether a tree that has lost practically all of its original 

molecules is tne same tree; or whether Cleopatra's needle etc*

It must not be supposed that because of the structural similarity be

tween *‘i'ue natives did not suffer greatly from being educated* and *Tne 

English Miracle Plays did not suffer greatly from being redacted* any

thing ever happened ro any given Miracle play v/nicn could be 

termed 'redaction*. Or, similarly, that there was a particular called 

The Iliad which was held in some sense and written down. A redacted

version of a work is not nmaericaily identical with the work of wnich 
it is a redacted version; neither do they share facsimile identity.
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A similar argument can be urged with reference to a translation. Noth
ing happens to a work when it is translate»^ though, ncjjdoubt, something 
happens when someone attempts a translation of a work, A translation is 
not something that can affect a work, and a work is not something that 
can be affected by a translation. There is a context of understanding 
in which the coneept of translation functions, which permit»us to say 
mesj^jaingfully that a work has been translated. But we must not think 
of this as the work undergoing a certain process, changing, as it were, 
a ^ d  yet retaining its identity as most probably a man could. But if 
we hold that something was really done to a work when it was translated, 
then we are operating on the assumption that the work is subject to 
change, though not change of identity^ on rather a personal identity 
model.
Translations are clearly a>ttempts at reproducing as closely as 

possible as many properties possible of the work translated.

And the produced translation actually reproduces only some of the 
properties of the work, largely semantic , (though there is dispute 
as to whether exact meanings from linguistic culture to linguistic 
culture can be conveyed) and fall short most blatantly with respect 
to phonic properties of the work. But on a rough level of what 
happened to a set of characters in a novel, say, there need be no 
discrepancy between the descriptive statements of a person reading the 
novel in the original and another who reads a translation of it.
Although, the model we have used to deal with the problem of a work 

in translation is the unique but changing object such as a person, strict
ly speaking, the model is that of a replicateable,changing particular.
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However, since with the replicatahle^changing particular the object took 
on a different organization of properties without retaining the old,, ex
cept through the replications of earlier stages, the unique changing 
model id perhaps more appropriate, since a work in translation remains 
at the same time the original work, ThaS is, the original work does 
not give way to the translation but exists with it,
Since^according to our discussion,we cannot allow that the work is either 

of the unique, changing model or of the replicatable changing model, we 
cannot allow, strictly speaking, that a translated text of a work is 
a copy of the text of that work or that a translated work is an instance 
of that work. However, if it could be shown that the translated text of 
a work incorporated all the textual properties of the original that 
yield all the properties of the work, then such a translated text would 

be a copy of the text of the work.
One type of translation that would count as a copy of the text would 

be the 'translation* of a graphic text into a phonic text. All that 
would be required of the phonic translation is that it incorporate 
all the work-yielding properties of the graphic text* In this way we 
see that both the graphic and the phonic can be media for the work.
Thus an oral work can be given a graphic text, a^nd this would in no 
way affect the identity of the work or the identity of the teict. The 
danger would be that if oral works have no graphic properties and if 
many graphic works do (strictly speaking, if many works given through 
graphic texts do) then unless we know that we have a translation of a 
phonic text, we may attribute graphic properties to the work. But this 

is an epistemological, not a logical, problem.
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The model of the text or work as replicatable and changing appears to 
us^unsatisfactory; but of the models so far rejected it has probably had 
the most respectable adherents. So we may have to be less high-handed in 
dismissing it.
There does, however, seem to be a definitel inconsistency in holding, 

SwJR the users of this model do, that the meaning of the work changes, 
but that the text does not, it is held that the meaning of the text 
changes in accordance with changes in the meanings of its words ; so that 
(what is supposed to be an advantage) the work takes on new meaning for 
each new generation of readers. This lav̂ -st idea is so appealing that we 
might be tempted to ignore the inconsistency in the position. There is 
nothing, of course, contradictory in maintaining that the text does not 
change, while the work does. And it might not perturb the protagonists 
of this position, if they were told that they are committed to the view 
that what is really created is the text from which varying or changing 
works are generated. But the inconsistency as we have characterized it 
earlier is that of holding that the personality of the work is such that 
it can change through time, whereas the personality of the text is such 
that it cannot change through time. What account is to be given of the 
difference between the properties of the text that yield the work and the 
properties of the work yielded by the text in terras of immutability or 
mutability?

The natural answer seems to be that words (and texts are composed of 
words) change their meaning and their pronunciation a^s part of the 
natural phenomenon of language change. And to say that the words change 
their meaning is to say that the words are still there. At least it is 
to say that the inscriptions are still there; and the inscriptions are
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the words of the text.

But why is it supposed that there is not a natural phenomenon of textu
al change? The natura-^l agents of weathering have no special respect 
for texts. Ink fades, words get erased,words even get added, all in the 
natural course of events. Just as sometimes people agree that a given 
word in the new linguistic and social circumstances should take on such 
and such a new meaning, why cannot people agree that a text should have 
such and such a new word?
All that we have said so far against the position under consideration 

is that textual meaning should he considered as subject to change too; we 
have not shown that works do not change certain properties, in this case 
semantic and phonic properties.
We could challenge the purported fact that works change their meaning 

even while agreeing that words do. We could, for instance, explicate the 
notion of change of word meaning by showing it to be a loose way of say
ing that new words are sometimes created with the same form as certain 
old words. So that we could make a distinction between a word inscript- 
tion and a word in such a way that two different words may have the same 
inscription. So that the fact that a new word appeared in the same in
scription form as the old word of a text would have no tendency to show 
that the meaning of the new word had anything to do with the meaning of 
the old word in the text. In short, the old word would not have changed 
its meaning, and that property of the text would not have changed^ and the 

corresponding property of the work would not have changed.
We seem now committed at least by a process of elimination to be
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holding the view that the appropriate model for the text and the work 
is that of a replicatable^ unchanging particular,» we noted earlier that 
the changelessness of the text was to be taken in the sense of the text 
being considered as the text in its condition at the time of production^

So the total position is that the text is given with the work, that 
the identity model for the text and for the work is the same, that the 
text can have replications, that only those properties that are work- 
yielding properties are properties of the text, that all copies of the 
text must incorporate all the work-yielding properties of the work, and 
that the work can have instances or manifestations,
A text ce-a-ses to be in its condition at the time of production when 

work-yielding properties of the text at the time of production have dis
appeared, (Or if new work-yielding properties have appeared since the tire 
of production. But this is not a real possibility if the text is given 
with the work,) We may notice, then, that a defective text is one that 
does not incorporate all the work-yielding properties that the authentic 
text incorporates. In other words, it does not lead to all the properties 
of the work.

It will now be obvious, if it was not before, why a replicated copy 
must be an exact copy. And when we come to notice the different types 
of structure of the work a^nd the structure of the text, it will become 
clear why we say that the copies are of photo-copy standing. However, 
the notion of photo-copy standing is not crucial to the position, since 

the stipulation that the properties of the text must be represented by 
any true copy of the text and that the properties of the text are work- 
yielding properties would ensure all that need to be ensured.
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T* We have argued that for any text the properties of that text are the 
work-yielding properties of the text. If this is so, then the properties 
of the text cannot he determined independently of determining which are 
the literary pryrties essential to the work.
The questior^turally arises as to how we know what properties are 

properties of the work a-.nd what properties of the text yield these 
properties of the work,
A less ambitious question would be; what are the properties of the work? 

Next, if these are properties of the work, what are the corresponding 
active ar^pects of the text that yield these properties? It is clearly 
possible to know that p, but not to know how one knows that p or what 
the proper analysis of knowing that p is.
Now we shall take the question of finding out what the properties of 

the work a^e not as a question about a particular work but about works 
in general, Ih other woris, we want to know what are the different 
categories of property that literary works possess so that we can deter
mine what au^spects of the text we need for yielding these categories of 
property. So we can arrive at the active suspects of the text by knowing 
the full range of properties that a literary work can possess; that is, 
properties that will need a form of manifestation, an accessibility 
a..^enue, some textual basis from which to derive them,and then noting 
what aspect of the text yields each type of property, bnless we include 
this base in the replication of our text, some of the work's properties 

will be trapped, as it were, unable to manifest themselves. And it would 
be far better to include avenues’that lea_d nowhere tlian %b exclude 
a-venues that lead to properties of the work. That is why we need the 
fullest range of literary properties and the fullest range of textual
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aspects that we can discover. If we replicate non-active aspects of 
the text, they are, at any rate, pronibited from yielding properties 
of the work.

In going about our problem in this way, we have not, however, deter
mined what textual aspects are active for any particular work. But if cm 
program can be successful in this limited way to begin with, we would 
be in a pretty good position to identify the text that yields the work, 
and we would have made some progress towards identifying the literary 
work in the sense that we would have delimited its avenues of accèssibiliy. 
And we are awa^re that the delimiting of the active aspects of the text 
is a pre-requisite for any further enquiry into the nature of the litera
ry work. We could then investigate this nature through the textual 
structures isolated as yielding structures of the work; and if we make 
an enquiry into the range of structures of the work we would thereby make
an enquiry into the nature of the work.

If we reflect on the properties of literary works, we shall find that 
they could be characterized as graphic, phonic, semantic, and relation
al. Graphic properties are exemplified in shape poems, such as Herbert's 
'The Altar' and Apollinaire's 'Le Jet B'Eau', Phonic properties relate 
to the sound properties of the work expressed in its recitation, seman
tic properties relate to the meaning of the work at various levels; and 
relational properties refer to relations of the work through interaction 
or influence of different kinds of property with or on one another. We 
shall refer to each class of property as a structure; and by investigatig
the nature of each structure we hope to be investigating the nature

of the work.
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Recognition of these structures of the work helps us determine what prop
erties of the text should be retained in replication. Word inscriptions 
set out in the order given in the original or any true copy is the mini
mum requirement for yielding phonic, semantic, and relational properties^

and would seem to be sufficient for the text of a novel. Whereas we 
would be well advised to retain line spacings and the general graphic 
layout of the page for poetry, since the layout may yield a representation 
in the case of shape poems or register modes of organization and emphasis, 
or serve some literary function, as is probably the case with many of the 
poems of e e cummings. It has been the tradition to replicate copies of 
facsimile or photo-copy status for poetry. In this way, one does not have 
to make a judgment on what properties of the graphic layout are essential 
properties of the text. (One does, of course, make the judgment that 
quality of paper or some such property of the text is a matter of no 

s ignif icanc e ,)
We shall take it as established that we now know the range of proper

ties that a literary work may possess; but we have not at all established 
how it is to be determined that any particular work has all of the 
structures that a work may possess. It was suggested, for instance, that 
novels do not have graphic properties as properties of the work.
We might be tempted to hold, if we accept the text and work as given 

at the time of production, that the producer determines what the range 
of properties for his particular work is or is to be. But a statement 
from the producer cannot determine the structures of the work; for, after 
all, the producer might say anything that he likes. He might say, for 
instance that his work is to be interpreted without any reference to
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phonie properties, that his work has no phonic properties. But clearjy 
he cannot be allowed to make such a ruling. Words have phonic properties 
whtther he likes it or not* Or, what is a slightly less freakish claim, 
suppose the producer says of an alliterative line that it was a sheer co
incidence and it is to be considered no part of the phonic structure of 
the work. Again we might commiserate with him; but the line does have 
alliterative properties*

A producer in creating an object might not have realized all that he has 
created, might not have intended to create that much and so on. But if he 
is releasing object»in a world peopled with other objects, there is no way 
in which he can both be in the world of peopled objects and outside it; or 
there is no way in which he can pretend successfully that in his sub-world 
certain qualities of objects do not exist, that he has willed them out of 
existence by ignoring them* if literary works have certain established 
structures which he uses in creating his product, then he cannot pretend 
that these structures do not exist or that they do not exist for him or 
for the particular work. The case is quite different where a novelist 
claims that his linear organization is not to be considered as embodying 
a graphic structurerais is the case with at least some poems. We would 
accept this, since there is normally no graphic structure in novels. And 
now if a novelist insisted that his novel did have a particular graphic 
structure that requires the replication of linear organization for his 
text, we should ask him to make up his mind whether he wants to write a 

novel or a narrative poem.
This is not to say that it is impossible for an artist who claimed that 

his work has properties that we would not normally notice from our ex
perience of other works to succeed in showing that his statement. con
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cerning the properties in question is valid and correct. It is also 
possible, that a literary artist could one day convince that his hand
writing is an aspect of his work and ought to be replicated. But his work 
would not be considered to ha.^e penmanship properties merely because he 
said that he created the work with them. Neither would it not have them 
merely because we denied it, scaae justification would have to be given 
on either side as to how the claim is related to properties that literary 
works may or may not have, A case could not rely merely on the fact that 
the producer intended it or would have it that way or that the audience 
did not like it or would not have it that way. For if this kind of state
ment from the producer would do, so would the audience's, A justification 
would have to show how the author's penmanship is related to other proper
ties of that literary work or literary works in general, how it serves in 
his case or in whoever's a similar function as other aspects of the graphic 
text accepted as embodying properties of the work, how it fits in with 
other properties of the work aynd so on.

It is not obvious, for example, that all of the punctuation and spacing 
eccentricities of e e cummings have anything to do with properties of the
work. He is either making literary points or fool>-ing around with punc
tuation and paper space. Now at lea<st several of his layouts are 
effective and acceptable. But we could not have this sort of thing 
carried to absurd limits by a poet writing a fifty word poem on twenty foot 
square pages with one word on each page occupying the last word space of 
the page, demonstrating that thought and ideas a^nd objects and everything 
are really spaces apart. He c a ^  make this point with much less space 
and fewer pages of paper; and so the supposed active aspects of the text 
set out as described above are not essential aspects of the text at all.
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The text, we conclude, is created with certain properties that yield 
the properties of the work in terms of the four structures we have 
suggested. And the active aspects of the text depend on the nature of the 
particular work and the particular text produced, cm the known structures 
that literary works possess, the relation of aspects of the particular 
text to known structures of literary works, the relation of aspectfof the 
particular text to known aspects of the work. There is no way of starting 
from scratch, as though other literary works do not exist; and there is 
no way of considering an a#spect or structure or putative aspect or 
structure in isolation from other structures of literary works or the 
literary work in question. Also, there is no way of simply legislating 
that the author or the audience or pundits or critics or literary popes 
determine what aspects are active suspects of the text and what properties 
are properties of the work,

8, The Work Identified Through The Text,

It has proved necessary to identify the object to be analysed, the 
literary work, by starting off from some material base or medium which 
we identified au& the text, with reference to which the various structures 
and properties of the work may be shown to arise. We suggested that if 
we could offer an analysis of the object, an identifying description of 
the object would be implied by such an analysis.
Although the ba-^e is identified with the text, it would be misleading 

to identify the work with the text, unless we conceive of the text always 
in terms of the structures it embodies. In this way we would always mean 
'text as * — graphic, phonic, semantic or relational structure; or we could 
mean the text as all these,We cannot, however, afford to dispose of the
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t e x t  a s  a  n e u t r a l  b a _ a e  t o  b e  In t e r p r e t e d  in  d i f f e r e n t  w a y e . E v e n  o u r  

h a b it  o f  t a k in g  th e  s y m b o le  on  th e  p a g e  t o  be s e t  o u t i n  a  c e r t a in  w a y , t o  

b e re a d  h o r iz o n t a l l y  r a t h e r  th a n  v e r t i c a l l y ,  f o r  in s t a n c e , r e l i e s  o n  a  w ay  

o f  in t e r p r e t in g  how  th e  s y m b o ls  eu^re s e t  dow n f o r  f u r t h e r  in t e r p r e t in g .  

A ls o , u n le s s  we knew  th e  c o n c e p t o f  a n  a c r o s t ic ,  we w o u ld  h a r d ly  n o t ic e  

th e u *  a  v e r t i c a l  a rra n g e m e n t o f  l e t t e r s  i n  a  h o r iz o n t a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  t e x t  

c o u ld  b e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  We s e e , t h e n , t h a t  n o t e v e n  th e  s im p le s t  mode o f  

in t e r p r e t in g  th e  s y m b o ls  o n  th e  p a g e  i s  g iv e n  w i t h  th e  t e x t .  T o  a r r iv e  

a t  th e  w o rk  we n e e d  t o  know  how t o  c o n s tru e  th e  t e x t .  A nd  we h a v e  s u g g e s te d  

th à W  e t  le a s t  some l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  r e q u ir e  a  m ode o f  c o n s t r u a l t h a t  g e e s  

b e y o n d  t h a t  o f  a r r iv in g  a t  o n ly  th e  s o u n d  a n d  th e  m e a n in g  o f  th e  w o rd s .

T h e  g r a p h ic  in s c r ip t io n s ,  th e n , a s  a  s e lj^ f  s y m b o ls  c o n s t i t u t e  th e  t e x t  

t o  b e c o n s t r u e d . A  c e r t a in  o r th o g r a p h ic , l e x i c a l  o r d e r  i s  o b s e rv e d  a s  

d e f in in g  th e  m o st e le m e n ta r y  d e s ig n  o f  th e  t e x t ;  f o r  p o e t r y  c e r t a in  T in -  

e a r  ju n c tu r e s  e u re  r e c o g n iz e d  a s  i n t e g r a l  w p e c t s  o f  th e  g r a p h ic  d e s ig n ;  

v e r t i c a l  o r th o g r a p h ic  r e la t io n s  p ro d u c e  e io r o s t ic s  a n d  th e  t o t a l  g r a p h ic  

la y o u t  m ay b e  r e p r e s e n t a t io n a l .  T h e  b a s e  re o o g n iz e d  a s  a  l i n g u i s t i c  

s t r u c t u r e  i s  in t e r p r e t e d  a t  a  n u m b e r o f  le v e ls  a n d  i n  a  c ( m p le x it y  e f  

m o d e s , m  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  s e m a n tic  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  a ^  e m h e d y in g  th e  

e u r t i e t i c ,  p h o n o lo g ic a l o r g a n iz a t io n  a n d  e x p r e s s iv e  e f f e c t s  o f  th e  la u m  

g u a g e  i n  w h ic h  th e  w o rk  i s  e x e c u te d , th e  p h o n ic  s t r u c t u r e  i s  i d e n t i f i e d .

A nd  a s  a  c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  c lo s e  s t r u c t u r a l  in te r -d e p e n d e n c ie s  a n d  i n f l » -  

e n o e s , th e  r e l a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  e m e rg e s . T h e  w h o le  w o r k , t h e n , i s  id e n p - 

t i f i e d  th r o u g h  th e  f o u r  s t r u c t u r e s  in d ic a t e d ,  w h ic h  c o n s t i t u t e  th e  

to n y  o f  th e  w o rk *
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9# Analysing the Form aund Analysing the Work

To isolate the four structures through which the work i manifests itself 
is only to isolate the form of the work, it should be evident that agree
ment concerning the actual nature of these structures is by no means 
guaranteed by the mere recognition of their existence or general form.
The possibility of correctly identifying a given structure while being 
mistaken about another, or of misrepresenting structural components is 
a rea>i one. Misrepresentations may result from spurious methods of 
identification, poor apparatus or defective vision.

It becomes crucial, therefore, to devise a means of determining correct 
and apposite descriptions of the literary work in whatever structural 
manifestation. An analysis of the nature of each structure to discover 
what its properties are a-nd how we can know them would seem to be the 
way to solve our problem,

10, The problem in part epistemological

If the set of four structures that we have indicated constitutes the 
anatomy of the work, and if the object before us is a set of marks, then 
the work must be considered in a sense a constructed object. Having 
recognized the frame into which the work fits, we have only cleared the 
way for our reaxi problem - that of recognizing when we have to do with 
the full, authentic body of the work, we are involved, therefore, in an 
operation either of construction or re—construction; and our problem is 

epistemological — that of knowing and that of furnishing some justifica
tion for cleuâming that our constructs are the full, authentic body of 

the work. We seem to need some maxim, set of principles or rules of
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eo3ostrual that would lead us to the authentic properties of the work.

11. The problem in part aesthetic

Since the literary work is a work of art, a construal of the text that 
ignores this fact is not likely to be a responsible reading of the text. 
At eun^ rate, the problem of how a work of art is to be interpreted is 
a problem in aesthetics. If the text is to be interpreted so as to yield 
a work of art, we are saying tha^ our principles of interpretation 
have something to do with aesthetic values. And these aesthetic values 
mâ ŷ set some constraints on how we interpret the text One maxim may 
thus be: 'construe the text in such a way that the resulting interpreta
tion yields a (the) work of art'.
The full implications of the aesthetic aspect of our enterprise will 

be dealt with when we come to consider the nature of the semantic 
structure of the work. But quite generally^ throughout the discussion 
of the work^ that the literary work is a work of art will be an under
lying assumption.
12. In this chapter we have discussed various ways in which one may say 
what a thing is with special reference to the problem of saying what the 
literary work is. We have decided that one very useful way of doing 
this is to a-xcalyse the object, which sLnaalysis could be used as a 
method of identifying the object* in considering how we would go 
about analysing the object we realized that we had first of all to 
analyse the text, but that analysing the text bad to be done with 
reference to our notions about the sort of object the literary work is*
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Baling satisfied ourselves on this score, we proceeded to isolate 
four structures of the work through which its properties are manifested; 
and required that the text provide corresponding aspects through which 
these categories of property could be expressed or revealed* it re
mained to suggest that an analysis of each category of property should 
result in an analysis of the work, and that such an analysis would 
carry with it strong epistemological and aesthetic interests* In 
pursua*once of this plan we shall now embark upon an analysis of the 
four structures of the work.
A bit paradoxically, then, the task of this first chapter can only be 

achieved by the rest of the dissertation.
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Chapter II

THS GRAPHIC STRUCTURE

The graphic structure is abstracted from the material base or text 
in the sense that selected features and relations of the script may 
be recognized as defining axuthentic properties of the work.
we shall notice how the text may be interpreted as yielding a represen

tation, prodice visual effects, reinforce and contribute to meaning. Then 
we shall consider how the layout of the text with its junctures is related 
to certain rhythmic patterns of the work. To discuss this last issue, the 
phonic structure will find itself implicated, willy-nilly, a bit out of 
turn.

A. The graphic structure of representation

The graphic structure of the poem is perceived by looking at the 
page, where words are segmented in certain wa^ys with linear and 
stanza-'ic junctures. In prose this layout is not usually significant, 
but in poetry the visual design may be related to the meaning of the 
poem or may be referred to in the poem or there may be a significant 
pattern of letters such a-*s acrostics, or may be composed in a 
shape relevant to the content of the poem. Thus, when faithfully 
reproduced, Herbert's 'The Altar' is set out as it is on the 

following page;
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A broken Altar, Lord, thy servant reares, 
#Lde of a heart, and cemented with teares; 
Whose parts are as thy hand did frame;
No workman's tool hath touch'd the same.

A heart alone 
Is such a stone 
As nothing but 
Thy pow'r doth cut.
Wherefore each part 
Of my hard heart 
Meets in this frame.
To praise thy Name;

That, if I chance to hold my peace 
These stones to praise thee may not cease.
0 let thy blessed S A C R I F I C E  be mine. 
And sanctify this A L T A R  to be thine.

The poem is set out in the form of an altar; and the reference, 'this 
A L T A R * ,  in the last line has as referent the altar representation 
that the graphic layout forms# So that were the graphic layout other 
than in the form of an altar, the referential meaning of 'this A L T A R  ' 
would be problematic, and indeed different. It is also possible that 
the woi^s of the poem are to be considered stones in the constructing of 
the altar that would remain aus an expressive monument of praise ; so that 
'these stones to praise thee may not cease' takes on a significance it 
could not assume if we ignore the fact that the poem is set out in the 
form of an altar and that this is an aspect of the meaning of the poem.
It is further possible that the capitalization of 'sacrifice' and 'altar* 
serve to emphasize the sacrifice and altar in a way not open to a reci
tation of the poem^çhat is, a corresponding phonic emphasis might be un
natural, discordant or at odds with the rhythm of the last two lines. One 

would either have tiai stress more than would be usual the accented 
syllables of 'sacrifice* and 'altar' or give every syllable the same 

heavy stress.
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It is, of course, a known device to italicize or capitalize a word in 
the script to signal a phonic emphasis, itself an indication of a certain 
semantic nuance, which we might otherwise miss. But this is not to say 
that, granted the nature and possibilitites of script, the author cannot 
find the script an additional device for rendering shades of meaning 
more effectively in some cases thah phonic pointers.

It matters to our appraisal of the author's achievement in a shape 
poem that we recognize the representation as a constraint within which 
he executed the work. Apart from the mellifluous felicity of rhyming 
verse, we admire and congratulate the poet for his achievement 
within the constraints imposed by a chosen pattern of rhyme and rhythm.
A successful shape poem, therefore, is of a similar , and perhaps even 
more difficult, order.

The perception of the graphic structure of such a poem is a straight
forward matter of looking at the page to see how the inscriptions form 
the relevant pattern.

B. Other Functions of the Layout

The layout of the text ca rries more subtle significances than that 
of a representation* Notice how Donne uses the terminal position in

At the round earth's imagin’d comers, blow 
Your trumpets, AngeIls, and arise, arise ...

The effect of the strategic positioning of 'blow' is tremendous, 
perched at the end of the line, enjoying his functions, as it were, 
to the point of forgetting that these depend upon trumpets and angels,
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It is not at all obvious that a recitation of the lines with the prolong
ed articulating of 'blow* would have the same effect. For part of the 
effect is not merely tlmt the line ends with an unpuncÿuated 'blow*, 
but that the line would not normally be expected to end with 'blow' at 
all. In other words, an unpunctuated 'blow* within a line would carry 
a different effect. So it would not merely be the way in which the word 
is articulated in a recitation that would yield a corresponding effect.
Here is Donne again using linear organization as an ironic device:

I wonder by my troth, what thou, and I
Did, till we lov'd? were we not wean'd till then?

The playful alliteration of the lines is a phonic property, but the 
effect of perverse enjambement (run-on lines) belongs to the page .We 
a-re surprised a^t the placing of 'did* in an initial position, par
ticularly after 'I* in a terminal position. Such an effect is clearly 
different from any parallel recitation that we might attempt*
We have produced examples to show that the visual design of the text 

deserves to be considered a poetic structure in its own right. We shall 
go on to suggest how the visual design functions as a determiner of 
the way in which the poem is organized.

C. The Graphic Structure and Prosodic Form

poets have used a variety of linear, stanzaic, and verse patterns 
which are considered to define certain aspects of the phonic yhythms 
of their poetry. So that the reason why some poems have ended at 
the precise point where they!nave ended is that the set number of 
recurrent rhythms were at that point fulfilled; stanzas were completed
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because the set number of lines were completed, and lines were com
pleted because the set number of feet were completed, go long as the 
poet chose a certain rhythmic organization^ he fitted what he had to 
say to the rhythms defined ii^erms of stanza length, line length and 
recurring accentual pattern. Of course, some poets, particularly 
modem ones, accept no pre-ordained pattern, but rather let the patterns 
reveal themselves or do not.think in terms of patterns at all; at least 
not in any conscious sense.
Now the graphic organization of the page has normally not been con

sidered an aesthetic gimmick, a way of making the page appear attractive. 
Rather, it has been considered to represent a certain phonic organization 
which the work possesses. However, on the other hand, a recitation of 
the poem reveals no acoustic contour unambiguously organized as correla
tives to linear and stanzaic junctures of the page.
There is no indication in a recital, for example, whether a çesEP 

graphically given as consisting of alternate lines of four and five 
feet rhyming abah (or even abca) is of that organization rather than 
consisting of lines of nine feet rhyming aabb and so on. Another example 
is that of internal rhyme where each line could have been two lines 
rhyming aa.
However, we could maintain that the poem has the phonic organization

which the text fixes in terms of lines and stanza, but that the text
when given a recital does not render it obvious. But the text does
not give the units internal to the line, the little rhythms of strong
and weak beats ; it does not give feet. It has even been denied that

tthere are such phenomena as feet. The recitation is probably at its 

1. E.W. Scripture, Grundzuge der englischen Verswissenschaft, 1929»
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most opaque with reference to division of stanzas and feet. And since 
the recitation of the text is normally an interpretation of the text 
rather than a neutral text itself, characterization of the organization 
of the phonic structure on this basis is open to refutation. That is, 
the interpretation may be wrong; stresses may be inappropriately applied, 
to give one way in which it could go wrong.
Then the validity of what we say about the organization of the phonic 

structure of the work may have to be related to the validity of the 
pdbological theories we employ, invoke or assume in formulating what 
we consider a proper analysis of the work's phonic system, with the 
appearance of various phonological theories the notion of a single 
strong beat or accent versus weak beats or unaccented syllables has beæi 
called into question; and consideration of secondary as well as tertiary 
stress, semantic considerations and the requirements of a responsible 
recital has brought fresh approaches and new confusion to the problem 
of determining the metrical form of the poem.
Even granting the old familiar categories of iambic and trochaic, there 

is yet much recent controversy as to whether a given sample of verse 
is basically iambic with trochaic irregularities or vice versa; or 
whether a so-called irregular line is not regular under a different 
system of analysing verse type.**

1. Cf., Halle a nd geyser's 'Chaucer and the Study of prosody*. 
College English, Vol. 28, December, I566, Nc. 3> W.K. Wimsatt's 
'The Rule and the norm; Halle and Keyser on Chaucer's meter'; and 
Ma-^uson a-jad Gryder's .'The Study of English Prosody, An Alternative 
Proposal', both in College English, Vol. 31$ No. 8, Ma--y, 1970.
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One reason why the matter cannot easily be settled is that more weight 
niay be given by some analysts to the natural performance of the text. If 
we hold that, in condidering the phonic structure of the poem, the standard 
accentuation of each word must always be preserved, we will obviously 
differ fundamentally from those who claim that the accentuation of words 
must always be adapted to the general rhytiy^a of the work's phonic struc
ture. Or if we maintain that the metric form is an abstract structure 
undisturbed by the natural oral performance of the poem, we will thus 
be at loggerheads with those who can make no sense of, or at least see 
no point in analysing, an abstract structure of recurring sounds un
related tcŜ n appropriate delivery style.
The fact is that the conventions of scansion and responsible recitation 

have been kept separate, so that it has not been sufficiently questioned 
whether the traditional scansion is really a scansion of the phonic struc
ture at all. Further the notion of the phonic structure has been over
simplified .Wimsatt and Beardley surely under-estimate the problem by 
emphasizing the public nature of the poem - 'something that can be ex-

“Iamined by various persons, studied, disputed - univocally.• Chatman,
who conceives of the task of determining metre as an enquiry into the
organization of the phonic structure always given in a delivery instance,
a^rgues that fthe meter of a poem is not a fixed a^nd unequivocal
characteristic, but rather a structure or matrix of possibilities

2which emerge in different ways as different vocal renditions ».

1. 'The Concept of Meter', PMA 74$ p* 588 (1559)
2. A Theory of Mete?.l965, p. 1U5.
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i If we analyse the rhythm of the phonic structure as a responsible 
recitation, the syntactic and expressive phases will hardly coincide with 
prosodic categories which appeal to fixed stresses and commit mono-^ylla— 
bles to whatever pattern is established by dissyllables and polysyllables. 
If we take off, on the other hand, from the visual arrangement on the 
page with dictionary determined stresses, we are pointing more to a cer
tain organization of the text than to the poem's phonic structure.
The distinction between the poem and the performance, which wimsatt 

and Beardsley invoke, has not been made clear. Surely if we think of 
the poem as sound at all, any such sound no matter how neutral must be 
theoretically capable of performance. So the distinction would have 
to be between different types of performance. What Wimsatt and Beards
ley would seem to have made a distinction between is the phonic text 
and the phonic structure of the work. In recognizing that the patterns 
of the phonic structure of the poem go beyond the concept of metre 
conceived in terms of dictionary verifiable stresses, they ought to 
have recognized that a metrical analysis of their type cannot be a 
responsible analysis of the phonic poem;since if by 'phonic poem* a 
neutral text is not being referred to, then the phonic structure, 
which is an interpretation of the text, must be referred to. We must be 
analysing either the phonic structure, which is given in a performance, 
or a neutral base, the text, that can be capable of good and bad per
formances, accurate or inaccurate interpretations.
Because we normally never become acquainted with a poem through a 

phonic text, but rather either through a graphic text or a recitation, 
which is an interpretation of the text, we may find it natural to hold 
that any given sound representation of the poem must be an interpretation. 
But if we recognize the existence of a phonic text, then, it is being
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suggested, we should he able to sort out the problems relating to metrical 
analysis and the analysis of the rhythmic structure of the phonic struc
ture.

Our contention is that the arrangement: of thb-^beM éh'‘the page as a 
parallel of the phonic text can be seen as constituting a certain metrical 
design in terms og the prosodic categories. However, a metrical analysis 
of the phonic structure of the poem, or any other analysis of the way 
in which the sounds of the poem are organized has to wait upon a deter
mination of that structure. The problem of the determination of that 

structure is the task of the next chapter.
It is perhaps worth observing that many im)dem poems make no metric ■ 

sense in terms of the old established types of rhythm. The page is 
however exploited not to mark off modes of rhythmic organization so much 
as to achieve other effects:

of evident invisibles 
exquisite the hovering
at the dark portal
of hurt girl eyes

sincere with wonder
a poise a wounding 
a beautiful suppression
the accurate boy mouth

now droops the faun heâ sd 
now the intimate flower dreams
of parted lips 
dim upon the syrinx

1. "Five Poems" 1, Dial. LXXII, p. 43» quoted in Edith Eickert, 
New Methods For The Study Of Literature, 1927®
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In this poem by e e cummings punctuation is non-existent, and so is rhyme, 
linear junctures are seemingly erratic and stanza^s would seem to be 
sometimes two lines long sometimes one, and it is not obvious why 
the spacing between lines is not uniform. Cummings is, however, exploit
ing the fact that poems are written, to achieve effects and suggest mean
ing. He is clearly not arranging lines to suit soma metric category.

This discussion of the graphic structure has been concerned to show 
in how many ways the layout on the page is important as yielding proper
ties of the work and why it ought to be retained. The visual layout 
may be seen to form a design to which perceptive attention should be 

directed.
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Chapter III

THS PHONIC STRUĈ jTDRB

The notion of the poem, in one of its aspects, a ^  an artistic organi
zation of the phonic properties of language has been more often 
assumed and appealed to than investigated and clarified, perhaps be

cause literature is more often silently read than recited the problems 
of identification that this structure presents have fairly generally 
passed unnoticed. Also, since the problems of meaning are so complex, 
it has been supposed that the problems of the sound of poetry are 
very elementary in comparison. It is the office of this chapter to 
show that, contrary to what has been commonly supposed, the phonic 
structure of the work is not available in any straightforward way; and 
then to discover in wnat direction we ought to pursue it.

1

m  the first place, on a very primary level, before we can determine 
the phonic correlates of the textual inscriptions we have to know their 
meaning; the same word inscriptions may have two different phonic shapes. 
Second, it may be that, though the sound is in some respects, or even 
ba^sically, the same, differences in pitch and tone bear different 
nuances of meaning or embody different expressive qualities*
The crude notion of standard pronunciation of the individual words 

of the text will clearly not do. There is a vast difference in phonic
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quality between the poetic stretch a-JB a monotone and as a responsible 
recitation. Although punctuation signals give some indication of how 
the flow of enunciation is to be broken up and intoned, very often these 
signals are logico-grammatical and syntactic anjdo not over-ride or always 
determine expressive phases* Certain intonation contours that do not vio
late punctuation directives may be ruled out, notwithstanding, as in
appropriate or even misleading. A single line can be read as yielding 
different meanings accordingly as one word is stressed at the expense of 
another. Thus in Yeats » line:

He must grow a famous man

different meanings require different emphases. A stress on 'he* would 
suggest that 'he' in particular^or as opposed to others who might be 
considered^must grow a famous man. An emphasis on 'must ' could mean that 
the point of his obligation was being made, or that in someone's view he 
certainly would become a famous man. Now although we could show that 
'he must' is not to be read 'she must* by pointing to 'he* in the text, 
we could not settle whether he was to be emphasised or 'must' in the 
sa^me clearcut way.
There is no way, thei^ of knowing how to perform the poem through simply 

knowing the phonetic directive given in the dictionary. And the graphic 
text is not organized or equipped to yield the poem's phonic structure 
after the fashion of a musical score, which gives time, rests, note 
values, stoccato symbols etc. So that when we say each interpreter of 
a score gives his own interpretation, he has already been directed 
to a very great degree of precision how to perform^ Thus, if we say 
that his individual interpretation of the work does not have to be ex
actly likA someone else's, it is not at all that he has been left with
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a score as opaque as a script for yielding a phonic work.
Any responsible delivery instance is dependent on the meaning of the 

text, however the text is to be supplied with meaning. But this is a 
minimal requirement. A responsible delivery instance must transcend 
mere correct pronunciation and avoidance of a misleading intonation con
tour. It is this consideration that lea-ds us to exejttins the phonic ctruc* 
ture more closely and recognize certain difficulties that have generally 
been avoided.
Literary critics have concerned themselves almost exclusively with 

metre, without giving any careful consideration to the phonic properties 
of the work, apart from many pedestrian and a few ingenious indications 
of alliteration and assonance. The question must be raised whether charac, 
terizations of the phonic aspects of poetry in terms of prosodic cate
gories deal with the most interesting and crucial features of phonic 
quality. Surely the poem in one delivery style as opposed to another 
expounds or reveals phonic elements crucial to the identification of the 
poem as a phonic phenomenon. It may be ea^sy enough to identify those 
features in virtue of which a line may be labelled 'iambic pentametre'; 
it is quite a different undertaking to identify those features of the 
delivery instance in virtue of which other characteri^zations of verbal- 
phonic style are made; or to rule when a given delivery instance will 
not do as a performance of the poem. If we are to comment critically 
on how the poet has organized and exploited the phonetic structure of 
the language that serves him as poetic medium, we must have a more 
precise notion of that structure. Hie cannot assume that the phonic 
structure is unambiguously given by a notation of words. And when we 
have located the structure in a minimal way, it cannot be irrelevant
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to ask what properties of pitch,tone, stress and so on are integral to- 
the phonic structure of the poem*

But even leeuving asA expressive qualities, we still need to establishA
what the sounds taken in their most naked form are. A foreigner, for 
example, might construe perfectly a poetic text with but a very vague idea 
of what it would sound like. And his attempt to perform the poem might 
be ludicrous. We would not say, in such a case, that he understood how 
the poet was exploiting the phonic resources of the language.
Wellek and Warren recognized the difficulties here when they referred 

to 'the special problem of ... the wide diversity oÆ standard pronunci
ations in different ages and places, the idiosyncrasies of indivdual poets, 
all problems which have hitherto been scarcely r a i s e d . i f  the phonic 
structure of the poem is an organization of sound, then, for any particu
lar work we need to determine the stretch of sounds with which the poem 
is to be identified; otherwise the critic cannot be sure whether he is 
a^nalysing the work's phonic structure. No two critics may be talking 
about the same phonic poem. Also, the fact that sometimes only a proper 
reading of a poem convinces that the poem is indeed successful lends 
urgency to the need of discovering what phonic properties are given with 
the text or required by it.
we may be tempted to suppose that If there were a phonic manuscript, 

we should have at least the definitive base from vfhich to set up a dis
tinction between the essential and inessential properties of the work's 
phonic structure. A tape recording, for instance, might furnish such a 
text. But we are denied the possibility of solving the problem in this 
way by the consideration that we could legitimately wonder whetner some
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essential properties of the work's phonic structure were excluded from 
that particular reading. It does not, therefore, seem possible to 
conceive of the phonic structure as given in the : way in which a text 
is given.

We might be warned not to set too stringent a requirement for the phonic 
structure of the poem, since, it is not after all a piece of music.
We could rule out from the start, for instance, any ridiculous require
ment as to the accent required for performing the work, we might be told 
that in music, where one would have expected that these problems more 
centrally belong, the same piece can be played on pianos of quite different 
tones. But the matter is not quite so simple; for it is not strictly 
true that the piano's tones do not matter. Certain pianos badly in 
need of tuning could rightly be disqualified. Or if we were subjected 
to Marche Funebre^n a quick fortissimo we should say that it had not 
been played correctly, although the performer would have got the notes 
right. Bums read in an American accent would not be so much a question 
of wrong tones, but of wrong notes. Even if we are to accept a less 
stringent requirement than for music, we would have to avoid the posi
tion that the greatest divergence of delivery sounds and styles is a 
matter of no consequence. We certainly must not accept the view, that 
since performance is not the end-préduct of poetry as it is for music, 
it does not matter what phonic shape the words are given beyond the 
dictionary entry, performance is not the only end-product âf poetry, 
but it is usually more important than in prose. A great deal of poetry, 
moreover, does nothing to camouflage the fact that sound is centrally 
involved. We have somehow to provide limits within which a recitation
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may be considered a recitation of the poem.
1

II

We have seen that a delivery instance of the poem is dependent upon its 
meaning for a definitive structure, although we have not yet settled the 
question of how the semantic structure is to be identified. Notwithstand
ing, we can say first of all that the phonic structure must be appropri
ate to the semantic structure. And if the poem can be shown to have 
more than one semantic structure,the phonic structure wil]|be any phonic 
structure that is appropriate to any of the semantic structures. It 
might be, too, that though there is but one semantic structure, there 
are several legitimate delivery styles or that for every legitimate semantic 
structure there are several legitimate phonic structures. In other words, 
a monistic semantic theory need not commit us to a monistic phonic theory.
At all events, our task now is to elaborate on the notion 'appropriate 
to the semantic structure '. ^
We have already signalled the danger of permitting too liberal a range 

of delivery styles; but, on the other hand, having endorsed a style as 
legitimate, we face a corresponding danger of enjoining too severe 
conditions of approximation on subsequent candidated. Extreme phonic 
monism would describe a theory according to which only the poet's de
livery style, say, represents a correct performance of the poem. And 
further restrictions may be imposed on the poet's style, limiting it to 

a particular delivery instance on the ground that all of his performances 
are not equally worthy; instances might be produced when the poet is
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fatigued, bored, or simply lazy.
The standards of a delivery instance or style would have to be independ

ent of any reader's particular performance; it must be possible to ask of
a-ny performance whether it is a responsible interpretation of the poem's 
phonic structure, so that the poet is for this purpose in the same posi
tion as any of his readers. What we are most likely to get from the poet's 
recital is a performance in the language in which the poem was written. 
Theoretically, of course, any read#^ can know the language in which the 
poem was written. But where a language is understood as including any of 
the dialects of a given language in a broad sense, and where the poet com
poses in one of the dialects of the language, his performance is most 
likely to be in that dialect. This fact has no theoretical weight, for 

so long as the performance is in the dialect in which the work was 

written, it does not matter whether the poet or any reader whatever gives 
the performance, simply. Bums is more likely to perform one of his 
poems in the Scottish dialect than an Australian would, if we allow as 
an instance of the phonic structure of a Scottish poem a recitation in an 
Australian accent, we would not seem to have a poem which on the phonic 
level is an organization of Scottish sounds.

The following points seem to emerge from an appreciation of the problems 
raised:

1) we need to identify the general phonic language required of the recital 
or delivery style;
2) we need to locate some real or ideal instance or style with vfhich 
to identify the phonic structure; and
3) we need to establish some criteria for determining the limits of the
range of instances or styles that approximate the real or ideal instance 
or style with which we identify the phonic structure.
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Linguists tell us that each speaker of a language employs his own 
dialect, referred to as his idiolect; each idiolect is a member of a 
group of idiolects that together form a dialect ; and a community of 
rather closely resembling dialects form a language.

It is obviously too stringent a requirement to rule that a delivery 
instance must be in the idiolect of the composer. On the other hand, 
it would be in many cases too liberal to allow as adequate a delivery 
instance in any of the number of dialects that count as members of the 
same language; for the whole effect of the work may depend on our recog
nizing that it is written in a specific phonic dialect. Thus, if the 
poem is identified as a certain selection of sounds within a certain 
phonic dialect, all performances in the general phonic language cannot 
be considered to embody adequately the phonic structure of the work. It 
may become so impracticable, however, to reconstruct the work's phonic 
dialect that we have to make do with a very imperfect phonic interpre
tation,. We must be careful all the same, to keep separate the problem 
of how we go about reconstructing the phonic dialect, or the difficulty 
of so doing, from the question of establishing the identity of the 
phonic structure.

It is notoriously difficult to decide what is to be considered standard 
pronunciation in a given language, and whether different accents coupled 
with slight differences of orthography constitute a dialect of the lan
guage in question or an independent, resembling language. An American 
reading English (̂ English) poetry with an American accent produces English 
sounds only if we rule that his accent is an acceptable version of a 

variety of accents all to be considered English. Quite curious results
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might be brought about for the phonic structure of the work, if, for 
instance, two successive lines of blank verse ended with 'stop* 'slap* 
respectively, we could well get a rhyme. This sort of problem exist 
not only for Americans reading English poetry but also for contempora
ry English reading Pope, to go no farther back, We could say that we have 
a case of a distinct dialect with Bums, Anyone reading 'To a Mouse', 
say, and pronouncing the firdt syllable of 'cowrin' in the line;

Wee, sleekit, cowrin, tim'rous beastie 
a s he would the word for a female bovine rather than that for the soft 
murmuring sound of doves would be mispronouncing Bums, He has to know 
something of Scottish dialect, if he is to produce a valid delivery in
stance of the poem,
Tne matter has been further complicated by the recent florescence of 

Commonwealth literature. Much of the effect of west Indian literature, 
for instance, depends on performing the works in the favoured, but, 
strictly speaking, deviant, iambic rhythm of West Indian speech. Part 
of the semantics of many of these works is encapsulated in their phonetics ; 
where Standard British English phonetics, functioning as a contrastive 
background, permA. an explosive of subtle effects. An English (English) 
accent quite destroys the effect of many of these works,
We conclude that the first condition to be satisfied by a recital in

stance is that it is to be in the pnonic dialect in which the work 

wa-s written.
Our contention that the phonic structure must be appropriate to the 

semantic structure makes it obvious that use of the phonic dialect in 
which the work was written is by itself insufficient; since a delivery 
instance in that dialect might run counter to the meaning at various points



a  nd  may b a  g e n e r a l l y  in n o c e n t  o f  e x p r e s s iv e  q u a l i t i e s .

We may s a y  t h a t  a  r e c i t a l  In s t a n c e  i s  a p p r o p r ia t e  t o  t h e  s e m a n ti o  

s t r u c t u r e  i f  i t  d o e s  n o t  d i s t o r t  t h e  m e a n in g  o f  t h e  t e x t ,  a n d  i f  i t  

s a t i s f i e s  a d e q u a te ly  t h e  e x p r e s s iv e  r e q u ir e m e n ts  o f  t h e  w o r k .

A n  e la b o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  n o t io n  o f  t h e  e x p r e s s iv e  r e q u ir e m e n ts  o f  t h e  

w o rk  i s  now d u e .

E x p r e s s iv e  q u a l i t i e s  o f  t o n e ,  p i t c h ,  e m p h a s is , v o lu m e  a n d  s p e e d  ( i n 

c lu d in g  p a u s e  )  n o r m a lly  d ep e n d  o n  th e  d e t e r m in a t io n  o f  t h e  s e m a n tic  

s t r u c t u r e  a n d  t h e  b a s ic  p h o n ic  d i a l e c t  o f  t h e  w o r k .  T h e y  a r e  n a t u r a l l y  

a t t a c h e d  t o  w o rd s  o r  p a s s a g e s  t h a t  t r e a t  o f  o r  e x p re s s  in t e n s e  e m o t io n ,  

s o u n d , m o vem en t, c a lm , c o n t r a i t ,  a n d  a t t i t u d e s  o f  f l i p p a n c y ,  s a rc a s m ,  

b i t t e r n e s s ,  i r o n y ,  c y n ic is m , d e s p a i r ,  o p t im is m , e c s ta c y  an d  s o  o n .

I t  i s  e v id e n t  t h a t  we c a n n o t s a y  e x a c t l y  how much o f  t h e  g iv e n  e x p re s s *  

i v e  q u a l i t y  i s  r e q u ir e d  b y  t h e  w o rk  o r  a  u n i t  t h e r e o f ,  t h a t  some l a t i t -  

tu d e  m ust b e  a l lo w e d  w i t h i n  w h ic h  a  d e l i v e r y  in s t a n c e  may s t i l l  b e  s a id  

t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  r e q u ir e m e n ts  o f  e x p r e s s iv e n e s s .  I n  a c t u a l  p r a c t i c e  i t  i s  

p o s s ib le  t o  know  w hen a  p ie c e  i s  b e in g  o v e rd o n e  o r  w hen i t  i s  to o  f l a t .

A  th o ro u g h  g r a s p  o f  t h e  m e a n in g  o f  t h e  w o rk  i s  u s u a l l y  t h e  g r e a t  

a r b i t r a t o r .  I t  i s  c l e a r l y  p o s s ib le  t o  c o n v e y  d i f f e r e n t  m e a n in g s  

a c c o r d in g  t o  t h e  d e l i v e r y  s t y l e  we a d o p t .

We s h o u ld  n o t ic e  t h e  r o l e  t h a t  t h e  c o n c e p t o f  a d e q u a c y  p la y s  i n  d e 

t e r m in in g  w h a t i s  t o  c o u n t a s  a  d e l i v e r y  in s t a n c e  o f  t h e  w o r k .  T h e  

p h o n ic  s t r u c t u r e  i s  i n  a  s e n s e  a n  i d e a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  w h ic h  d e l i v e r y  s t y l e s  

a t t a i n  m ore  o r  le s s  a d e q u a t e ly .  I t  w o u ld  be d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e  c o n v in c e d
reading

e v e n  a f t e r  t h e  m ost a c c o m p lis h e d  t h a t  im p ro v e m e n t i s  im p o s s ib le ,  o r
/f

t h a t  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  a c c o m p lis h e d  r e a d in g ,  w h ic h  g iv e s  a  som ew hat 

d i f f e r e n t  n u a n c e  o f  m e a n in g , m ig h t  n o t  b e  a  m ore a p p r o p r ia t e
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rendition,

Tne ideal instance or style would be that instance or style which con
veys most adequately in performance the meaning of the work, with the 
most successful use of tne expressive capacity of the human voice and the 
expressive resources of the pnonic language in whicAthe work is written.
Fortunately, all that we require is that a delivery instance satisfy 

adequately the expressive requirements of tne work. We nave argued that 
in order for it to do so the instance should be in the phonic language 
in which the work is composed and be the phonic correlate of the semantic 
structure, Tne strictly expressive qualities are engaged only when 

these two conditions are satisfied. The effect of the expressive quali
ties is to highlight, underline, reinforce and enhance the semantic import 
of the work, and display the artistic organization of the sounds of the 
phonic language in which the work is executed. To the extent that the 
delivery instance succeeds in doing this is it to be considered ade
quate to the expressive requirements of the work.

It is perhaps worth observing that we can recognize a delivery instance 
as expressing adequately the pnonic structure of the poem, although we 
ourselves may be capaole of no sucn performance* So aoility to perform 
the structure is not a necessary condition for perceiving it. Also, 
a given performance may lead us to revise our prior expectations about 
how the poem is to oe recited; so that though we could never say before
hand with any competence or assurance wnax tne delivery style should be, 
we could always recognize when we were confronted with an adequate one.
But in the aosence of an adequate performance how can we perceive the 
phonic structure? w® have seen that Jknowing how the words are pronounced
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in the language is necessary hut not sufficient to guaranteè the produc
tion of an adequate instance; and it hardly makes sense to talk about 
reading the poem, through its meaning alone; the text always carries 
with it expectations of pnonic fulfilment.

Let us take again tne example of tne reader of a foreign language who 
knows the lexis grammar and syntax of the language perfectly, but whose 
idea of the phonetics of the language is inadequate. (Tne analogy would 
be of no use, if ne had no idea whatever of the pronunciation) Such a 
reader would have a very imperfect idea of the phonic structure , but 
he would not get it completely wrong, I-& would seem , then, that we 
must employ the notion of degrees of perception, A reader wno knew the 
standard phonic structure of each word, but who was unacquainted with 
phonic devices of expressiveness, would have a more adequate notion 
of the phonic structure, though still to some extent an imperfect one.
To perceive adequately the pnonic structure of the poem is either to 

be capable of recognizing an adequate delivery instance of the phonic 
structure or to have an adequate notion of how the delivery instance is 
to be performed* An adequate notion of now the delivery instance is to 
be perforiried involves knowing how the words are to be pronounced and 
what expressive characteristics they are to embody. It does not re
quire the anility to put the notion into effect through the production 
of an adequate delivery instance. One can nave an adequate notion of 
tne pitch of a given note without being able to sing it. The test 
would normally be whetner one could recognize the note when it was

sung.
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Tiie problem ol determining whether a perception is adequate may derive 
from uncertainty as to what expressive qualities a delivery instance is 
to incorporate, and even at a more primitive level, indecision a^s to 
when a reader may be said to be pronouncing the words of the language 
correctly. Tne pronunciation of words within a language changes with 
time, and to perform all verse as if it were contemporaneous with our 
own standard dialect would be to get many aspects of m e  work's pnonic 
structure wrong.
However, if we hold that the phonic structure of the work can change 

with changes in the pnonic structure af the language in a similar as 
words may be said to change xneir meaning, then there would be no need 
to enquire into the properties of the language of the work at the time 
of production. We have already had reason to reject this concept of 
the work's personality. Such a model would upset our notions about 
what was created; for clearly, a different organization of phonic 
properties would inform the work at each stage in the process of lan
guage change.
The phonic structure of the work is an artistic organization of the 

sound system of the language in which the work is written, expressive 
of a particular semantic content. All descriptions of the phonic struc
ture of the work, therefore, must be grounded in an adequate perception 
of that structure faithful to the semantic and expressive requirements 

of the work.
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CHâFrjîki X/ part î
Descriptions

1, Introduction

la discussing the semantic structure of the work, I shall try to 
get along for the moment without launching into the general problem 
of meaning. Although I shall appear in this way to be beginning 
somewhat in Aediid rebus nothing in my ultimate conclusions concern
ing meaning will have the force of invalidating the analysis I snail 
have given. Actually, this procedure is consistent with a general 
emphasis on analysing basic aspects of the work before going on to 
higher flights of abstraction.
The proposed blueprint involves discussing the text as descriptions, 

the nature of which is analysed with reference to truth values and the 
two categories of surface and embedded descriptions. The next chapter 
will be concerned with the fundamental and absolutely crucial problem 
of how the xext is to be construed, which is to discover how the 
semantic structure is to be identified. Finally, in chapter 6 I 
take up once again more concrete manifestaiiion of the semantic struc
ture, applying this time the conclusions of chapter 5 to the inter
pretation of symbol, metapnor a<nd deviant linguistic forms. Tnrough 
this approach it is hoped that *tne world of the work* and important 
issues of meaning in literature will be adequately covered; and we 
should have a good understanding of what happens in literature,
Tne confrontation with meaning could thus be considered a tri

partite campaign involving anticipation, resolution and application.



-59-

2, Literary descriptions - true, false, fictive

The text of a literary work snares the grapnic symbolism of a dis
cursive language. Tnat is, the inscriptions are recognized as belong
ing to lexical, grammatical and syntactic categories. A large body of 
literature is semantically organized in a way easily identifiaole as 
narrative. It is composed of linguistic descriptions such as are used 
to report on or describe states of affairs. Wnat we are concerned 
with now is an examination of those inscriptions of the text recog
nizable as narrative descriptions.
By narrative descriptions of the text we shall understand not only 

direct descriptions such as *I wander'd lonely as a cloud* (wordsworth), 
but also conversation descriptions such as * "I don't believe that old 
fellow would bet very much on my virginity,” she said. ' (somerset 
kiaugham, Tne razor's Edge.)
Distinctions will not be made among descriptions appearing in ballads, 

epics, eclogues, lyrics and odes within poetry; and romances, fables, 
picaresque, historical, realistic and new novels within fiction (not 
an exhaustive list). Nor will descriptions be classified merely by 
a^ppealing to facts concerning their accomodation and classification 
in libraries, the sub-titles tney bear, or their lack of connexion with 
Fleet street. Tims we shall not feel constrained to hold that a narra- 
Ü V 0 poem is not true because it is a poem a--nymore tiian we would feel 
constrained to hold that should an item appear in tomorrow's Times 
it must be true. After all, for any state of affairs there are at
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least several styles of reporting or mis-reporting it. Clearly a 
news entry is not accurate simply because it appears in a newf)aper or

A
is written in journalistic style. By parity of reasoning, a narrative 
poem is not untrue simply because it is written in verse.

It is, consequently, not possible to go along with Laurent Stern when 
he claims tnat 'within the literary work of art the author cannot refer 
to himself either by the subject pronoun "1” or by his namm or by any 
other means,*1

It would be readily admitted that there are no states of affairs 
answering to the vast majority of narrative descriptions in literature. 
This has led to confusions about the nature of literature and its re
lation to truth values. The issue is important, because how we settle 
it has consequences for how literature is to be understood.

Fiction has been defined as a system of invented statements or narra
tive, and the novel has been classified as a species of that genus, 
(This definition of course classifies fiction with most false state
ments made in a court of law, for instance) Now the fact that a work 
has been traditionally classified a^s fiction has nothing to do with 
whether it in fact consists of any invented statements at all, I f we 
hold to a definition of literary fiction which requires that the des
criptions of the work be all invented, then we may end up with very 
few work of literary fiction. At any rate, we need to know when con
fronted with a set of purportedly invented descriptions that they are 

in fact invented,
philosophers who have treated this problem have generally proceeded

1, 'Fictional Ciiaracters, Places and Events', pail & Phen research 
2q (Dec, 19&5), P* 206,
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as though it is possible to decide the truth value of literary descriptions 
as being all either true or false; and when the possibility that they 
might not be all of one logical type has been envisaged, they have pro
ceeded as though it is sufficient to ascertain the meaning of literary
descriptions, inspect the world and give a ruling,

« <What the nonpreaication theorist trmly recognizes is that fictional
1

statements are not assertions. But the question still arises as to when 
a statement or a description is a fictional statement or description.
For some sentences or descriptions of some novels may well be assertions. 
Whether or not the description predicates something of the world is not 
a question that can be answered either by inspecting the meaning of the 
description or by hearing the book being referred to as a novel or by 
neting a statement in the preface , introduction^or dust jacket to the 
effect that the book is a novel. The ansY/er can lie only in the answer 
to the question whether the 'statement* is asserted or not. And when we 
move from the field of 'fiction* and include all literature the doctrine 
is clearly ridiculous, Tne re is no reason whatever why a poet should 
not make descriptions of actual states of affairs. And to say that a 
poet cannot refer to himself in a literary work of art is to say somethin 

false*
It is best to recognize three categories of description that may all be 

represented in literature. While these three categories are related to 
the two traditional truth values of logic, there is no compulsion on these
ca^begories to correspond exactly with the categories of logic, Tne dis- 

1, Cf Monroe Beardsley's Aesthetics, 1958, pp,411-4U. Tnis reference, p.414-
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tinctions made in logic deal exclusively with assertions. We are engaged 
in describing what happens in literature, the status of what is written; 
ay^d this goes somewhat beyond assertions,
Tiie aescriptions of literature are either fulfilled or vacant 

A description is fulfilled if there is a state of affairs answering 
to the predication made by the description,
A aescription is vacant if 1) there is no state of affairs answering 

to the predication made by the description; and 2) if no predication 
is made by the description such that states of affairs are not implicated. 
On this analysis fulfilled descriptions are true, v1 descriptions are 
false, and v2 descriptions are fictive.
Fictive descriptions are most commonly found in novels and jokes.

The assignment of the logical values of true and false to all descrip
tions causes some uneasiness, ax leasx |>artly because in ordinary lan
guage the use of 'false' is too crude and insensitive to quite a few 
distinctions we make among descriptions that cannot be said to be true. 
Thus, 'he made a mistake', 'ne xold a lie', 'he misapplied a word',*he 
made a joke*, may all be taken as involving vacant descriptions, but 
each suggests a different way in which the description comes to be 
vacant. Tuat partly explains why we shall prefer to think of the 
two truth values of classical logic in terms of fulfilment and va
cancy; and while we shall refer to fulfilled descriptions as true, 
we shall classify vacant descriptions as false and fictive as out

lined above.
There is nothing really new about the concepts behind these dis tine-
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tlons (who could improve on Russell, Quine, Strawson, Donnellan, Hintikka, 
a-»nd Davidson taken all together?)» But what we may suggest has not be 
properly brought out is that all three are involved in literature in such 
a way that if we do not recognize them as separate types we cannot be said 
to be understanding what is happening or may happen in literature,

3» Tne epistemological problem of determining values 

Let us take the opening sentence of Emma;

Emma Woodhouse, handsome, clever and rich, with a comfortable house 
and happy disposition seemed to unite some of the best blessings 
of existence and had lived nearly twenty-one years in the world with 
very little to distress or vex her.

We would assume such a description appearing in a professed novel to 
be fictive. We are not going to suppose that there was an Emma Wood- 
house unknown to Jane Austen, for all that that would prove is that the 
description could be used as a true one. Let us suppose rather, that 

there was an Emma Woodhouse whom Jane Austin knew, Iti fact, she wanted 
to deceive that public that Emma was a creation of her imagination. Let 
us further suppose that although it is theoretically possible for the 
deception to be discovered that no one will ever in fact discover it. 
Then we would all believe a true description to be a fictive one; every 

critic would treat it as such.
Fiction, therefore, presents us with an epistemological problem. For 

if the novel is aefined a ^  a system of narrative descriptions, most, if
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not all, of which are fictive, we may not know wnen we have a novel*
And if it ever matters tnat we should be able to distinguish between 
true, false and fictive descriptions in a work, the problem will be 
a very real one. It may be extremely difficult to determine, or we may 
have no way of determining, whetner a given narrative is fictive or to 
what extent it is. We nappiiy assume, rightly, no doubt, that most, 
if not all, narrative descriptions in the novel are fictive because we 
are acquainted with the conventions of novel writing, which require 
this. However, knowledge of the conventions does not permit us to 
know wnen they are being flouted, if we did discover thac wnat we thought 
to be a fictive novel was really a history or a biographical history, 
our whole prior conception of it as a work of art would change, w® 
would not be justified in saying; *iex *s forget every word of it is 
true* and then in proceeding to read it a novel. We could read all 
history as a novel; a lot of it rea-ds like a novel. It is further 
possible for a novelist to use true, false and fictive description^ 
inone and the same novel, The false descriptions could be due to mis
information and could appear in a historical novel. Normally in a his
torical novel the writer is concerned to give an accurate description 
of some situation in a given historical period, Unless we accept that 
the background and the situation are meant to be historical and are, we 
will misunderstand what has been done in the novel, wnat the histori
cal novelist may then go on to invent could be a fictive set of charac
ters, or historical characters pursuing fictive conversation and so on, 

Reference to actual people does not make the description true, false
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or fictive; but whether they are Demg described as having featured in tla 
state of affairs as ê'iven Dy the description or being imagined for the 
sake of a story as so doing© 'fne fact that some caseSare difficult to 
jhdge does not upset or obliterate the distinction or its usefulness©
The proolem of determining the truth value of a given literary descrip

tion is not confined to the novel© Descriptions occur in poetry and are 
subject t® the same analysis© Tnus we may say that the following des
cription from Keats first locldrg irto Chspmsn*s Homer* is false:

Or like stout Cortez, when with eagle eyes 
He stared a t the Pacific - and all his men 

Look’d at each other with a wild surmise - 
Silent upon a peak in Darien©

for we know -Ghat it was balboa, and not Cortez, who discovered the 
Pacific© Whether the false description affects the aesthetic merit 
of the poem is a separate matter© Yfnat we are not allowed to say is 
that since 'Cortez’, 'Pacific' and 'Darien* appear in verse, tney must 
be considered fictive elements of the work. Tnere is every reason 00 
believe that Keats was referring to a state of affairs in the quoted 
lines, just as he was referring to Cnapman and Homer in the title of 
the work. Jg is, however, sometimes much more difficult to deter
mine Whether the descriptions appearing in poetry are true, false 

or fictive*
we have seen that the literary text does not automatically commit 

itself to vacant descriptions© XC is not necessary to distinguish be
tween fictive and other descriptions in terms of literary genres. We



nave no way oi^iisuring that the descriptions of any particular genre 
will be all fictive. Further, since the possibilities open to des
criptions are true, false and fictive, there is no ground for the dogma 
that the *l' oi the poem must be a 'persona*, that the author's voice 
is to be considered an ironic pose always separate from his real voice* 
In this way a literary technique would have been raised to a literary 
imperative*

The doctrine that descriptions in literature constitute a special 
class outside the universe of discourse witn which logic deals goes 
dangerously near to implying that one has to ignore the truth value 
of a discourse in order to respond to it as art'and given the institu
tion of fictional writing, it sounds as though responding to a scientif
ic work aesthetically alters its truth value.
understanding literature partly involves understanding the descriptions 

of which it is composed in terms of the values true, false, and fictive. 
It can bear emphasizing that the logical problem concerning their truth 
value must be kept separate from the epistemological problem of how we 
know tnat a given description in fact satisfies certain truth condi
tions. One may try to discover the actual values of descriptions by 
examining their context of appearance. But knowing and knowing that one 
knows are two different things. The description 'rue monkeys on Mars 
are equipped with an asbestos type epidermis * could be used as a fictive 
description, and it could be used as well as a serious attempt to des
cribe a state of affirs existing on the planet Mars. If this is so, 
then we might not know whether to classify it as fictive , true or 
false. If there are no monkeys on Mars or no such monkeys, then the des-



criptioa could, be either false or fictive, depending on what use was 
being made of the description; and if there just happen to be mon
keys on Mars with asbestos type epidermis, then the description could 
De true or fictive, again depending or what use the description was 
oeing put t®. It is a question of whether a reference is being made or 
not and even in the case where a reference is made, what reference is 
ma'he. m  the ordinary non-fictive use of language *Tne mayor is at

I
home may be either true or false depending on which mayor is referred to* 
Epistemological difficulties, therefore, should not be allowed to ob
scure the nature of the descriptions used in literature or compromise 
our understanding of them*

4. Literary descriptions and the world of the work.

Our habit of talking about a world of fiction or the world of the 
work trades upon a metaphor. There is literally, of course, no such 
world or 'neterocosm'* In a sense 'my world is not your world* is 
true, and metaphoric. But it would tend to produce more confusion 
than clarification, if we attempted an analysis of literary works 
either by attributing them a ^ l  to a literary world or by setting 
up a unique world for every poem and for every author (although this 
should be less productive of difficulties than the one big heterocosm). 
Tne metaphor is useful, and by means of it very many penetrating 
critical perceptions nave been possible. But as a comprehensive 
analysis of the literary work in which true, false and fictive des
criptions may all commingle, a world analysis would threaten the very 
ontic foundations of the world of literature. A world established by
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the set of descriptions occurring in literary works, none of which 
identify objects of the world such as we know it, and in which contrary 
and contradictory states of affairs subsisted, would invite the most 
lawless and contradictory speculations.

Whether or not the analysis of such a world is feasible, it is unnecessa
ry and confusing. For instance, the problem of reference to real people 
and places in a work may force us either to maintain that real people and 
places cannot be part of a fictive world or that there is an odd commerce 
and traffic between the two worlds, we probably fare better by sticking 
to what is before us - a set of descriptions that function in literature 
in various ways, we understand the narrative by understanding how the 
descriptions function. By giving an account of the various kinds of 
description and how they function, we thereby give an initial account 
of 'the world of the work *. After making a distinction between true, 
false and fictive descriptions, we can go on to a fuller analysis of how 
the descriptions of the text are to be understood, we may refer to the 
full understanding of the work as understanding the world of the work, 
so long as we recognize the limitations of the metaphor; for whereas 
the world exists whether we choose to describe it or not, the world 
of the work, when not identical with the real world, exists only through 

the descriptions of the text.
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2 burface and Erabedded Descriptions

1• Tne distinction

Categorization of narrative descriptions as true, false, and fictive 
represents only one aspect of the nature of descriptions* Other charac
terizations could be made according to whetner descriptions relate to 
events commonly called plot and action, refer to or generalize aoout 
the state of mind, emotions, attitudes or psychology of characters, 
provide commentary on the action, theorize about tne numan predicament. 
Thes could all in turn be subsumed under the category of explicit 
descriptions.
Along with explicit descriptions there are other descriptions rele

vantly derivable from the text or implied by it, which could be termed 
implied or embedded descriptions. There are also, of course, forms of 
language use other than descriptions embodied in literary works, such as 
exclamation, commands, apostrophes, etc* Apprehension of these forms 
of language is assured by an understanding of the forms of language 
generally. Thus, on a primary level of comprenons ion the majority of 
expressions in literature present no problem as to their general form.
It is evident, nowever, that to understand the general form of a discourae 
is itself no guarantee of an adequate grasp of wnat is being said.
What is described in a novel, say, is not available to the reader 
through a mere comprehension of the descriptions as units of language.
The reader is supposed to see how some descriptions link up with others 
how character descriptions are related t© action and event ^escrlpaioaa.
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laow coniraentary or suppression of it is related to the characters and 
action of the story; he is expected to fill in implied descriptions.
Certain implied descriptions are obvious or not according to 

whether the reader is quick at or experienced in recognizing them, which 
may involve not only knowledge of literary works but relevant know
ledge of the world. Hot all descriptions understood in terms of 
linguistic meaning are surface descriptions; some descriptions are 
ironic. A crucial problem is, therefore, that of determining what 
embedded descriptions are derivable from the text such that they can 
be shown to be implied by it.

It is clearly not enough to specify that such descriptions must be 
consistent with the text, for consistent descriptions are not 
necessarily relevant. Aud we need more than analytic descriptions 
represented by showing that if tne text states; 'Miss Taffety flew 
to Europe', then an embedded description of the text is 'miss laliety 
went to Europe'. We are not, at any rate, so much concerned with 
the implications of individual descriptions as with the implication^ 
of their conjunction. It is a question of what other descriptions 
the descriptions of the literary work entail, not so much as in
dividual descriptions but as a related whole. Tne question of un
derstanding the work as opposed to understanding the sentences of the 
work is bound up with the question of recognizing embedded descriptions 
2*8levantly derivable from the descriptions of the text. The interesting 
arguments over wnat is in a novel are clearly not directed at the 
surface descriptions, apart from the question of their truth value.
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The understanding of the narrative world of the v/ork is thus hy no 
means exhausted hy an understanding of the narrative descriptions 
of the text in any direct or simple way. A simple understanding of the 
text gives us the events in an alnn-est non-interpretative way. This 
understanding ia a minimal basis for an adequate grasp of the work.
Such a grasp of the world of the work is explained more in terms of 
noticing than seeing, although the potential speciousness of the world 
analogy must always be home in mind. Ir is not that a world is given, 
certain aspects of wnich we notice, are blind to or misrepresent; it is 
a question of deciding what world is derivable from the descriptions of 
the text.

2. Embedded descriptions and Fictional Cliaracterology

we shall now examine embedded descriptions in relation to character.
Character descriptions are given by the novelist usually quite 

early in the work, and the characters are supposed to illustrate 
or confirm these attributions in action. Sometimes, as in the drama, 
characters are presented through their speech and actions, often 
supported in various ways by the comments eJpd attitudes of other charac
ters in the work. The authenticity and reliauility of character descrip
tions provided by other characters are normally assessed in relation 
to our knowledge of the reporters themselves, guided by the degree 
of identification the narrator has established between the reporter 
and himself. It is clear that a lot more is true of the characters
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presented than the surface descriptions of the narrator reveal; and the 
motives behind action and intrigue are often deducihle not from what 
the narra cor explicitly sâ ŷs, but what characters themselves are made 
to say and do, along with our notions about what motivates people*
Tnere is thus considerable scope for interpretation and filling in.
The Obvious problem is that of setting up limits on legitimately 
derivable descriptions.

An interesting point of departue is provided by morris weitz in 
Bamlet and the pnilosopny of Literary Criticism ;

However we may explain Hamlet, there are certain donnas that 
cannot be denied: that ^mlet is athletic, fearless, vulnerable, dilatory 
adoring of his father, depressed, a^s well as, - here, too, Bradley 
helps us with his descriptions - brutal, callous, obscene, sarcastic, 
fond of quibbles, and given to repetitions of words. 1

Now it may be true that it cannot be denied that Hamlet is given to 
repetitions of words; the speeches of the text reveal this. (Although, 

strictly speaking, we would have to say at least under suoh circumstances 
represented in the play; for example, only under tension.) But contrary 
to what Weitz thinks, it can be denied that Hamlet is adoring of his 
father* Weitz asks rhetorically:

Can we accept an interpretation of mmlet or any other play, that - 
with no textual evidence in the play to warrant it - asks the reader 
to controvert, or to change into its very opposite, some given part

1. Hamlet and the Pxiilosophy of Literary Criticism , 19&4, P* 230.
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of the text and. its ostensible meaning?”̂

But such a verbatim notion of textual evidence will not do* Weitz 
treats the issue as if it were obvious wnat is and is not given in the 
texc* He seems to assume that a straight reading of tne descriptions 
of the text gives us tne play* But a person can delude himself^ and 
pretense must be a possibility in life or in a work* it is only as 
we observe what the character does, or does not do that we can form 
an idea of how to take what he says or what is said of him* Weitz 
goes on to assert;

Ho real life ï̂ imlet, let us grant, could love his father and yet act and feel towards a real-life Gertrude or Claudius as tne stage Hamlet 
does in the play* 2

This is tantamount to allowing that it is not an incontrovertible datum 
of the play that mmlet cLoes not love his father. The disparity which

Weitz observes between Hamlet's profession of love and his performance 
counts for himas evidence -chat the thing is only a play,^ and as such 
allows such anomalies. But if a real life Hamlet can profess xo love 
his father and yex «act and feel toward a real-life Gertrude or 
Claudius as the stage i^ileu does in the play*, why cannot a stage 
Hamlet do the same? If a distinction is to be made between our under
standing of character in literature and character in life, it will have

1. Op. cit., p. 24.
2. Ibid., p. 25.
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to be based on more than an appeal to the fact that the descriptions 
that portray the former are to be found in literary works, or texts.

I± we employ a very restricted notion of textual evidence the te 
would be very little tnat we could say, and if the actions of 
characters were to be understood in quite different terms than 
those legitimate in real life, we would be wary in making the most 
elementary predications. Bradley surely uses tne vocabulary he would 
use for real people. But even predicates like 'callous* could be 
called into question; for it suggests a disposition, and we have 
no 'evidence* that Bamlet was a callous person. We could at most say 
that for the particular action of the play Hamlet's behaviour could 
be described as callous. At this restricted level it would be still 
open for someone to object, in the circumstances, he might urge,
^mlelfs behaviour was appropriate, and certainly not callous.
Weitz uses this notion of wnat is given to rule out a Freudian 

interpretation of tne play. But this is not the way to outlaw Freud. 
Hov/ we interpret character in literature is bound up with tne question 
of what is to count as evidence for our interpretations:; not only 
within the text as surface descriptions but also from the set of 
implications necessary for an understanding of the work.
The perception of the work involves a range of interpretations 

oi" various orders of complexity anl abstraouion. Thus, by the simplest 
of perceptual interpretations, for example, we see characters engaged 
in certain actions; at a higher level of complexity we see these actions 
related to their characters in certain ways; at a yet higher level of 
complexity we see the entire set of relationships among the characters
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related to the whole action and metaphysics of the work.
In a total perception of such complexity the quality of our perception 

of character and relationships in the world are eminently implicated, it 
is thus really a question of discovering the areas and degree of human ex
perience required for each work. Tnere is no doubt tut that the great 
commentât ors on literary characterology evince a very sound, sensitive 
and judicious comprehension of human psychology. They have proved them
selves good non-professional psychologists. we may suggest, therefore, 
that although the same psychological categories, apparatus and criteria 
are not uniformly applicable to all fictional characters, we could not 
have a fictional characterology which bore little relation to our appre
hension of character outside fiction*

It might be argued, however, that fictional characterology is parasitic 
upon but not equivalent to general psychology; it could be a kind of 

Abnormal Psychology. Tne way to proceed would be to observe the be^vioxr 
of a large, and preferably disparate, sample of fictional characters 
to determine the principles upon which their behaviour is to be described 
and explained. One such psychologist*a la Frye might want to distinguish 
among fictional types according to whether tney appeared in the romance, 
the realistic novel or the confession, and work out the psychological 
categories appropriate to each genre. Ws could then probably have a 
range from tne simple psychology of medieval vices and virtues to the 
stream-of—consciousness protagonist and the existential hero. A very 
promising field of research would thus be open to the psychologists 
who nold tne view that attempting to understand fictional characters 
as we would attempt to understand real people is at least unscientific.
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There are several difficulties, nowever, tnat confront any sucn program, 
ye would, for instance, need to conceive of the many works of literature 
as representing different worlds; for among literary works differences
are as great as any that could be indicated between literary and nisC— 
torical works. A second consideration is tnat vmether a character in 
the real world is answerable to tne psychological categories applicable 
to real people is determined simply by his being a person in the world; 
so that no matter how eccentric or aberrant he may appear, we do not 
say that ne cannot be described by the canons of human psychology. Any 
difficulties he presented would be a challenge to improve our psychology 
rather than an inducement to abandon him to the theories of some alien 
planet. In tne case of literary works the world to which we allocate the 
characters is determined not by what we know to be possible because in
stantiated, but by some ratner arbitrary notion of wnat kind of character 
is consistent with what kind of world.
The distinction between real people and literary characters is not al

ways made out as a distinction between the real and the literary, but 
between those characters that are realistic and those that are not, Wnat 
seems to count as a realistic presentation is 'rounded* or lull portrayal 
revealing some kind of complexity. The assumption is that human beings 

are complex.
But it could oe anachronistic to suppose that fictional characters 

can be divided into complex, developed types in the realistic tradition, 
and flat personifications of vices or virtues in some pre-realistic era. 
we may well wonder whether so-called pre-realistic writers had a notion 
of human psychology as a complex of conflicts, repressions, defense
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mechanisms, unconscious motivations, sublimations, rationalizations 
and so on; for it is conceivable that they saw human character as de
fined by certain clear-cut patterns of good and bad, and certain domi
nant traits such as miserliness, greed, boastfulness, innocenc^ mag
nanimity and the like, So that with reference to their scheme the 
presentation of what 2* M« Forster would call flat characters 

would be a realistic presentation of human personality. The issue would 
be that of evaluating a certain kind of analysis of human psychology 
rather than that of distinguishing between realistic and non-realistic 
presentation. We have to consider whether the more complex presenta
tion of character in the modern novel, say, is not the result of certain 
advances in psycnoxogy.

There has certainly been a greater interest in character to the 
subordination of action. Wayne Booth alludes to Virginia Woolf as seeing 
the novelist "trying to express the elusive reality of character, es- 
pecially as character is reflected in sensibility." "Robert Humphrey", 
he further states, "summarizes the purpose of all stream-of-consciousness 
writers a.̂ s the effort to reveal 'tne psychic being of the characters', 
an attempt to 'analyse human nature', to present 'character more accu
rately and more realistically. » "  ̂ We may thus note that the modem I . v: 
novelist considers character to be complex and elusive, a much more 
complicated subject for presentation that former writers had supposed.

1. Aspect of the hovel, 1927*
2. The Rnetoric of Fiction, 19^1» P« 53*
3. Ibid., p. 54.
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Axid their presentations are tied to their thAies concerning human per-
sonality* Zola, for instance, professed himself to be a recorder of the
benaviour is tic determinism that underlies all the actions of mankind.
His novels are accordingly based on a certain theory about how people
behave. It is highly Probable, them, that 'pre-realistic* writersA
were influenced by the prevailing notions of human psychology, whether 
possession by gods or spirits, humours or whatever.
It is also possible that the stark simplicity of character portrayal 

is due to a lack of interest on the part of the author in presenting 
any great range of the protagonist's personality. That is, the author 
could be engaged in a novel of action rather tnan cnaracter; so that 
the conclusion that the character is flat would be unwarranted. This 
points to the need of determining the rationale of tne work. We do not 
study characters in farce as we do stream-of-consciousness characters.
It is usually very relevant whether we understand tnat we have to do 
with a character in situational comedy, a Joycean hero, or Camus * 
Stranger. And clearly the sopiiistication of our apparatus for compre
hending and appreciating character will be directly related to the 
kind of character with wnich we have to deal situated in a certain kind 
of work,,. We are not forced to view them as either realistic or not.
The question is not so much wnether a character is realistic or not, 
but to what extent and with what psychological schema the character

nas been presented^
The answer to the question concemrng the degree of portrayal will 

guide us in supplying embedded descriptions; it will set limits on how 
much we are called upon to discover, given the surface descriptions.
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An answer to tne second question, wnen available, will be useful for
ascertaining the quality of insight revealed in a cnaracter presentation, 
which insight may have to be taken into account when assessing the whole 
work.

However, limitations in the known psychological scheme behind a 
presentation cannot always be invoked to limit a character analysis 
merely on tne ground that the author and nis time could not have had 
a certain psychological scheme. We may now illustrate this point v/ith 
reference to Hamlet.

If Hamlet falls within the class of realistic presentations, Freudian 
analysis cannot be irrelevant. Nor does Freudian analysis have any 
special status. Tne difficulty of knowing whether Hamlet's delay can be 
explained by a given Freudian analysis is no different from the difficulty 
of determining the scientific status of Freudian analysis applied to any 
such problem in real life. Despite the ambiguities of the play, it is 
possible to isolate a story of delayed revenge no different in kind (theo
retically) from a real situation of delayed revenge. Any description thâ, 
claims to functionsas an explanation of behaviour is open to doubt; even 
simple attributions are answerable to a demand for evidence. We cannot 
say that atomic or quantum theory does not apply to eighteenth century 
matter. Nor can it be more valid to say that Hamlet was suffering from 
'melancholic adust ♦ because that was a known syndrome in Elizabethan, 
psychology, than that Hamlet suffered from the Oedipus complex. And 
it cannot be that both are irrelevant because Hamlet is a character in 
a play. Throughout Sixakespeare we find the humours, so according to 
this last line of reasoning it should be illegitimate to have characters
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in a play described as naving them.

Again, it will not do to say that Freudian analysis is inapplicable 
because Hamlet cannot be summoned. The only importance of that fact 
is thac no more information is available than wiiat the text provides.
But we should be faced with the same difficulty if a real person re
fused to communicate or passed away before the psychiatrist could get 
information crucial to the success of his diagnosis. None of this 
would mean that psycho-analysis is impertinent.

Every reader is to some extent, and is expected to be, a psychologist, 
and brings with him his understanding of human personality. Wxxat a 
Freudian sees in cnaracter is partly determined by his Freudian training, 
convictions and assumptions. A non-Freudian perceptual judgment 
might be as impossible to him as a Freudian's to a non-Freudian. The sta
tus and respectability of our perception of character in literature are 
related to the status and respectability of our perception of cnaracter 
in the world. We cannot hope to rule out certain explanations of beha
viour ij. fiction by merely complaining that certain psychological 
theories are too sophisticated or suspect to be applied to fiction.
Notwithstanding, to say that psychological schemes are not irrelevant 

is not to say that they can provide the perception of fictional character 
by reference to descriptions, action and speeches alone.
The point of saying that a cnaracter is in a play is well taken, if 

we indicate that artistic conventions and considerations may be relevant 
in a way that they are not in real life. So any assessment of whaÈ a 
character is engaged in may have to be relaxed to the artistic scheme 

of the work and the nature of the artistic medium; not that psychological



categories do not apply to him.

The purpose oi soliloquies in the drama, for instance, if misapprehend
ed, might lead to quite preposterous conclusions regarding the sanity

of characters. And failure to see now the artist is mainipulating a char*» 
acter in the interest of his plot might lead us to take that character 
more seriously than we ought. Or again, to return to the drama, allowance 
has to be made for the fact that in a play commentary is almost non
existent, the audience or reader being given necessary information throuj? 
the speeches of the dramatis personnae.

If we are to reject a Freudian or any similar type analysis of Bamlet, 
then, we should establish one or more of three points ; that as a matter 
of scientific fact the Freudian analysis, given hamlet's case, is wrong; 
that a Freudian analysis distorts the artistic point of the work; that 
the evidence upon which the analysis relies fails to take account of the 
restrictions in presentation imposed by the literary medium.

It is perhaps worth remarking that an explanation of why a character 
behaves in a certain way may have nothing to do with the artistic point 
of the work; for the author might have presented a pattern rather than

an explanation of behaviour. So that it would be a matter of ind if f e re no 
whether hamlet were explained in terms of the humours or psycno-analysis, 
Tne fact that Freudian theory is not a necessary condition for grasping 
the artistic point of the work does not thereby illegitimate it * On the 
other hand, there are works written from a convinced Freudian perspective 
and presented in such a way that it would hardly be possible to under
stand what was being presented without some knowledge of Freudian theory. 
Such works may perhaps be said to embody psycho-analytic meaning; that is



they clearly purport to involve wnac tne author considers to be certain 
truths o^f psycho-analysis « It would be, no doubt, useful to compare 
our understanding of a Freudian hero with a Setrian protagonist; for 
Sarxre *s axixi—Freudianism throws some light on the sort of character 
Sartre creates* But most frequently, perhaps, an author has no part
icular theory of personality that he wishes to shape into art* Characters 
are generally open to any analysis, except where a given analysis is 
over-ruled by consideration of how the medium affects the evidence 
for interpreting character, how the character is related to the work 
as a whole, and ?/hat the artistic point of the work is.
We may now give a.: general conclusion.
Tne raw materials, so to say, of character perception in literature 

are presented in the surface descriptions of tne text. Tnese descriptions 
are seen as related in certain ways to yield the perception of character, 
but are in league with our 'secular' notions about human psychology as 
we understand it in the world. For relatively uncomplicated characters 

and 'ficelles' surface descriptions are submitted to quite ordinary com
prehension and are xnus exhausted. Also, according to the requirements 
of the work only some aspects of character are presented without need 
for further development. Even full presentation of character is mounted 
through a selection of descriptions relating to general traits, atti
tudes, tendencies and specific situations. The descriptions wnich we 
impute to characters are controlled to some extent by the rationale

and artistic point of the work.
Tnus the perception of cnaracter in literature requires the resolution 

of a complex interaction of surface descriptions, our capacity for
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understanding personality, our experience of literature, our sensibility, 
and a certain sense of balanced relevance. Tnis sense of balanced rele
vance is for the literary critic what historical imagination is for tne 
nistorian. Ix is an ability to grasp the nature of the interaction of 
the elements of the literary work with their implication of human experi
ence such that each element and factor is given its due weight and 
place.
An examination of what is involved in the perception of character in

literature through the notion of emoedded descriptions illustrates that
in a sense the work is not given, but is seen to arise, as it were, out 
of the textÿ^^^ is not so much to say that the reader creates the work,
but that he re-creates it.
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Chapter Y
fi

THE SEivA N i'lC  STHUCTuirH) '

The problem of locating the semantic structure of the literaiy work 
is that of determining how the text is to be construed to yield the 

meaning of the work* In a very broad sense of meaning or signification 
all modes and areas of construal constitute the meaning of the work; so 
that the phonic structure, for example, would form part of the work's 
total meaning* By the semantic structure, however, we shall be referr
ing to the linguistic meaning of the work in terms of sense and reference 
or connotation and denotation*
It was claimed in Chapter I that determining the authentic text was 

partly dependent on determining the identity model of the work and the 
text* That is, we would have to decide what sort of object the work or 
the text is* For example, was it to be considered a unique changing 

object?
But since the work is arrived at only by construing the text, another 

model comes into focus s the construal model* A construal model is a 
method, procedure or set of rules for interpreting a set of symbols*
Now there is a definite connexion between adopting a construal model 
for interpreting the literary text and deciding on the identity model 
for the literary work# One could claim that one had discovered the 
correct identity model for the work and thus determine which identity 
model the construal model must be compatible with; or one could claim 
that one had discovered the construal model for the work and thus 
determine which construal model the identity model must be compatible



-95-

with» If, for example, we hold that the meaning of the work is given 
at and only at the time of production, we could not adopt a construal 
model that allowed different meanings at different times* Or if we 
claim that the model is that of a changing object, then the meaning 
of the text would not always be identical with the meaning given it 
by the author at the time of production*

A question that naturally arises is ; wnich model do we determine first? 
now can we know if we have not yet interpreted the text that yields the 
work what sort of object the work is? A^d how can we know how to inter
pret the text if we have no idea of the sort of object the interpreta
tion is supposed to yield? The fact is that we do know the sort of ob
ject the construal is supposed xo yield. It is supposed to yield the 
literary work of art* So the decision concerning both the identity 
model and the construal model depends heavily on our concept of the 
literary work of art*

It might be objected at this point that we are going in circles. For 
how can we know wnat the literary work of art is unless we already 
know how to construe the text* But whax is at issue here is not an 
analysis of the literary work of art in the sense of setting out its 
structure and elements. What is at issue is our concept of the literary 
work of art* we can surely say a lot about the concept without even 

knowing whether there are any literary works of art.
Now the concept of the literary work of art breaks down into two 

concepts: the literary work and the work of art* By a literary work we 
understand a language composition; so we already know that the symbols 
are to be construed in terms of a language* Tne notion of a work of art
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is not as simply stated. And there are several theories purporting to 
give a proper «.nalysis of une nouion of a work of art * however, although 
we cannot here enter into any detailed consideration of the concept of a 
work of art, we are able to point to certain features about works of art, 
which are reasonably well established,and this could serve as a good 
enough guide to the kind of object with which we have to deal.

We know, for example, that works of art involve a clever, skilful 

or effective organization of materials, that they are often outstanding 
products of creative imagination, that they are viewed, studied, appreci
ated, analysed in terms of these factors, that they are thought of as 
forming a class in which members are related to one another in content, 
style, and period of production or appearance, for example, within any 
one art. We also know as regards literature that many v/orks are consider
ed to share the artistic properties of other type works of art; for ex
ample, we know that poems often have rhythmic and other musical qualities, 
that many pieces of description in literature are so vivid, detailed, 
a^nd imaginatively alive tliat they are referred to as pictures in words, 
that the language of literature is often highly refined and stylized, that
the concepts and thoughts p:Aented are often so aptly expressed that they

- ^
give the effect of having been precisely sculptured, that fictional and 
dramatic characters and plots are so effective as to induce a willing

'suspension of disbelief*.
Even if we know nothing of the properties internal to literary works, 

the facts we have noted about works of art we-uld put us in a good posi
tion to know wnat to expect. Of course, it could turn out that the fact



-97-

that the Literary work is a language compos it ion, is sufficient to lead 
us to those qualities of tne work termed artistic qualities quite inde
pendently of knowing what the qualities of works of art are» But our 
central problem is not now what kind of qualities the work has. It is 
the problem of knowing how to give a particular set of qualities to 
a given work, a problem of determining its authentic properties. And 
merely saying that it is a language composition is clearly not suffi
cient; at least not obviously so. La^^nguage compositions may be of 
different kinds; so that construal may have to depend on the kind of 
la^aaguage composition in question, if we accordingly ask about the kind 
of language composition the literary work is, it would seem that we 
would be led back to the concept of a work of art.

It would seem that unless we can further specify what kind of composi

tion the literary work is, artistic or whatever, then there is no

rea son for applying any pa<cticular construal model rather than any 
other. If all we can say is that there is a text of symbols to be 
construed in a completely neutral sense of 'text *, then a construal 
might be offered w h ic h  could offend even our basic notion of a language.

Before we go on to discuss the construal models for interpreting the 
literary work, let us formally bring attention to our third concept.

It is that of literature as part of the institution of art. We could 
think of literature as an institution in its own right, or as a sub
institution of the great institution of art. gxrictly speaking, we should 
prefer to limit our notion to that of the institution of literature, 

since literature could be accepted 3.^ an institution but rejected as 
an institution of art. But since we are going to assume the link be
tween literature and art, not without reason, we have put the complete
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formulât ion of literature as part of the institution of art*
The institution of literature may be conceived as involving the 

creation and understanding of literary works * Tne individual literary 
work is thus not an isolated individual that may be classified in an 
entirely open way, but is a contribution to a tradition and company 
of works. So tha^t whatever uniqueness is attributed to it is done so 
within the institution of literature and in contradistinction from 
other literary works* Tne institution has a history in the sense that 
there is available documentaxion and records of when the works were 
produced (with some exceptions, of course), who produced them, what 
critical remarks were made about them ever since their production, 
analyses of their structure and properties, classification of their 
kinds, comparisons of their themes and styles, methods of criticizing 
them, university courses about them, examinations set on them. Clearly 
all this pre- -supposes xhat literary works may be grouped together and 
treated as a class* And this kind of activity surely points to a 
highly organized and sopnisticated enterprise and activity deserving 
to be recognized as an institution. Js6 that anyone wanting to pretend 
upon taking up a literary text that he merely is confronted with a 
set of symbols which he may proceed to treat as ^  likes would need 
very strong argument to snow why he should not be laughed out of the 
house. And similarly anyone wanting to contribute a literary work 
entirely outside such an institution or claiming to have created 
such a work would have similar problems of inhibiting risibility.
Now if we know what the institution of art is about and know of the 
institution of literature as described, then we have no alternative
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but to consider the institution of literature part of the institution 
of art.

Construal Models

tf/e niay distinguish the following three models of construal; the codai 
construal model, the natural language construal model» and the technical 
language construal model.

The codai construal model takes or treats the text of symbols as a 
code, an arbitrary or private assignment of meaning* Such an assignment 
of meaning is either that of the producer of the symbols or that of the 
interpreter. Thus, one who employs this Ael seeks either the private 
meaning of the producer of the text or provides his own arbitrary or 
private meaning, it is really irrelevant as far as the employer of this 
model is concerned whether the symbols have a determinate meaning for 
other people than the producer or the interpreter^as the case may be.
Tne natural language construal model sees the symbols or the texb as 

a natural language sample to be^nterpreted so as to yield the meaning 
such a text has for the users of a given natural language, that is, the 
natural language in which the text is composed.
The technical language construal model refers to that mode of interpre

tation that views the text as yielding meaning at once common to a 
group a-s on the natural language model and private to a sub-group of 
that group more on the codai model, ç Normally, then, mndh or the great 
bulk of the meaning of a technical language text is available to the 
users of a natural language; but many of its expressions are sectional
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to a sub-group. To construe such a text, therefore, it would normally 
be necessary to discover the ‘private* meanings of those expressions 
in virtue of which the language is considered technical and to discover 
the ways of contrual, if any, that differ from the established ways of 
construing a natural language.

Tnere is another way in which we may conceive of a tecnnical language. 
Tue symbols in this way have nothing to do with the symbols of a natural 
language, except possibly coincidentally. Such a technical language is 
really a shared code. But since we are not prepared to doubt that the 
symbols of a literary text consist of words, we may ignore this non
linguist ic interpretation of symbols.
We now suggest that the three construal models outlined are employed 

by readers and critics in interpreting the literary wor^ that ̂  work 
may be derived by employing any of these models, but that such a work 
is not necessarily the work, lynat we shall do is to look at several 
different emphases in actual criticism, notice how they are related 
to our three construal models, and try to determine which model is 
most susceptible of yielding the work.

Semantic Attitudes

A tendency or kind of commitment to interpret the text in a certain 
way, to seek the meaning of the work in a certain direction, by employ

ing a given construal model, we shall term a semantic attitude, since 
we are now describing attitudes and tendencies, the positions presented
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m y  not be consistently held by a given critic nor all the articles of 
doctrine subscribed to. notwithstanding, there is no doubt but that 
th.e attitudes exist and are discernible.

Tne Authorial Semantic Attitude identifies the meaning of tne text 
with the author*s meaning, and seeks generally to discover what he was 
up to in the presentation of the text and the creation of the work.
There are a number of positive arguments used in support of this 

attitude and a number of arguments used to combat objections to it.
It is sometimes argued that we cannot divorce what is said by a text 

or in a work from the intention that lies behind the saying. Some such 
view seems to be implied by Richard Wollheim when he says;

If we ask of a given work of art what is the intention that lay 
behind it, part of what we're doing, despite the form of words we use, 
is asking: what is really there? 1

So it would seem according to this view that what is in a work, or at 
least the baisc meaning properties of the work, can only be determined
by determining what the author meant to say and generally what he was 
up to. And it seems to be felt that what the author was up to is not 
independent of what he thought or considered himself to be up to*
Another argument in favour of this attitude, or rather used to support 

this attitude, is that if the author*s text is the author's text, and this 
seems to be a rather obvious tautology, then tne meaning must be the 
author's meaning. The author is in the best position to know what his
text means; he gives it its meaning. And the meaning of the author's 

1. The Listener, Vol.85, ho. 2186, Feb., 1971» P* 203*
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work is not to be confused with its significance; that is, its value.
So that while the reader may show in what ways the meaning of the author's 
work is significant or valuable, he cannot determine what the meaning it
self is.

A cognate argument in support of authorial autonomy invokes the author's 
status as artist. The literary work of art being the work of an artist, 
it should be interpreted in terms of what the artist claims about its 
meaning, the meaning which the artist himself has created.

It is sometimes pointed out that referential meaning is opaque, unless 
we know what reference the author is making. So that if we are to dis

cover the referential meaning of the text, we should seek the author's 
meaning. Here the author is credited only with referential autonomy.
And presumably the argument would be that we stand to gain by adopting 
the authorial attitude, since it yields both sense and reference; whereas 
other approaches cope inadequately with certain forms of reference. To 
this might be added the claim that style, deviant language and all sorts 
of other devices are introduced into the language of literature by the 
author, and so we could have only a limited understanding of the work 
if we did not think in terms of discovering the author's meaning.
The proponent of the authorial position may point out that the risk

of private meaning is involved in whatever approach we adopt. If the
author is not allowed to determine the meaning of his text, then we
do not nave to bother about his private meaning. But the question of
whecher an assertion is being made or wnetner a group of words is to be
taken as applying to tne actual world is settled with reference to
the author's meaning, as well as the referential meaning of or &erent 
for words such as 'this'. So there is no way of avoiding the writer's
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or speaker's 'private* meaning in such cases. The opponent of the author
ial approach may be said to fear that if the author is allowed to deter
mine the meaning of his text, tnere would be no way of knowing whether 
he gives arbitrary meaning to non-referential aspects of the work or 
in the case where ne does give arbitrary meaning whether we are committed 
to accepting such arbitrary meaning as the meaning of the text. And the 
proponent of the authorial approach may be said to fear that if the 
author is not allowed to determine the meaning of his text, there would 
be no way of knowing whether an arbitrary referential meaning is being 
given to those aspects of the work for which an author is legitimately 
allowed to have his own referential meaning, or in the case where an 
arbitrary referential meaning is allocated whether the author is 
committed to meaning that meaning. Row if we say that the reader is 
committed to the arbitrary sense of the author, we seem to claim that 
the author is to be considerd autonomous in his use of language; and
if we say that the author is committed to the reader Reference, we

A
seem to claim that the reader is autonomous in his interpretation 
of language. And if the reader is, then in a sense his meaning is 

private, and surely arbitrary.
Now it has apparently seemed to some who are inclined to the authorial 

approach that if they are to win the case from those wno would deprive 
the author of at least some autonomy,they have got to convince their 
opponents that they both are really essentially speaking the same 
language; for if there is not in some sense a common language between 
them, how could the authorial theorist win the case for referential 

meaning?
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Tne move then is to say;

v̂ e do justice to the artist's intentions by assuming that the objective 
reading ox the text is wnat he wanted to produce, and by combining 
this assumption with the further a»-ssumption that he knows we make 
that assumption.1

But if the author has no special meaning other than the objective meaning 
then he himself is not adopting the authorial semantic attitude. So 
the authorial theorist either nas to stick to the position that his 
meaning is the meaning of the text and any other meaning that is the 
same as his meaning is merely a coincidence or he has to abandon the 
position that there is a special authorial approach that yields the 
meaning of the work. This refutation of the authorial theorist only 
holds, however, if the authorial theorist uses arguments in support of 
his position from distinctions proper to a system of meaning based 
on some kind of consensus meaning. But if he says, for example, tliat 
the creation of a work of art is the creation of a code, then one 
would need different arguments to dispose of that position.
The authorial semantic attitude, we may conclude, is of the codai 

construal model; ar-nd insofar that it is not of the codai construal 
model it would be misleading to refer to it a-^n isolable authorial 
semantic attitude.,We defer judgment on the model until we have heard 
all the evidence from the other attitudes and models.

1, Anthony Savile, proceedings of the Aristotelian Society vol. LXIK,
1968-69, pp.117-118.
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Tn.Q Semantic Stimulus Attitude represents tnat tendency to view the 
text as a sort of semantic stimulus that yields a meaning in accordance 

with whatever response it provokes from the reader# In its pure form 
the stimulus approach is the reader's analogue xo the authorial posi
tion* That is, the reader seeks tne meaning of the work, in his own 
individual or idiosyncratic interpretation*
Sometimes the justification for this approach relies on the appeal 

to xhe purpose or the use of works of art# The response to the work of 
a-rt is conceived as a personal encounter with an object that by its 
very nature means different things to different people# Each reader 
creates the work for himself# The response to art is not a question of 
objectivity; it is rather a question of imaginative projection. The 
text is doubly a symbol; it is a symbol in the sense of a set of marks 
to be interpreted, and it is a symbol in the sense that the meaning 
a^ttributed to the work is not captured and recorded by the author and 
consciously presented by the author, but is sought by both artist and 
reader* The one's apprehension is as good as the other's*
Sometimes it seems that this approach is adopted through despair 

at discovering the me awning of the work# That is, in a situation where 
the meaning cannot be established the sensible approach is to rely on

one's own meaning*
Or the attitude may appear in a rather disguised form. It then seems 

a liberal, undogmatic view of things* The meaning of the text is any 

and all meanings that it can bear# On this approach multiple con— 
strual is favoured, and normally depends on the ingenuity of the reader
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to point out significances, complexities, ambiguities, ironies, 
myths, symbolisms. Tne text becomes a sort of thematic apperception 
test. Allen Tate, for instance, describes the meaning of poexry as 
'its tension, the full organized body of all the extension and intension 

we can find in it.' If the meaning of the pCem is established 
independently of what we find, then wnat we find may simply be what 
we attribute or think we find. The difficulty in knowing how to inter
pret 'wnat we find' as used by the relevant critics is that there is no 
statement a,s to how we establish the objective properties of the work 
so that we can judge claims to discovery. If there is a method other
than the arbitrary attributions of the reader then we do not have a
stimulus approach. But one way of disguising a stimulus approach is to 
say that the meaning of the work is all that we find in it.

Insofar as the determination of the meaning of the work rests with 
the reader, the approach involved is that of the stimulus attitude.
In this way the construal model of the stimulus attitude may be seen
to be the codai construal model.
Tne Contextual Semantic Attitude is supported by the contention 

xhat literary works are to be interpreted as works defined oy the 
literary context. It is held that literature is constituted by a 
special body of texts that are read in relation to one another, 
that literary works have semantic properties some of which are unique 
to literary works as opposed to other works in the language medium.

1, cf. "Tension in Poexry", Southern Review IV~, 1938*
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Further, xne ways in whicn we attend to literary works go beyond the ways 
in which we attend to non-literary occurences of language, and expressions

that would be absurd or incomprehensible in non-literary occux^nces of 
language are often central to literary meaning. In short, the interpre
tation, the complete construal of literary texts, cannot be patterned 
without serious loss on the construal of ordinary scripts. Tnis is to 
say, tnerefore, tnat literary texts should be seen as creating their 
own context of interpretation.

It is apparently assumed tha/t some consensus of opinion can^e reached 
concerning the meaning of the poem so long as the expressions of poetry 
a^re understood as belonging to the context of poetry; and there is no 
attempt to reject totally the langua^ge in which the poem is written 

or to identify meaning with the author or reader's interpretations*
Tne argument seems to be that there is a certain institutional use 
of language and mode of composition that, create a technical context 
of language »
We are led to suggest, therefore, that the contextual semantic attitude 
is of the technical language construal model.
Tne Aesthetic Semantic Attitude is adopted by those who hold the view 

that tne meaning of the work is given by the interpretation which yields 
the greatest aestnetic success and satisfaction. This position is hardly 
really an independent one, however, since there is presumably no way of 
attributing primary meaning to words exclusively in terms of aesthetic 

directives. So the position either identifies primary meaning with 
the artist's/reader's meaning, an authorial/stimulus position, or : . 
it appeals to a technical language model according to which at certain 
points technical meanings are introduced. In this way it would represent
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a kind of contextualist attitude, however, it would seem that it 
could be distinguished from the contextual position described in the 
emphasis not so much on a group of texts that together form a context 
to be interpreted in terms of such a context as on the emphasis on 
aesthetic factors that function as qualifiers and modifiers of meaning. 
The contextualist attitude seems to need the notion of context as de
terminer of a specific meaning for any language sample more than does 
the aesthetic attitude. That is, for the aesthetic theorist, whether 
or not the notion of context has a role in a proper analysis of mean
ing in a naxural language, literary works should be interpreted with 
their essentially aesthetic nature in mind. A nonsense poem, for in

stance may have neither natural nor technical language meaning, and yet 
have aesthetic meaning; it may still be aesthetically successful non
sense. It would not help here to say that it is written in a technical 
language, for if it is, it can be glossed. All we can really say about 
the meaning of such a poem is that it is aesthetic.

Now the admission that a work may have aesthetic meaning though deprivdd 
of any other may be used to urge that if a literary work can have mean
ing independently of natural or technical language attributions, natural 
or technical meanings occur only coincidentally when they do occur.
It is doubtful that anyone would be prepared to argue the case of 

total linguistic irrelevance (although no-refereace th^ries seem to repre
sent a case of partial irrelevance); but the spirit of this point 

reveals that the aesthetic position as a tendency and emphasis is 
discriminable from the general tendency and emphasis of the contextualist
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a^titude.
Tne extreme aesthetic view according to which natural meaning is 

merely coincidental would imply a codai construal model; whereas the 
view that an aesthetic rationale and interest tend to modify natural 
meaning at various points would imply the technical language construal 
model*

The Standard Usage Semantic Attitude derives from the assumption that 
literary texts are language scripts to be read in terms of the standard 
usage of their expression in the natural language in which the text is 
composed* It is argued that since the artist is an artist of language, 
or with language, his use of language pre-supposes that there is a shared 
system of meaning rules common to himself and his interpreters, and indeed 
common to the users of the given natural language.
Tne standard usage theorist, however, may attach more weight to the 

concept of snared meaning rules than it can bear; for a code understood 
by only two persons would satisfy that condition. In fact, so long as 
the rules are shareable, the most private code could become standard 
usage. The point, then, must be taken to be, that if the work is a 
natural language work, then it must be interpreted in accordance with 
the rules for construing a natural language text; and these rules 
constitute a shared system. Ix is still perhaps more discreet for the 
standard usage theorist to say that a natural language pre-supposes 
shareable rules, since it is quite possible for the majority of the 
users of a given natural language not to understand a literary text.
The rules for interpreting the more sophisticated works are surely 
not shared by the majority of the users of that language, except in
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the rare lypothetical civilization where most of the inhabitants are 
highly literate and unusnally intelligent. fart of the understanding 
and communication of meaning depends on certain quality @f intelligence# 
Now if the literary artists of a culture employed the most difficult 
concepts a^nd wrote in a highly 'literary style', then the meaning of 
literary works may not be shared by the members of that culture. Yet 
none of the words and none of the sentences might be used in other than 
a standard sense, how technical a given text is in a given language 
can depend on the educational sophistication of its readers. This sense 
of technical is not yet that of say, a science within that culture. Tne 
scientific vocabulary might still be technical to the well educated 
reader of the language, though both the scientist and the well educated 
reader of the language may find nothing technical about a text which 
would be 'technical' for the poorly educated masses.
Despite the fact that the shared nature of standard usage can be called 

into question, there is a perfectly clear distinction between reading 
a text in terms of what it would mean to a given linguistic society 
possessed of a natural language in which that script is written, and 
reading the text so as to yield a highly idiosyncratic reading, as though 
the text were not written in a language used by the community. And, 
after all, from love letters to death certificates are written in such 
a language recognized as understandable by all without general reference 

to anyone's idiosyncratic meaning.
The model just described is clearly ' rthe natural language construal 

model. Xn other words, the standard usage semantic attitude is not 
a special attitude at all, but the standard language construal model it

self.
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There is a complication in the standard meaning approach that is worth 
rema—rking on at this point. It is tliat the te3cfc may be read with a 
view to yielding the standard meaning, of the work at the time of pro
duction or the standard meaning at the time of interpretation, may 
refer to the former approach as the historical standard usage attitude 
a^nd to the latter as the relativistic standard meaning attitude. Then 
the relativists ca^n he seen as of two sorts; the weak and the strong.
A weak relativist manages to claim, that there is for any given generation 
of readers only one meaning - the standard meaning the text has for that 
generation; whereas a strong relativist manages to allow that all the 
standard meanings of all the ages are equally legimate manifestations 
of the semantic structure of the work.
Now this is a very interesting division within the ranks of the\standard

#
usage theorists. For it emerges that the position endowed with the 
most engaging naturalness - tne position that a literary work is a 
language work - cannot establish that the text must be conceived in one 
way only, as having one quite undebatable method of construal and 
semantic personality. Rather it must be argued why a certain conception 
of the personality of the work or the institution of literature leads 
to an acceptance of the one standard usage position and not the other.
For instance, why should we care that the text was written by x in
century y ? or why should we want to insist that any such object must
not be considered as changing?
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Choosing and defending the model

we may describe the situation of construal of the literary text as 
follows: the reader adopts a certain semantic attitude that employs a 
certain construal model defensible as appropriate through anneal to 
a^n identity model determined by the reader's conception of the insti
tution of literature*
We iiave already suggested that our own conception of the institution 

of literature is that it is part of the institution of art. And this 
institution involves the artist, the work of art and the public, Now 
there can be no doubt that the public considers the artist to be specially 
gifted in such a way as to produce works worth their contemplation, study 
and appreciation, Aud their respect for the artist induces a certain 
concern to determine the exact product in the exact state that the 
artist presents his work or makes his contribution to the institution 
of art. Works of sculpture are protected as far as possible from damage 
and erosion, paintings are carefully handled, packed and transported 
so as to preserve their properties, musical scores are carefully copied, 
and checks are made on the authenticity of literary text. It is clear 
from all this that in the institution of literature we do not accept 
forgeries or the tampering with works, that we expect to be presented 
with the product thax the artist has created, so it is largely because 
we are interested in what created that we are careful about pre
serving it in the state in which it was created, we can accept only 
the replicaua^ble unchanging object as the model for the literary work, 
if the xinderstanding of the institutulon of art as described is correct.
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We must nold, therefore, that the semantic structure of the work is 
wr^ever particular structure may he given as its meaning at the time 
of production. This means that the historical standard usage theorist 
is right in employing the model that he does ; though it is not thereby 
established that he is right in employing the standard usage construal 
model, or more accurately, the natural language construal model. Several 
attitudes, as we have seen, ma<y employ the unchanging replicatable ob
ject model. But the relativist standard meaning approach must be ruled 
out.

It is only fair to admit that we do not consider ourselves to have 
proved the relativist wrong. We merely say tha^t if the institution 
of literature is to be conceived a-̂ s we nave conceived it, then the 
relativist attitude cannot be accepted. But it is still in a wayr

open to the relativist to construe the literary text as he wishes in 
accordance witn some other conception of literature or literary texts.
We may now turn to the attitudes we have presented and choose among 

them.
The a,-8sumption on which the institution of literature is partly based- 

that literary work are a^rtistic constructs in a given natural language 
prohibit us from accepting eitner the authorial or the stimulus attitude^ 
since, a-s we have seen, they are based on a codai construal model.
Such a model is clearly inconsistent with the assumption that the 
literary work is composed in a given natural language, Further, if we 
accept the conception of the institution of literature as involving the 
public, then a public construal of the text that could only be coinci—
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dentally identical with the meaning of the work would mean really that 
the public is irrelevant to the institution of literature, that the in
stitution of literature is already fully formed without the public; 
for the language of the work would not be a public or the public 
language.

It is again only fair to admit that we do not consider ourselves to 
have refuted the authorial theorist who might v/ant to maintain that 
the institution of literature involves the public only in the sense 
that the public must seek to decode or to discover the author's kgfy 
that unlocks the semantic structure, we might add in parting, however, 
that if the artist is not an artist of language in the sense that he 
operates with it in subtle and effective ways, but rather makes his 
own code out of it our notion of him as an artist is at least almost 
completely devoid of meaning or content. Y/e would seem to have to be 
judging him on his success in making a code out of a language,

•Tne author could, though^find his place in a contextualist posiieion. 
The context in which literary works appear may just be that context in 
which the author's meaning counts to a greater degree than it does in 
other texts. It could be claimed that there is more room in the in
stitution of literature for evolving highly idiosyncratic modes of 
meaning not present or even allowable in non-literary texts, Tne 
a.z-rgument would thus not be that the author takes over entirely, but 
that in writing of this type we need to consult his perspective and 
meaning more than we normally do. W@ might for example consider him 
to be a more sensitive crpature than other mortals, and tnis sensitivity 
might find expression in idiosyncratic meanings, In such a case it
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would be foolish to insist that ne write always in terms of public meaning, 
The most we could ask is that he write in a way in which his meaning 
could become public, Y/ny should we seek a guarantee against enrichment?

Now it seems that this sort of argument is compatible with our con
ception of the institution of literature and at the same time does not 
fit tidily into any one construal model. In fact it seems to begin to 
emerge that the models are not completely disjoint a.^d impervious 
toconstrual model traffic. Or to explain the matter less clumsily: 
the attitudes represent only tendencies and the tendencies fit more 
or less into a certain construal model. Each model represents some 
aspect of the total language situation. For. example, although we all 
speak a common language (that is within a linguistic community) we 
often need to know what someone means by a certain word or expression; 
but because we need to know this we do not cry out 'private language*.

The word may have more tlian one meaning in the natural language, and 
so the meaning in question would be the meaning meant by the speaker 
a^s opposed to how the community might mistakenly interpret the mean
ing; i.e., the speaker's meaning. So that we need not have a showdown 
between the utterer's intended meaning and the meaning of the sentence 
in the sense of the standard meaning. So in all situations to insist 
on some pure standard meaning model would be quite wrong.
On the other nand, we cannot use the fact that in cases of reference 

v/e may need to know to whom or to what the speaker is referring or T/e 
may need to know whether the speaker is referring to an actual state 
of affairs, is making a joke or composing a novel^to argue that the 
codai model is most suitable for the construal of literature. All
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these 'private' activities can be understood within a natural Isptguage 
model of construal, it is not even so obvious that the technical 
la^^nguage model is not a distinction made within a natural language 
model, merely pointing to one way a natural language model permits 
the members that use it to express themselves and their meaning in 
terms of specialized interests or for special purposes, all considred 
legitimate within the natural language. Now a code which made a 9 --. 
completely different language out of a natural language could not be 

described in terms of tne expression of specialized interests within 
the natural language; so a code would clearly represent a different and 
incompatible model, 
ye have already hinted that the contextualist position could be con

sidered a kind .of technical language position, and we have just 
suggested how tne technical language model, when not a code, may be 
assimilated to a natural language position. And we have also suggested 
that when one considers the matter the natural language attitude is 
one with the natural laiiguage construal model, and that it does not 
really represent a special attitude at all, Where are we left?
v/e are led to conclude that the central core of meaning in the 

literary work , a language work, is that as expressed according to 
the semantic structure of that language in the normal standard mean
ing interpretation of that language. But the fact that the work is 
a work of art allows otner special considerations to come in in modify
ing at certain points our way of taking meaning. So the artist might 
want to use the design on the page as yielding meaning; and whereas in 
non-literary texts, and even in some literary texts , such a design would
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be ignored, it is considerd significant and a part of the meaning of 
some literary works. Or if we are presented with a nonsense set of 
words posing as a text in a natural language we could easily dismiss 
it as nonsense. But if the set were served up as a poem, v/e might 
discount the fact that the text iias no natural language or standard 
meaning, but made sense in terms of rhythm, tone, or evocative power.
We might say that it is aestnexically significant. But there would be 
no need to go oh to construct a ca-se for an independent method of 
construal which meant interpreting all texts a-esthetically. For , 
what would that mean, and wt%r should it be necessary?

Even tne stimulus approach has its place in a total account of mean
ing, For in language the purpose of certain figures of speech and 
imaginative modes of expression function to set the imagination in 
play along certain lines, and there is room enough in this area for 
one's owa imagination to supply meaning. One has no reason, however, 
to move on from this legitimate semantic phenomenon to erect a method 

of construal which invites the imagination to do wnat it will with
all the words of the text,
Tne force of tne argument against the recognition of models other than 

the natural language model a>-nd against the attitudes other than the
standard usage attitude is not to have tne effect of showing that there 
is no distinction in attitudes and models, that they all can be 
worked into the standard usage model. Other definite positions can be 
ta^ken up in terms of a given conception of the institution of litera
ture. But if tne institution of literature is what we conceive it to 
be, part of the institution of art, and if the institution of art in-
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70Ives T/nat we say it involves, then aspects of all the attitudes and 
models presented have a bearing on the interpretation of the literary 
work, which is too rich and multifarious (there are so many different 
kinds of work as well) to be construed from one intransigent position,

Tne text and the work

We need to clarify tne relationship between the text and the work 
that is implicit in our analysis.

It was remarked in ChapterI tnat the meaning of the work is to be
taken as given witn the text. Tnis is seen to refer to the personality
or identity model of the work. It does not mean that the work is already 
fully there to be read off; but that we must not think of the work 
as acquiring its properties as time goes on or as changing its proper
ties as time goes on. Also to say that utne work is given with the text 
is not to say that all its properties will ha^ve tne same manifestation 
in every construal; and so the work does in a sense change. Tne identi
ty models, as should be expected do not fit exactly , After all, the 
literary work is in a sense sui generis. But of the identity models 
avai^.lable no narra is done in placing the work as we have, so long 
as we understand the placing to involve an approximation,
Tneigare aspects of the semantic structure that are invariant, Tne 

priiriary meaning of the text would normally be so considered. But we 
have shown that there is a performance element in our interpretation 
of tne phonic structure much as tnere is an element of individual 
performance in music. But throughout the performances one is not
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allowed to misrepresent the phonic structure, which must be present 
throughout all authentic performances# Tnere is notning very paradoxi
cal about that. The pnonic structure of the work is given in one 
sense and not given in another# in the sense in which it is not given 
individual variation informs the work#

We could suggest, by analogy, that there is also an element of 
performance in interpreting the semantic structure of the work, and 
this at the level of stating the symbolic meaning and similar sig
nificances of the work. But we shall treat this in the next chapter. 
We nave already seen that in the perception of character the work 

is not given, Dotn at a fairly elementary level and at the level 
of seeing the entire complexity of the work and understanding it 
through drawing on experience of life a^nd supplying what we have 
termed tne emoedded descriptions hidden, as it were, under the surface 
of that aspect of the work's semantic structure.
And, very generally, a work is derived only tnrough a certain 

construal of the text; so that many worké;-. may be derived from the 
text, and even many readings of many works, we nave seen that 
we need to establish wnat sort of reading of the text yields the 
work; and we nave linked tnat reading to the conception one has of 
the institution of literature, Tnis shows in wnat way the work 
is not given uy the xext, we further need to recognize that the 
work is always manifested through ̂  reading of the work. Our 
analysis of the text and its relation to the work and our presentation 
of the construal situation serves as a useful contribution to our 

understanding both of tne text and the work.
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Ciiapter YI

Symbol, Metapnor, Deviance.

Da our discussion of the semantic structure we discussed the meaning 
of the literary work in fundamental and very general terms, We were 
concerned mainly with how the text is to be given meaning. A sample 
analysis of modes of meaning should give us a clearer idea of the sort 
of structure the semantic structure is and the levels of interpretation 
involved in discovering it.

Most characterization of the meaning of a literary v/ork are not directed 
at the fundamental problem we discussed in the last chapter, Ratner it 
is normally assuraed that we know how to give the literary text its 
meaning and the issue really is how that meaning is to be characterized. 
The purpose of such a characterization has sometimes oeen to snow how the 
literary object is unique or to be distinguisned from other samples of 
linguistic composition,
We have not set ourselves the task of stating the differentia of 

poÈtic meaning and feel that attempts to rule out certain modes of 
meaning tend to result in an impoverished understanding of the literary 
work. Thus, we showed that meaning both in terms of sense and reference 
is exemplified in the work. The whole question of the truth value of 
the work depended on recognizing that descriptions may be used with or 
without assertive intentions; and indeed our understanding of the des
criptions depends on discovering whether or not they are asserted, where 
by ̂understanding we mean a full understanding of their use and function. 
Failure to understand that texxs frequently refer to states of affairs
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in the world at the time of the work's production could lead to the
consequence that the work expresses true propositions at one time and
false propositions at another.
By way of illustration, let us suppose that while in Saudi Arabia

in 1572 the poet composed the poem that begins as follows;
The veil's not rent from gaud's sandy female features; 
iMo bare-faced women's lib' of oily eyes and starved, parched lips 
Fronting the glare and glaze like modern desert creatures 
Energy-surfeited; ...

Let us suppose that the poet is referring to the fact (in 1972) that 
Saudi women are prohibited from appearing in public without the veil. 
Let us further suppose that in 1979 King Faisal or whoever then rules 
the country decrees that veils be doffed. Then the poet's lines would 
be false,when read in 1979, even though the language of the poem has 
not changed in sense in 1979» This is clearly unacceptable and shows 
that v/e need to understand the work not merely in terms of sense.
Now we shall be concerned in this chapter with discussing the 

meaning of the work not in terms simply of understanding the sense of 
the words but of‘’interpreting the sense’of the words, as it were. And 
the first type of semantic phenomenon to be considered is symbolic 
meaning.

1, Symbolic Meaning

We snail discuss the symbolic meaning of the work as an aspect of the 
semantic structure in terms of the category of embedded descriptions 

proposed in Chapter IV,
Certain consequences follow, perforce from this liaison. It will not 

be part of our purpose to provide a general account of symbolism; and 
the semantic phenomenon witn which we shall be dealing will not
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necessarily oe always strictly synonymous with, some other uses or the 
term Also, whatever symbolism turns out to be as a property of the seman
tic structure of the work it cannot possess criteria of identity wholly 
outside the criteria of identity whicn we establish for the general 
semantic structure of the work. In snort, ours cannot oe a 'free* 
analysis of symbolic meaning.

To introduce, and indeed define, the kind of semantic phenomenon to 
be discussed shall rely on a number of quotations pre^sented together 
without commentary, though not in an altogether random fashion. I'nen we 
may refer to them at points where they may be considered as required, 
nere is the prologue reading material;

And now, when all is said, the question will still recur, though now in 
quite another sense, Wnat does poetry mean? Tnis unique expression, 
which cannot be replaced by any other, still seems to be trying to express 
something beyond itself. (Bradley) 1.

Symbols in art connote holiness, or sin, or rebirth, womanhood, love, 
tyranny and so forth Tne se meanings enter into the v/ork of art as elemenfe, 
creating and articulating its organic form, just as its subject-matter - 
fruit in a platter, horses on a beach, a slaughtered ox, or a weeping 
tfegdalen -enter into its construction. Symbols used in art lie on a 
different semantic level from the work that contains them, Tneir 
meanings are not part of their import, but elements in the form that 
nas import, the expressive form. The meanings of incorporated symbols 
may lend richness, intensity, repetitions or reflection or a transcendeniaL 
unrealism, perhaps an entirely new balance to the v/ork itself. But they 
function in the normal manner of symbolà; they mean something beyond what 
they present in themselves. It makes sense to ask v/hat a Hound of Heaven 
or brown sea-girls or Yeats's Byzantium may stand for,though in a poem 
where symbols are perfectly used it is usually unnecessary. Whether 
the interpretation has to be carried out or is skipped in reception of 
the total poetic image depends largely on the reader. Tne important 
point for us is that tnere is a literal meaning (sometimes more than one)

1. 'poetry for Poetry's sake*, in A modern Book of Esthetics, ed, M* 
Rader, I906, p. 322.
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connoted by the symbol that occurs .m art, (gusanae Inngor) ^

/.•ùny poems ss.id soma r:orts ox plastic arL possess what I like to call 
'depth meanings ' - meanings oi‘ nniverss.1 scope ujiderneatn relatively
concrete meanings and ideas, (geT.itt darker) (2)

Every element of a work of art is indispensable for the one purpose of
pointing- cut the theme, v.hich embodies the nature of existence for the 
artist, la this sense we find symbolism even in works that, at first 
sight, seem to be little more than arrangements of fairly neutral ob
jects, (Rudolph Arnheim) (3)

Thus When we say that a literary work, such as Native Son, contains a second-order truth-claim, wnat is meant is that~b"üMy uf Lhe printed
meanings imply the truth claim even though it is not expressed in the
sense of appearing in print, Trutn-claims are second-order, then,
because tney depend upon and cannot exist without the printed first-
order meanings, (morris Weitz) (4)

La Pesxe is an account of the fight against an imaginary epidemic - 
'the plague* referred to in the title - which supposedly afflicted 
Oran sometime in the I94OS, Camus describes a particular event (the 
plague) in a geographical location (worth Africa), but he handles 
his subject in such a way that ne extends its meaning beyond the 
particular to the universal. He conveys a general picture of man's 
position in the universe, faced by the problem of evil and the necessity 
of suffering. In a less total fashion Camus also includes a series of 
indirect references to the German occupation of France and so adds a 
second level of symbolical meaning to the novel. La Pesre is thus au 
ambitious attempt to combine in one wno le a literal and two metaphorical

1, 'Expressiveness and symbolism', in Rader, op. cit., pp. 256-57*
2. The Principles of Aesthetics, sec, ed,, 1946, p, 32*
3. 'Expression', in Rader, p. 268,
4, 'Art, Language and Truth', in The Problems of Aesthetics, ed,,
E. Vivas & m. Krieger, I906, p. 167*
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interprei/aoious, lu this way it contains a network of symbols — 
situations, characters and physical objects wnich, wnile being themselves, 
also represent other things beyond themselves, (j. Cruicksnank) (1)
iJie urue symbol differs essentially from this (Freud's sign or symptom) 
and should be understood as the expression of an intuitive perception 
which can as yet, neither be apprehended better, nor expressed different
ly, V,hen, for example, Plato expresses the whole problem of the theory 
of cognition in his metapnor of the cave, or wnen Cnrist expresses the 
idea of the Kingdom of Heaven in his parables, these are genuine and 
true symools; namely, attempts to express a thing, for whicn tnere 
exr^wS as ŷOv no adequate verbal concept, (Carl G, Jung-) (2)

Those forms which do not constitute the presentation of a given concept 
itself but only, as approximate representations of the imagination, ex
press the consequences bound up with it and its relationship tp other 
concepts, are called (aesthetical) attributes of an object whose concept 
as a rational idea cannot be adequately presented, ,,, They fumisn an 
aesthetical idea, which for that rational idea takes the place of 
logical presentation; and thus, a s their proper office, they enliven 
the mind by opening out to it the prospect into an illimitable field 
of kindred representations, (Immanuel Kant) (3)

Whether consciously or unconsciously, or with a profession of this or 
that, authors make symbols and readers receive them, The best equipment for a critic of symbolist literature may be wnat Keats called 
Negative Capability: 'being in uncertainties, mysteries, doubts without 
any irritable reaching after fact and reason,' and 'remaining content 
with half-knowledge.' (William York Tindall) (4)

Since there is no commonly accepted body of symbols on which poets 
can draw, they will, as Whalley suggests, tend either to invent 
their own, or to use ancient symbols as decorative illustrations of 
their private myths. The first course subjects them to the strain 
which splits their verse into fragments; the second confuses their

1, Albert Camus, 1959> PP* 1t>6-o7*
2,'On the Relation of Analytical Psychology to Poetic Art', in 
Vivas & Krieger, p. 1b7*
3, Critique of Judgment, in Philosophy of Art and Aesthetics, ed, 
Frank Tillman & Steven Cahn, 19&9» PP» I6l-b2.
4# The Literary Symbol, 1967» PP* 14» 20,
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readers by introducing reminiscences of traditional religious beliefs 
into a nighly individual pattern of thought. (John Press) (1)

Nonetheless, until the twentieth century it must have been possible 
to know what a symbol referred to in broad terras, even if this 
knowledge, far from being true understanding, in certain cases 
tended actually to veil understanding. (George Winfield Digby) (2)

In literature, at all event - and I think the same applies to religious 
writing - the meaning of anything that we recognize as a symbol is 
determined by a context. To be more exact, there are two overlapping 
contexts within which meaning takes place; there is the context from 
which tne symbol emerges - namely the work in wnich it occurs, and the 
yet wider context of meaning which the artist draws on in making his 
work; and there is the context into which it enters - namely the 
moving and developing life of the person responding. (L.C, Ehights.) (3)

We have spoken so much abou the significanceeand meaning of the work of 
art, that one can hardly suppress the theoretical doubt whether in fact 
art does signify. Perhaps art itself does not intend to signify, 
contains no sort of ‘meaning*, at least not in tne sense in which we are 
speaking of ‘meaning*. Perhaps it is like nature, which simply is, 
without any intention to signify. Is ‘meaning* necessarily more than 
interpretation ‘secreted* into it by the need of the intellect hungry 
for meaning? Art - one might say - Is beauty, and therein it finds its 
true aim andfulfilment. It needs no meaning. The question of meaning 
has nothing productive for art. When I enter the sphere of art I must 
certainly submit to the truth of that statement. But when we are speak
ing of the relation of Psychology to the work of art we are standing 
outside the realm of art, and here it is impossible not for us to 
speculate. We mast interpret; we must find meaning in things, otherwise 
we should be quite unable to think about them. We mast resolve life 
and happenings, all that fulfils itselÆ in itself, into images, meanings, 
concepts; and thereby we deliberately detach ourselves from the living 
mystery. (3ung) (4)

1. The Chequer'd Shade , 1958, pp. 157-58.
2. ‘Content and Communication in the Visual Arts*, in Metaphor and Symbol , 
ed. L.C. Knights & Basil Cottle, 1950, p. 45*
3. ‘Idea and Symbol; Some Hints from Coleridge*, Ibid., p. 135.
4. Op. cit., p. 174.
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Much of What is considered the meaning of the work clearly goes be
yond the first order meaning of the text as surface descriptions. So 
that if we interpret the text as we would a sample from a natural langua# 
with its communicatively perspicuous character,we are going to miss 

much of the significance of the work of art# The natural language model 

merely sets up the minimal apparatus for approaching and interpreting 

the work# And the set of directives for discovering this level of mean
ing is relatively easy to supply* What becomes much more difficult is 

the establishing of controls on semantic attributions on the higher level. 
Although meaning at the advanced level may be more difficult of deter

mination, we still need to consider it as a very important aspect of 

the semantic structure# In fact, literature has sometimes been defined 
in terms of this level of meaning# It is here, then, that the notion of 

embedded descriptions appears serviceable; for, linked with the notion 

of surface descriptions,it allows us to establish the complete form of 

meaning in literature.

The burden placed on embedded descriptions is massive, since not only 

are legitimately derivable character descriptions described as embedded 
but also second order meanings of a very complex kind# But if we re
gard embedded descriptions as covering generally those aspects of the 
semantic structure that are not readily available on the surface of the 
text, we can conveniently transfer the difficulties of clarification of 

the notion to the individual manifestations of non-surface meaning.
We should resist the temptation, however, of conceiving of the 

second order meaning of the work as detacnaole from the semantic 
structure; 'second order» is to be properly understood as chronologi
cal rather than evaluative. That is, after we have understood the
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symbols of the text in terms of primary meaning, or v/hat Weitz terms 
♦printed meaning*, second-order meaning is available But since as 
Susanne Langer notices, ‘symbolic meanings enter into the work of art 
as elements, creating and articulating its organic form *, second-order 
meaning, though posteriorly apprehended, may be a more vital aspect of 
the semantic structure tlian the primary meaning. It is at this level 
that one really needs to invoke one's conception of the institution 

of literature, and tax and test one's comprehension of the institution 

of art. And quite naturally it is here that one's attitude to the

work seriously matters; an attitude that takes account of the fact 

that the artist's medium is language in the broadest sense (including 

the world comprehended within the limits of that language, and, some 

would say; hints of a dimension beyond), that the artist an' artist, 

and that as such his work is to be considered a product of art fit for 

the contemplation of an audience or theatre of spectators.

ViQ shall employ the term symbolic meaning for three forms of second- 
order meaning, which we now distinguish. We do not however claim that 
there are no other forms of symbolic meaning.
The first and simplest mode we shall term the denotative symbolic; 

the second, the metaphysical-symbolic ; the third, the transcendental-

symbolic.
For the denotative symbol it is always possible to make a statement 

of the form; 'a is referred to by ̂ ', where _b is the first order mean

ing of the text, and 6. the second order meaning symbolized by K  It 

is, presumably, this kind of symbolic meaning Susanne Langer has in 

mind when she speaks of the 'literal meaning* of symbols. In this way
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it is possible to say that Byzantium stands for redemption, for instance, 

or Camus*s pestilence stands for the German occupation of France.
Now the question is whether the construal of the denotative symbol 

is similar to the construal of primary meaning. There is one obvious 
sense in which it is not. No dictionary will tell us that Byzantium 

stands for redemption. There is no standard meaning of this symbol. 

However, there could be and there probably are dictionaries that give 

the meanings of certain traditional symbols in a given culture, m  this 
way such symbols would have a traditional standard meaning, and it would 
be possible to distinguish between the symbol as used in the standard 

way and the idiosyncratic use, in relation to the tradition, of the poet. 

There is no nrima facie reason for ruling that the poet's meaning must 

be that given by the tradition, any more than there is a reason for 
ruling tiiat technical terms should be forbidden in any discourse 

whatever. But just as in a technical discourse the author must state 
his technical use of the term he is intending to use in a technical 

sense, the author must give some indication that his meaning departs 

from the traditional meaning of the symbol. Now the way an author does 

this, or the way in which a symbol would be allowed to be the same as 

or different from the traditional symbol, is to include in the structure 

of his work the background that justifies the meaning of his symbols.

The symbol occurs in a certain context, and obviously has its meaning 
within this context. Words do not have meaning in sentences (grammatical) 

merely because the words have dictionary meanings. It would be quite 

naive to hold that the meanings of the words in a sentence, and so the 

sentence had a given meaning simply because separately each word has a
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meaning given by the dictionary. The sentence might he complete nonsense, 
and it would be no point to say that in the sentence any given word 
had any given meaning. So a traditional symbol appearing ân a given 
work does not necessarily have the traditional meaning in that work; 
that is, it mignt have no meaning at all. And so if an author had a 

meaning for a symbol traditional or not, whicn was unrelated to the 

context of the work, then his private symbol simply would not be a symbol 

in that work, so there can be private symbols, that is, non-traditional 
ones, but to be symbols they must have the required context in which 

they take their place. This means, in part, that although an individual 
reader might never on his own discover the meaning of a private symbol 

he could be shown, not simply told,

Camus's La Peste, then, would be interpreted on the level of primary 
meaning as describing an imaginary epidemic which afflicted Oran, and 

on the second level the situation of the French under the German occupa

tion of France. Now perhaps no one fact about La Peste establishes 
this particular reading, but several together do. Them was a German 

occupation of France; it did not pre-date the writing of the novel 

by several centuries; the novel was written in French; the situation 

of hovf the plague created despair and meaninglessiess in the novel 
is similar to the situation of the occupation which created the same 

response in the French; and so on. In other words, the ppint of the 
work ç>r.-. the meaning of the symbol is not something arbitrarily left 

up to its author Even in the case of private symbols, such as are 
found in Yates, their meaning must be embedded in the primary meaning 

of the text. If.theye are not but are somehow still symbols, then
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their presence is irrelevant.

This is not to say that we ought not to listen to an author who 

offers to tell us what his symbols mean. And it could in some rare 

causes even be allowed that unless the artist had said what he meant 
it is difficult to see how we could possibly find out. But theoretically 

vfhatever symbolic meanings the artist points out could be pointed out 

by a reader. The fact that he ; may sometimes be the only one to 

point out the meaning of the symbol does not place his indication on a 

separate logical level. But we must not go to the extreme of ignoring 

what the artist has t(^ay about his meaning with the slogan *an artist 

is a reader of his work*.

The meaning of symbols is usually arrived at with the help of the evi

dence we nave of the artist's metaphysical scheme, the place symbolism 

is known to hold in his work, the objects and situations he is known to 

favour as symbols, historical clues concerning the conditions of 

existence at the time of writing, internal clues such as repetition 

(imagistic or other) either within a given work or several, the know

ledge we have of traditional symbolism and so on. It is only out of 

a complex body of some such knowledge that highly sophisticated works

by a Joyce, Yeats or Sartre are interpreted at the symbolic level . 
Second order meaning in less ambitious works can largely be deter

mined from indications within the text.

It was politic to raise the general problems of symbolic interpreta
tion after describing the first type of symbolic meaning for two rea

sons. First, the denotative symbol represents the most simple form 

of symbolic meaning; and second, we needed to provide a basic con
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clusion in reference to which the forms of symbolism we describe may 

be discussed. We turn now to the metaphysical symbolic mode.

The work is considered to be symbolic metaphysical meaning in the 

sense that it embodies some view of 'the nature of existence ' or as im
plying a prepositional truth claim.

Wo ought to discriminate here between such metaphysical meening as ni.y 

be considered tied to the artistic point of the work, and other claims 

about the metaphysical meaning of the work, where the events of the story 

are taken as organized in such a way as to suggest that the author holds 

some thesis about the nature of the world or the meaning of existence.

The particular genre of the novel referred to as the roman a these is 

evidence that the novelist may dramatize a metaphysical theory through 

characters in action. 'Hell is others' may be the thesis of Sartre's 

Huis Clos, for example Rudolf Arnheim seems to maintain that this is not 

merely sometimes intentionally the case, but necessarily so.

If one knows, for instance, that Sartre held certain strong philosopni- 

cal view that merit the label 'existentialist*, notes the nature of his 

narrative and the conversation of the characters, it would not be diffi

cult to conclude that his existentialism is tied up with nis art. Bat to 

say that every novel implies a thesis or truth claim is to be entangled 

in a confusion. For if we claim that any selection or presentation 

of narrative events implies a thesis, then any set of real events 

implies a thesis. But who is implying the thesis embodied in the set of 

events? If a thesis is implied , the author nas to imply it, the events

by themselves imply nothing.

The attribution of metaphysical meaning to a set of events or to a
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sitiiation is nob at all a primarily artistic or critical acbiviby.
It is as old as metaphysics* As Jung says; 'We must interpret; we 
must find meaning in things • ••• We must resolve life and happenings. ' 

And he was prepared to accept that when we indulge in this kind of 
activity ?;e are standing outside art* That is not necessarily 

true; but it is certainly true that mankind is given to the kind of 

interpretation Jung describes* If works of art sometimes offer a 

representation of life, then to the extent that that representation 

is faithful certain remarks about the meaning of what is represented 

would apply equally to the model and the representation* In fact,
t >there are several second hand philosophers* They do not comment so 

much on life the model, but life presented in the work of art* It 
would De misleading, then, to claim that the metaphysical meaning 

we attach to a set of events as described by the author is implied by 

him or by the work.

In assessing a writer's work, however, it is possible to talk about 

the vision ne presented or perspective he adopted for his work, certain 

writers of tragedy might be described as having a tragic vision. But 

we Should always keep separate the staements v/e make about the authorA
and the statements we make about the work, A writer may write tragedy, 

but need not have a fatalistic view of the world, hardy, however, 

is fairly generally regarded to have incorporated such a thesis in 
his work. And this is probably true, since in the commentary in his 

novels fatalistic remarks are made; this is very explicitly done at 

the end of his novel Tess of the B'Urbervilles.
Sometimes, however, it is not that easy to determine what stance the
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author is adopting? This is sometimes so because it may emerge that, 
a traditional symbol or myth is being handled somev/nat differently.

The traditional meaning and treatment of symbols in the literary or 

theological heritage are not always a reliable guide to the meaning or 

position that underlines a given poet's treatment of symbols* The meta

physical thesis implied by lifiilton's Paradise Lost is not necessarily 

the thesis implied by the Biblical account of xne Fail of Man. It is 
part of the business of artistic activity to renovate aspects of the 

mythological heritage; and as the case of Satan eminently demonstrates, 

the dramatic possibilities in the personification of evil may lead to 

a development or interpretation quite at odds with the stock signifi

cance of its ethice-conceptual content and force. Or apart from the 
possibilities of the myth for dramatization distorting its original 

nature, the author might be prey to an unresolved conflict which gets 

expressed in his worx,

It might result in a false perception of the metaphysical meaning 

of a work (or in the symbolic meaning generally) if we assume that 
the meaning of myth and symbol is given by some collective unconscious 

or cultural tradition. We would probably nave to make the grand 
metaphysical assumption that a unitary, timeless meaning is incorpora
ted in the objects, events and tales appearing in the work of chosen 

artists and narrators early in tne development of cultures; so that the 
tale or myth or set of symbols remains forever the same as regards mean

ing and valid throughout the various interpretations and uses future 

generations may make of them. There are, of course, various and
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conflicting interpretations of symbol and myth; and it cannot be true 

that the message of the myth is true in whatever interpretation» Out

side literature the metaphysical meaning of the myth is in dispute; 

and since we have to take accb.unt of what is happening in each particular 

work, we must not suppose that the metaphysical meaning of a myth 

that occurs in poetry is available through exclusive appeal to tradi

tional iconology or trpology.

What metaphysical-symbolic meaning a work contains, that is, what
?

thesis is implied by the work or what truth claim is being madê  must 

be made and considered internal to the work through aspects of its 

semantic structure both in the form of surface meaning and denotative 

symbols and the general style in which these meaning^are manipulated.
The work, however is not committed to having this sort of meaning.

The third mode of symbolic meaning, whidiwe nave termed the 

transcendental-symbolic, is conceived as somehow encapsulated in the 

figure or set of figures presented in an^itempt 'to express a thing, for 

which there exists as yet no adequate verbal concept.* Snch a symbol 

is according to Kant an aesthetical idea which sets the mind and imagi

nation after a meaning it does not fully capture; it is as it were on 

the border between the phenomenal and the noumenal. Jung would prefer 

to allow this type of symbol a certain living mĵ stery; and Tindall 

quoting Keats is inclined to think that the symbol is enjoyed as a 

pa rtially known phenomenon. Benedetto Croce makes a distinction between 

a symbol and an allegory and while not denying that literal symbols
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exist in all narmlessness ; only the truly artistic symbol is synonymous 
with intuition and cannot be translated.1

The genius of the artist at this level resides in his ability to cre

ate the transcendental symbol. And since, apparently, owing to the 

richness or the profundity or the elusiveness of its meaning, the 

transcendental symbol vannot really be paraphrased or put another way ,

It is difficult, because of the nature of such a symbol to put restriction's 

on statements that hint at its meaning. Kant could be taken as suggesting 

that such a symbol is a sort of semantic stimulus that must be allowed 

to lift the imagination away with it; while for Keats there should be 
no 'ibritable reaching after fact and reason*; one should be content 

not to know fully.

To a hardheaded, no-nonsense realist such a symbol simply does not 
exist.But there is no *real* reason why it should not; though an obvious 

difficulty is that of recognizing it. perhaps when we meet a symbol 

that have had numerous explications and yet seems to have been only 

scratched on the surface, we may become duly suspicious. It is to be 

noted, however, that only insofar as the untranslatable symbol is in

timately related to the structure of the work are we interested in it 

in the first place. If our discovery of it does not matter to our 

appreciation of the work, then it does not matter how ineffable the 

symbol remains.
One could, of course, attempt to show that a given symbol is transcen

dental by denying that any explication whatever really got at its meaning.

1» *Art as Intuition*, in Vivas & Krieger, p. 88.



-136

But then one could deny that any explication whatever ever really gets 
at the meaning- of that wnich it is an explication of,

There is, however, something in the view that some symbols may be 
*grasped* in a way virtually impossible to be put in words, But it is 
alvirays in relation to the part they play in the total artistic structure 
of the work that we have an interest in them. Also, it is not that the 
symbols by their nature alone have the significance they do have in the 
work; it is that they are recognized as an attempt on the part of the 

author to pass on a certain vision, to present something for wnich there 
exists as yet no adequate verbal concept. Such symbols have the strongest 
ca^se, perhaps, for the need to participate in the imagination of the 
author. However, the nature of the symbol as described requires a 
concentration more on the symbol as presented, which then has a certain 
effect on the reader and calls forth the appropriate imaginative response.
Second order meaning in the light of our discussion is seen to be 

the most exciting aspect of the search for the meaning of the literary 

work.

2, Metaphor.

It is not an essential part of our undertaking to account for all 
the aspects of the semantic structure in the sense of analysing 
every elemental manifestation of meaning * And, at any rate, granted 
the emphasis required by the argument of this tnesis, the general 
tendencies of such an analysis are predictable. Notwithstanding,



-137-

there is the phenomenon of metaphor, v/hioh has been considered to bear 
so intimate a relation to poetry that some critics have been moved to

claim an identification; *poetry is metaphor'. While the claim is by
itself not sufficient to compel us to say v/hat it is for a metaphor to

mean, there has been such frequent reference to metaphor in the v/ritings

of the critics, and recently 'chez' philosophers and linguists, that v/e

shall have to consider its relevance to an understanding of the semantic

structure. We shall try to discover what is meant by saying that poetry

is metaphor, to v/nat extent what is meant is true, and v/nat bearing the

answer nas on the perception of meaning.

Poetry is metaphor may mean either that poetry is
a ) language with a nigh incidence of metaphor; or

B) language interpreted generally as one would interpret metaphor.

A) may be taken either as
i) a definition in the sense that all and only those linguistic pieces 
containing a high incidence of metaphor are literary works or poetry; or

ii) a generalisation affording some indication of a prevalent feature 

of literary worlds.
Ai is obviously false, as almost any anthology will snow.

Ail seems true.
B) would be indifferent as to whether a given piece contained many or 

any metaphors; but pre-supposes some comprehension of or competence in 

interpreting metaphor outside literature.

B may be taken as
1) a definition in the sense that all and only those linguistic pieces
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interpreted as one would interpret metaphor generally are literary works;

ii) a generalisation affording some indication of a prevalent approach 
to the construal of literary works;

iii) a stipulative or normative definition for literary explication, 
claiming that a poem is only properly interpreted when interpreted as 
one would interpret metaphor#

Bi) is obviously false, since a) - poems do not cease to be poems when 
not interpreted as one would interpret metaphor; and b) interpreting 

a piece of language as one would interpret metaphor does not make it 

poetry, (of course one could treat any piece of language as one would 

a literary work, though the result would be in many cases curious.)

Bii) seems true; only, it is far from clear what is involved in in
terpreting a piece of language as one would interpret metaphor. It is 

certainly true that many critics do not interpret many poems in quite 

the same way as they would interpret a piece of language that is not a 

literary work; though it is perhaps true that all critics interpret 

some parts of some poems exactly as they would a non-literary piece 

of language. It is also true that many critics interpret some poems 
as saying one thing and meaning another or something more, as when they 

give the symbolic meaning of a poem. But if there is no agreed way in 
which language interpreted as one would interpret is interpreted, the 

actual clarifying value of Bii will be limited.
There is a measure of vagueness, moreover, as to what precise kind of 

linguistic construction is denoted by 'metaphor*. Tne term has been
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soraetiraes used to embrace all figures of speech. In that case it 
would be a question of understanding how figures of speech are in
terpreted. Adopting the notions of inapplicability, transference 
and analogy in Aristotle's definition of metaphor, many critics and 
some grammarians have considered metonymy, synecdoche, catachresis, per
sonification and simile as all manifestations of metaphor. They have, 
however, ,'been comparatively silent on how other figures of speech, such 
as litotes, euphemism and oxymoron, fit into a general analysis of 

metaphor. As Haif Ehatchdourian observes; 'No single account lays 
bare the nature of all utterances that we commonly call metaphor.*1 
Even on a restricted interpretation of metaphor, excluding some of 
the figures of speech, a proper analysis would have to consider the 
variety of expressions to be considered metaphorical in order to 
determine to what extent they are amenable to a unitary explanation.
By far the predominant enpgasis has been on the cognitive content 

of metaphor, 'the way in which it gives you two ideas for one», to 
use Johnson's phrase. It has consequently been considered crucial to 
determine what the exact relationship between the ideas is; whether in
teraction, sustitution, comparison, fusion, unification, identity, 
juxtaposition, transference, confrontation. And the prepositional 
form of metaphor has been treated as the paradigm. The analysts 
have proceeded as though the conceptual content of tiiat kind of meta
phor is available through an understanding of the terms involved

1. 'Metaphor*, The British Journal of Aesthetics, Vol. 8. p. 22?. (1968)
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together with certain standard associations such terms happen to have 
for the reader. More careful critics have thought it necessary to 

include reference to the context of occurrence; for example, the 
whole poem as determining to some extent what the metaphor means or 

the direction in which the exploration of association should be oriented.

Rather less attention, however, has been paid to the use of metaphor 
as a determinant of what we are to make of it. It is certaihly known 

that poets have frequently employed metapnor to delight or shock the 
reader by the boldness, say, of a suggested connexion between apparent

ly dissimilar things, without committing themselves to suggesting that 

the related objects or concepts should be followed up or through to 

determine in how many ways a connexion could in fact be established.

And it would distort the metaphor to maintain that whatever truth 
content could be found in the metaphor was affirmed in the poem.

Metapnor is also used to set tone and induce a certain emotional re
sponse or attitude to what is being said; and it would lead to a mis

understanding of the work if the metaphors were interpreted as primarily 

cognitive, in the sense of making some subtle claim about inter-relations 

in the world. Or again, the choice of figures might be dictated by 

stylistic considerations; so that recognition of the precise role 

of metaphor in the work would control the extent to which its assertive 

content or force is sought. Only in those cases where the assertive force 

of metapnor is operative would the subtle cognitive approaches be rele

vant.
If we recognize that there are different accounts as to how metaphors
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and different kinds #f metaphor are to be interpreted, and that other 
.approaches than the cognitive-assertive may be necessary for the eon— 
strual of metapnor according to the role it is called upon to piay in 

the particular work, it will be apparent that Bii involves a number 

of different answers to the question ;how is metapnor construed? And the 

recommendation that poètpy be construed a#̂s one would interpret meta

pnor (Biii) would consist of different actual recommendations; even the 
recommendation that poetry is not to be interpreted at all.

Biii could be linked to Aii , in that if it is true that there is a 
particularly high incidence of metapnor in poetry, it may well_be the 

case that the non-metaphoric expressions need to be understood in relation 

to the metaphoric. And if the cognitive content of metaphor is its 

ciiief value in poetry, an essentially non-literal approach to the 

seemingly literal expressions of the work may be required to cope 
with the metaphoric mode of meaning which the poet may be considerd 

a 8 employing. This essentially metaphoric approach to the literary 
work might be restricted to those works showing a high incidence of 
metapnor; that is, having more metaphoric than non-metaphoric expressions. 

Or it may be extended to any poem whatever, even those without metaphors. 

But we are clearly not committed to holding that if some poems are to 
be treated as completely metaphorical, all poems must be; although 
it could be recommended that they should be, on the assumption that all 

poets vrite in the metaphoric mode, whether or not they use linguistically 

perspicuous metaphors. Or rather than recommend this through an assumption
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it. mî iit be argued that the language of poetry is such that a literal 
interpretation never does it justice* Both assumptions, that all poetry 
is written in the metaphoric mode and that all poetic language is meta
phoric seem extravagant; and reveal more a decision to read poetry in 

a certain way than an indication of hov/ poetry is either written or 
read. It may also be based either on a misrepresentation of the 

meaning of 'metaphor*, * literal», and figurative* or a desire to find some 
support for a certain attitude towards the literary work.

Istvau Meszaros'theory that all poetry is metaphoric and that it follows 
from^his fact that poems represent themselves demonstrate;how a mistaken 

thesis about metapho#* may be applied to the literary work (or how a 

theory about the interpretation of literature can lead to a mistaken 

theory about metaphor); and the gap that exists between any such thesis 

about metaphor and an account of a responsible construal of the work*

According to Meszaros only figures of speech in which the subject 
and predicate are both metaphorical are metaphors.1 r̂ hus, whatever a 
metaphor establishes it establishes metaphorically, that is, no reference 

is made to the world. A metapnor consequently refers to itself. But 
the examples Meszaros relies on to make a distinction between a true 
metaphor and a simile in the grammatical form of a metaphor do not illus

trate nis point. Contrary to what he claims, 'Youth's the season 

made for joys' is essential indistinguishable from 'Beauty's a flower, 

despised in decay*. The French language, for example, (to use a move 

\  la Moore) employs the same word for 'like' and 'as it were* in such 

contexts. So that 'Youth's the season made for joys' may become in 
translation (the English language is more tolerant of the metaphor as

1. 'Metaphor and Simile', P.A.S., 1955-57, p. 137
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opposed to the simile form of metaphors than the French) 'Youth is, 
as it were, the season made for joys*' Also, there is a season made 
for joys; Spring* i,yhat probably leads Meszaros to think that there 

is no such thing a-s the season made for joys is his failure to recog

nize that 'Spring is made for joys' is itself a way of saying that 

Spring is, as it were, made for joys - which is perfectly true* It 

would seem that any metaphor of the subject-predicate form which Mesza

ros could produce would be, according to his analysis, a simile, and hence 
synthetic and referential*

The means by which he then goes on to argue that Pope's Ode On Solitude, 
while containing no figures of speech, is metaphorical are suspect. He 

does not in fact establish that non-figurative language must be metaphor

ical; he merely states that the seemingly literal expressions of the 

poem are metaphorical expressions of a conception of life. They become 

metaphorical because of their 'structural interplay'.1 But he provides

no clarification of the metaphor involved in structural interplay nor 
relates it to his analysis of metaphorical subject and predicate. So 

even if his account of metaphor is acceptable, its necessary relation 
to the construal of poetry has not been explained. What he has in fact 

done is to treat poetry as he thinlcs 'real' metaphor is to be treated.
He has not succeeded in showing that the structure of metaphor andthe 

structure of poetry are the same; and meantime he has not succeeded in 

laying bare the structure of metaphor. Metaphorical and non—figurative 
statements do have a different semantic structure; that is why we can

1. Op. cit., p. 137*
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recognize figurative statements (though not all; mainly the strictly 
metaphorical type). For the non-figurative statements of poetry to be 
treated as metaphorical a decision has to be made so to treat them* And 
this decision is justified, if it can be supported by such considerations 

a<s show why in the context of the poem a literal interpretation is 
unplausible; perhaps the abundant figurative display or a deviant 

syntax or a much too fantastic conceptual development does not allow 
a straight reading.

The metaphoric interpretation of poetry on this understanding turns 
out to be rather similar to symbolic interpretation. However, 

if we could note certain features of excellent artistic metaphors, 

we might be able to discern in them a special character and find a meaning 

for the concept of the metaphorical interpretation of poetry even for 

seemingly literal expressions.

Aristotle said tiiat 'the greatest thing by far is to be a master of 

metaphor. It is the one thing that cannot be learnt from others; and 
it is also a sign of genius, since a good metaphor implies an intuitive 

perception of the similarity in dissimilars.' 1 We may accept from 
Aristotle the notion of art and genius evinced by the production of 

first class metaphors such as we find in the great poets. And we may 
note with Kant the sort of phenomenon that a good metaphor is - its 
impression of inexhaustibility, its artistic refusal to commit itself 

to a completed definitive statement, its stimulating nature, its 

irreplaceable rightness. And in commenting on the figure;

1. poetics 1458b
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Ainsi l'astre du jour, au bout de sa carrière.
Répand sut 1'horizon une douce lumière.
Et les derniers rayons qu'il darde dans les airs 
Sont les derniers soupirs qu'il donne a l'Univers;

ne speaks of the way in wnicn it stirs up a crowd of sensations and 

secondary representations for wnich no expression can oe found 

Quite clearly the genius of which Aristotle speaks and the sort of 

figure Kant describes are found characteristically in poetry; and the 

poet's success and art are frequently defined in relation to his 
demonstration of this rare skill and fecund felicity of expression.

In Kant's figure the comparison between the deed of a dying king 

a nd the last rays of the star, the fact that the star really never 
sets, the suggestion tnat tne parting rays spread out over the horizon 

in a way that they could not do at any other point in its career, the 

associations evoked by the figure of the celestial bodies functioning 

on a universal rather than on a merely mundane scale, the idea of 

the day star - its power and persistence, even defiance, are all only 
some of the elements that go to make up this example of the force and 
art of the metaphoric mode.
NOW if this is an indication of what the literaiy artist does 

with language, it is not unreasonable to suppose that even those 
expressions that do not share the metaphoric garb may require closer 

attention than in the non-ertistic contexts of language. The sort of

1. Op. cit., p. 182.
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exhaustive attention commonly engaged for the appreciation and expli
cation of metapnor is by extension employed for the entire language

ol poetry; the explication of poetry calls for the uncovering of all the
subtle v/ays in whicn language can mean, with its widening implication 
of non—linguistic domains of meaning* in this way 'poetry is metannor'
is itself a metapnor.

Biii consequently, receives qualified support, it cannot be accepted
that any poem whatever or every poetic expression is to oe interpreted

as one would interpret metaphor, when any mode of interpretation is 
inimical to the artistic point of the work it is to be overruled.

3. Deviance

As an aspect of poetic language 'deviant » forms will be discussed 
a^gainst the general background of the semantic structure of the

work and certain features of metapnor. The implication of metapnor 
in the problem of deviance is natural, since metaphor itself repre

sents a certain deviance; so that the way in which we understand meta
phor may not be always unconnected with tne way in which we understand
other forms of linguistic or semantic deviance Also, in a parallel 

fashion, deviance occurs outside poetry -newspaper headings are an ex

ample (and perhaps many sentences written by philosophers) We are 
only called upon therefore to give some account of its meaning
as a semantic ingredient of the poem, cheerfully leaving the problem 
of giving an account of non—poetic deviance to the linguist.
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We may signal the analogical nature of metaphor as useful in aiding 

comprehension of certaip types of deviance in poetry.The suggestion 

of mapping deviant expressions into non—deviant utterances 'which in turn 

derive their meaning from the semantic interpretation of tne sentences 
v/ith which they are matched' involves employing some notion of similarity 
between the two types.

Empson in 'How to read a Modem Poem', says with reference to Dylan 
Thomas ;

lie works by piling up many distant suggestions at once, and half the timeis not 'saying anything' in the ordinary meaning of the term, (2)

The problem is partly that these 'statements' are not metaphors in the 
traditional sense. The statemeuxs are construed not in strict terms of 

lexis^grammar and syntax, but through a certain capacity to suggest. They 

Share, though, some qualities of bona fide statements that mean in the 
ordinary way; there is thus a certain analogy between them.

Frequently a continuous syntactic form is complicated or eschewed 

and the connexions between the items of meaning are not obviously 

set out %

Altarwise by owl-light in the naif-way house 
The gentleman lay graveward with his furies;
Abaddon in the hangnail cracked from Adam,
And, from his fork, a dog among the fairies,
The axtlas-eaterswrth a jaw for news.
Bit out the mandrake with tomorrow's scream*

1. Roger Fowler, "On the interpretation of 'nonsense strings' ", Journal 
of Linguistics, 5, I969.
2. Modern Poetry, I908, p. 243.
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Then, penny-eyed, that gentleman of wounds,
Old cock from nowheres and the heaven's egg, 
With hones unbuttoned to the half-my winds. 
Hatched from the windy salvage on one leg. 
Scraped at my cradle in a walking word 
That night of time under the Christward shelter: 
I am the long world's gentleman, he said.
And share my bed with Capricorn and Cancer. (1)

The extravagant, juxtaposed images are not meaningful in the way in 

which we are accustomed to understand metapnoric meaning. Further, 

the unfinished, rambling syntax disrupts the discursive structure.

As a piece of language Dylan Thomas's poem is sheer nonsense, we are 

inclined to say, and 'dishing it up' with the segmentations of poetry 
does not render it meaningful. This would be, however, to dismiss 

what surely is a liberating force in poetry, freeing it from perhaps 
worne out conventional grammatical,syntactic and even lexical con

straints, On the otner hand, we must resist a tendency to v.rite 
nonsense or have nonsense accepted as poetry with the argument that 

the poem is difficult, produced by special rules or liberated, it must 

still be possible to write a bad or near meaningless poem. But if we 

give nonsense a meaning as a sort of commitment we run the risk of 
blurring the distinction between a work of art and a v/ork of words.

To say that deviant poetic structures are to be read metaphorically 
would be to suggest that their units and phases are to be interpreted 
by analogy or comparison with other unitary and pnasal forms in non-deviant

1. The Collected Poems of Dylan Thomas, 1957*
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expressions, aided by the given set taken as a semantic unit.
But this would be only one metapnoric method of construal, in line 

with an analogy theory of metapnor. The Supervenience Theorist of meta

pnor could advance an altogether different thesis* According to Beardsley, 

the Supervenience Theory regards a metaphor as a kind of idiom;

The meaning of a metaphor does not grow out of the literal meaning of 
its parts, but appears as something extraneous to and independent of them.l

The^essence of metaphor is nothing like saying one thing and meaning 

another, in the sense that a statement of similarity is couched in 

an identity statement. Dylan Thomas would be seen as working through 

special idioms, wnich must be grasped as such. Or his mode of expressing 

himself might be idiosyncratic; that is, he puts words together in a 

fashion peculiar to Dylan Thomas.

The view that the poem is a self-sufficient context of meaning is 

snared by some linguists. Z. Harris in his 'discourse analysis' sets 

out to provide the means for constructing the grammar of a single text.2 
Although Michael Riffaterre justly observes that 'no grammatical 

analysis of a poem can give us more than the grammar of that poem'^ 

the idea of a sort of internal analysis for poems that cannot be en

tirely accounted for by the general rules of the language is an interesting 

and relevant one.

1, Aesthetics, 19)8, P*
2. Cf. "discourse Analysis", Language, 28, 1952, and "Discourse Analysis;
A Sample Text", Ibid. _ ^
5, "Describing poetic structures; two approaches to Baudelaire s Les
Chats." Yale French Studies, I966, p. 213*



It is now clearly illustrated tnat a general, doctrinaire approach, 

will not do for tne interpretation of an institution with sucn a great 

diversity of memebers and poetic temperaments. The contextualist 

emphasis would seem to be required for this type of poetry, although 
we Should be careful not to rule t lat all poetry sharing a degree of 

deviance should be interpreted in any one ways. The requirements of 

the individual work nave somenow got to be determined. Certain approached

are recommended in sofar as they arc serviceable in aisistinj the 

explication of poetry in accordance with our conception of the institu

tion of literature. The means to the end of interpretation are

a^ssessed in terms of tneir likely success in this enterprise. In this
0way, linguistic theĵ ies and ways of analysis are not ruled out in 

principle.

There can be no doubt but that several innovative elements have been 

at work recently in the production of modern literary art. And it seems 

reasonable to maintain that the highly individual techniques of a Dylan 

Thomas ot e.e. cummings may require a method of construal uncalled for 

with respect to more straightforvrard pieces, m  this connexion, an 

attempt to discover what they themselves consider to be tne point and 

nature of their techniques could be a useful tool to bring to an 

understanding of their work. Responsible criticism could probably be 

defined as the ability to recognise when each aspect of tne entire 

critical apparatus requires an application and to what extent. Rut 

our actual techniques of artistic discovery will be engaged always on 

the assumption that the literary artist uses language as m s  medium 

in all its available rich complexity.
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Chapter VII 

The Relational Structure

Part of our strategy for analysing the literary work was to set up 
the various structures through which the properties of the work 

manifest themselves. We have so far discussed the graphic structure, 

the phonic and the semantic. But there are other properties of the 

work that cannot be said to be manifested directly through any one of 

the structures so far investigated. Insofar as they would be attributed 

to one of them such a structure would be tne semantic; at least partly 

because the expression 'the meaning of the work* can be used to refer 

to all the properties of the work. But perhaps a second reason why 

the properties we are about to mention have not been considered as 

forming a structure in their own right is that they seem to be less 

sloidly and obviously there; we do not see a symbol and simply point 

to this type of property.

The fact is that these properties are relations whose existence de- 

pendSon the interaction of the three structures presented. We may refer 

to them as forming a relational structure. Of course, any tw,o things 

tiiat may be thought of separately may be thought of relationally; two 

strangers may be in the relation of non-acquaintance. The ways in which 

two objects are related might be inexhaustible. Now as the concept of 

a relational structure applies to the literary work, it applies only 

in terms of artistically significant relations. That is, the sort of 

relation between any two structures worth pointing out in the literary
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work must be artistically or aesthetically significant. The relation
of sound to meaning is one such relation. The phonic structure of the
poem may reinforce its meaning or the phonic structure may he at odds
with the ostensible meaning of the work, pn determining the exact
relationship we need to recognize the way in which the purported

relation is connected to tne artistic point and meaning of me work.

Relations of influence may be more subtle that the relation of sound
to meaning. Winifred howottny illustrates most perceptively with

examples from Shakespeare and Pope not only how sound may be a ‘source
of sustained ironic commentary* but also now syntactic relations and the

rhyme scheme may fruitfully interact, *how elaborate verbal patterning

•.. can organize and clarify it (meaning) by giving prominence to

syntactic relations, and is indeed capable of such powerful meanings

that it can register and suggest, intellectual relationships (such as

sameness, opposition, continuity) which may even be so strong as to

compete successfully with other meanings in the passage, or, if

‘compete* is too emphatic a word, at least contribute decisely to
their complexity.* 1 Y/imsatt, too, argues in The Verbal Icon for

2‘one relation between riiyme and reason*.

Since the nappy interplay and iiarmony of structures may go beyond
any one critic's perception, this area oi critical comment is fertile

lor ingenious criticism. But herein also lies the danger. There would

1. The language Poets TJse, 1î 62, p. 1̂ .̂
2. Op. cit., p. 1)5
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be no point to observing the relation of all »1* sounds to all »s» 
sounds in a poeiA merely on the ground that they constitute a relation

in the work. The ingenuity of the critic may lead him to make such a 

case of relations of influence that the semantic structure is thereby 

refashioned: v/hat was but an accidental arrangement of sounds, say, 

is taken as meaning that the poem is ironic; or a set of syntactic 

patterns may be erected into some fantastic mosaic of meaning. After • 

all, the work must have some syntactic and phonic structure. How these 

structures are disposed and related may not necessarily be significant,/ 

There is surely a give and take regarding the proper status of 

the sense of the work and the relations that compete with that sense; 
but in most cases, if not all, the sense of the passage or work must 

be considered primary.

The over-ingenious critic can make a profound poem out of

The cat

The mat;
and from merely the grammatical, syntactic and rhythmic relations of

‘the cat sat on the mat* arrive at the conclusion that the poem suggests

that a Cheshire cat was sitting on a Persixan rug near the hearth

purring absent-mindedly. This would be an example of the un
fortunate excesses to which a method of interpretation may be carried,

a method which has as object an authentic structure of the work, but

which, exalted as the method of interpretation^positively distorts the

meaning of many works and makes works of art out of mere relations.

having noted these qualifications, we must acknowledge uhat relations
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of influence are important aspects of the work. Since sucn relations 
are frequently subtle, tney depend for recognition on the perceptive

ness of the reader; and are sometimes almost made to exist. So long 

as the general integrity of tne work is not impaired relational claims 

may be allowed as evidence of a certain seIf-generating capacity of 

great literary works and the creative component in competent interpreta

tion* There is also this aspect to the interpretation of the semantic 

and relational structures; that to some extent the work requires a 
performance on the part of the reader with the individual variation 

within limits characteristic of playing- a work of musical art.
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Cnapter VIII 

Summary and Conclusion

We began by investigating what would be involved in trying to say or 
determine what the literary work is, the object of literary criticism. 

The strategy proposed was that of analysing the work into its various 
categories of property or structures, which could serve as the basis 
for a definition or identifying description, if ever either of these 
should be required.

However, we soon noticed that the ability to isolate and analyse the 
structures of literary works would provide us with no means of deter

mining the properties of any particular work with with we may want to 
deal; we would not be equipped to distinguish genuine from merely 
purported properties of a given work. Some reliable avenue of 
accessibility to the work would be necessary. Such an avenue turned out 
to be a reliable text, graphic or phonic.
The question then became how to determine the work-yielding properties 

of the text, necessary both for leading to all the properties of the 
work and for judging authenticity in the case where we agree that 
there can be more than one authentic text. It emerged at this point 
that no headway could be expected in determining the authentic text 
without first deciding on its identity model; that is, was the text 
to be considered a unique^unchanging particular, a uniqu^ changing 
particular^a replicataole unchanging particular or a replicatable 

changing particular?
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But since the requirements on the text depend on the nature of 
the work, ii/ became necessary to decide on tne identity model of

the work as well, he were led to the conclusion tliat the text and

the work snare the same identity model. Although the full case for

establishing one model over another was not to oe presented at this

point, some preliminary arguments suggested and supported the repli-

catable unchanging particular model,

I7ith a knowledge of the range of properties literary works possess 

we were able to establish four structures through which literary 

properties manifest themselves; the graphic, phonic, semantic and 

relational.

Since all thes structures are not necessarily present in each work,

the question naturally arose as to how we determine that for any par-

ticular work a certain number of them a^e represented.. We.forcedA
to adumbrate our argument tliat literary works were created and re- 

lesu-sed in terms of the institution of literature, an institution of 

art with language as its medium. Claims concerning tne structures 

present in a given work are to be handled in terms of the concept 

of a literary work as a public work of art within the institution of 

literature.
With the general form of the work established in terms of structures 

we were ready to embark upon an analysis of each structure, recognising 

that our problems were at once epistemological, justifying our claims 

to know that the work has certain properties, and aesthetic, relating 

the entire discussion and programme to the concept of tne work as a 

work of art.
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Tiie graphic structure was seen as a certain organization or layout 

of the page, which could be a representation or function in subtle 
ways to sug.̂ est meaning and engineer effects* purther the problem

of metrical analysis was seen to be based on some minimal interpreta

tion of the text as a phonic linguistic phenomenon, rather than on 

the pnonic structure* Such an interpretation of the form of the 

text appeared to be the parallel of the graphic structure for the 

phonic text.

We proceeded next to a consideration of the phonic structure, which 

could not be conceived as the mere enunciation of the words of the 

text. It is given through a responsible delivery instance or style*

The contention was that any instance of the phonic structure must be 

faithful to the expressive requirements of the text in terms of the 

semantic structure of the work and the artistic organization of the 

sound system of the phonic language in wnicn tne work is composed.

The strategy adopted for coping with the complex semantic structure 

wa-̂ s that of analysing the work first as descriptions, v/e rejected 

the thesis that by descriptions of the literary work must be meant 

fictional descriptions; set up the two comprehensive categories of 

fulfilled and vacant descriptions, which accomodated both traditional 

truth values of true and false, while permitting a distinction be

tween false and fictive. All descriptions were then further categorized 

as either surface and embedded. The 'world of the work", though a 

metaphor, was seen as given through the surface descriptions in a 

very superficial way. To perceive the world of tĥ ,vork the reader 

has to fill in embedded descriptions through some concept of relevance
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and the artistic point of the work. As an illustration we examined 
what it is to perceive and determine fictional character.

In endeavouring to determine how the text is construed to yield 

the semantic structure it became necessary to introduce the notions 

of a construal modeî^^a semantic attitude, together with the already 

explained notion of an identity model and an elaboration of the 

concept of literature as an institution in the institution of art.

We distinguished three construal models: the codai construal, 

natural language, and technical language. Then we snowed that certain 
tendencies to interpret the literary work in a certain way or by using 

a certain set of directives could be considered semantic attitudes 

and that these attitudes normally operated within the three construal 

models presented. These attitudes are the Authorial, which sought 

the author's meaning and was codai, that is, treated the text as a 

sort of code; stimulus, the reader's analogue to the authorial, and so 

codai too; contextual, which saw literary texts as a special class to 

be interpreted in the literary context, but basically with a natural 

language base, therefore, technical; aesthetic, which sought the 

aesthetically most satisfying reading either on a codai base model or 

a technical base model; a nd standard usage, whicn sought the meaning 

of the text in terms of the natural language in which it was ŵcitten. 

This last attitude turned out to be one with the natural language 

construal model, and so could not be considered a special semantic

attitude.
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The question now was; whicn of the attitudes is susceptible of 

yielding the work? here one's notion of the institution of litera
ture is all important. According to our conception of the role the 
artist, the language medium and the public play in the institution 

of literature, it is necessary to maintain a standard usage base, 

which could be modified according to the particular work and artist 

in terras of the aesthetic nature of literary works, in fact it was 

suggested that certain legitimate aspects of meaning had been isolated 

and erected into the sole raernod of cons tribal through the emphasis of 

a certain critic or school. The notion of the artist and of art 

required that a work should be considerd as completed at tne time of 

production, and so the relativistic interpretation of standard usage 

had to be rejected.

Our final assault on meaning involved an application of our decisions 

concerning the semantic structure to concrete manifestations of meaning 

in literature such as symbolism, metaphor and deviant forms of poetic 

language. Symbolic and second order meanirg generally could be 

accounted for through our already established category of embedded 

descriptions; and this level of meaning was recognized as an important 

area of literary meaning. The issue of metaphoric meaning was shown 

not so much as the problem of the specific nature of this semantic 

phenomenon but the question of controlling and orienting its expli

cation in accordance with the function it serves in the particular work. 

Deviant forms, we concluded could be considered in many cases a sort 

of linguistic metaphor,bearing an analogy to established semantic modes
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or could be interpreted in terms of the total context of the work 

as forming its own unique mode of meaning. There was no reason, 

however, to hold thatjall deviant collocations could be either meaning

ful or aesthetically significant. The general effect of these manifes

tations of meaning was to make us aware of the complexity of literacy 

phenomena and constantly on the qui vive to guard against extravagànt 
claims or dogmatic monism,

Finally relations of influence such as sound-meaning, syntax-meaning, 

were recognized as generally subtle but important aspects of the 

work deserving of the status of structure,

A thorough analysis of? the literary -work has shown that it is 

given ih only a very subtle sense, v/e need the concept of the work 

as some sort of definitive personality, though it is clear that its 

ontological status iia-s h(^otal similarity with the ontological 

status of objects on any of the identity models with which we 

a—re familiar and through which we make sense of the objects in our 

experience. But since literary works enter our experience we must 

speak of them in a coherent way, even if the literary object turned 

out to be incoherent. Hence the general assumption that there is 

a literary" work that can be examined and described by us all; and 

hence the multiplicity of critical languages. This multiplicity 

arises at least partly from the nature of the literary phenomenon.

For i f there are divergent schemes and accounts of more tractable 

phenomena such as ciiairs and persons, how much more scope is there 

for divergent schemes and accounts of an object given through a 

text, the authentic nature of which is problematic, subject to the
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interpretive theories, abilities, capacities, prejudices, commitments 
and sophistication of readers of different temperaments, interests, 
attitudes* and written in a frequently highly compressed and telescoped 
style of rhythms, symbolisms and implications*
There is little wonder then, that even philosophical discussion 

01 the literary work tends to end in a philosophical and semantic 
cul-de-sac. For without a proper appreciation of what is involved, 

concretely involved, in referrinĝ  to the literary work, philosophical 

discussion merely picks on some aspect or purported aspect of the 
literary phenomenon or some aspect or purported aspect of the prac

tice of criticism that can be related to some, area or theory of 

general philosophy and considers the consequences for literature 

and criticism of the truths of philosophy. But it is doubtful 
that we shall make any great headway in aesthetics before we have 

given a thorough examination of the nature and scope of the phenomena 

we are supposed to be dealing with. That is, if we are to pursue 
meaningful philosophical discussion of all the arts, we shall have 

to investigate them more closely one by one, a.̂t least to see vvhat 

the specific problems are in Aermining the properties of each 

specific art.
It is now our submission that this dissertation contributes a 

modest but needed ground study of literature. It is some indication 
of the vastness of the undertaking that in each chapter at least 

an entire thesis was sketched and several philosophical fields 
implicated. But it seems to us that any exhaustive attempt to study 

any one of the areas to be developed without an appreciation of the
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general field of considerations and conclusions into which it would 
have to fit would be severely handicapped and at worst misguided. 

Some general attempt at laying the foundations of literature is 
a prolegomena to any future aesthetics that will be able to present 

itself as a mature philosophical discipline.
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