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Narrative and philosophy: a formal-structural approach

2. Narrative and philosophy: a formal-structural approach

Children play with puppets, toy horses, or kites in order to get acquainted with the physical laws of the universe and with the actions that someday they will really perform. Likewise, to read fiction means to play a game by which we give sense to the immensity of things that happened, are happening, or will happen in the actual world. By reading narrative, we escape the anxiety that attacks us when we try to say something true about the world.

This is the consoling function of narrative – the reason people tell stories, and have told stories from the beginning of time. And it has also been the paramount function of myth: to find a shape, a form, in the turmoil of human experience.
Umberto Eco


I have argued that art communicates obliquely – by means of form – and that this applies to literature, even though, misleadingly, this artistic discipline employs language – humans’ primary medium of direct communication – as its means of expression. Such is also the situation of the narrative.


Indeed, the writer who chooses to write a narrative work, to tell an imaginative tale, ipso facto renounces any possibility of discussing directly, in person, his/her philosophy of life.
 This option is left to philosophical treatises and other non-fictional genres. In a narrative text the presence of the author, let alone his/her ideological position, is most intangible: both, as Eile explains, can only be deduced on the basis of the work with respect to which the author’s position is transcendent (17). In a narrative work the real author is represented by the implied author, but even s/he has no chance to voice his/her view of life:
Unlike the narrator, the implied author can tell us nothing. He, or better, it has no voice, no direct means of communicating. It instructs us silently, through the design of the whole, with all the voices, by all the means it has chosen to let us learn. (Chatman 148)

Any statement made in narrative (or lyrical) works is relative to the fictional world, to the fictional speaker who utters it; it must not be attributed to the author (Ingarden, “O tak zwanej prawdzie” 137-9,143-4; for exceptions to the rule see n18). Even the novel of ideas is not an exception, for even this genre, while aiming to present various aspects of a given problem, attributes particular points of view and particular arguments to certain characters or the narrator, whereas the author must not be automatically identified with any of them. Leszek S. Kolek, whose analysis of the genre I hereby summarize, speaks of “the total lack of commitment of the author [. . .]” (“English Novel” 33).


The only exceptions to the rule that the narrative author does not directly express his/her ideas are possibly works in which either the narrator (the lyrical “I” in the case of lyrical literature) or a character could, on the basis of specific extra-textual evidence, be identified with the author.
 In particular, either the author’s express request that certain views conveyed in a given literary work be attributed to him or her personally, or else the convergence of the lyrical subject’s, the narrator’s or character’s vision with the author’s beliefs expressed elsewhere and not via an artistic medium, could authorize a biographer to offer such an interpretation. However, even in such justified cases one must proceed with caution and consider the reliability of the extratextual information as well as the right to use it in strictly literary studies (as contrasted with e.g. biographical research).

The difficulties involved in the process of its reconstruction do not change the fact that the message of a narrative work (its total effect) comes from the real author and goes to the real reader. Even though encoded, hence often imprecise and ambiguous, left at the mercy of the reader (his/her intentions, life experience, literary experience, cognitive abilities, current emotional state and so forth), the message is there, regardless of any author’s or critic’s wishes that it were otherwise. Further, at least as long as the author and the reader belong to the same cultural community, a skilful author, as Peter Jones argues, will leave in the text as much liberty and as many guidelines for the reader s/he addresses as required by this reader to construe an acceptable interpretation of the text (185).


On the other hand, it seems obvious that whereas readers may rely on their intuition, a proper scholarly attempt at reconstructing the world view from a narrative work requires an appropriate method. Whether that approach is lay or professional, considering the risk of misinterpretation, the results are better ascribed to the implied author than to the real one.

2.1. Selected studies: Wayne C. Booth, Boris Uspensky, Gérard Genette, Stanisław Eile, Susan Sniader Lanser


For many years analysis of the ways in which philosophy can be expressed in narrative literature has not been a fashionable approach to narrative studies. Scholars have occupied themselves either with formal descriptions of the narrative,
 or its ideological (e.g. post-colonial or feminist) interpretations, or its deconstruction (Rimmon-Kenan, “Towards...” 136-144). Meanwhile, historians of literature, discussing particular novelists and reconstructing their visions of reality, have tended to shirk methodological problems.


Booth’s The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961) is an early study in the techniques which the author of narrative fiction can adopt to communicate with the reader, and of their moral and literary consequences. The author may employ a reliable character, choose the story and/or introduce allusions, figurative language, myths and symbols to communicate his ideas (18-20). He may also address the reader directly, on his own behalf (though Booth introduces the concept of the implied author, his usage of the term is not consistent; I assume that this direct communication means a reliable narrator acting as the implied author’s mouthpiece), but in modern fiction he often chooses showing (a dramatic method free of authorial interpretation), adopts a stance of objectivity (i.e. emotional indifference, lack of ideological commitment and impartiality towards the characters), or introduces an erring character, whose fallible vision of the world the narrator renders. For Booth, who believes that “an author has an obligation to be as clear about his moral position as he possibly can be” (389),
 this self-effacement of the author is highly deplorable (379-385).


It is mainly because of this normative bias that Booth’s study cannot serve as a proper methodological guidebook (it does not seem to have been Booth’s intention);
 there are other reasons: his terminology is not always clear (terms like “reliable narrator” or “implied author” are not used consistently), and the rhetoric of fiction is not viewed in terms of narrative structure.


In 1970 Uspensky published a revised version of A Poetics of Composition: The Structure of the Artistic Text and Typology of a Compositional Form, which contributed to the theory of the ideological content of narrative, indicating that the evaluative point of view (the ideological perspective) of the narrative may be represented by the author, the narrator or a character; that it may be explicit or implicit (e.g. communicated by the style of utterance); that in some compositions it may be possible to identify the single dominant evaluative position, while in others a multiplicity of points of view (of equal or unequal status) may be observed (8-16).


Gérard Genette in his Narrative Discourse (1972) enumerates five functions of the narrator; the fifth one, “the ideological function,” consists in conveying “an authorized commentary on the action” – authorized not always by the real author (256). The narrator’s discourse, Genette suggests, can never be entirely free of the ideological function; the function, on the other hand, may in some narratives be performed by a character (256-8).

The most comprehensive Polish attempt to define the philosophical potential of the novel goes back to 1973 and belongs to Eile. In his Światopogląd powieści Eile assumes that every literary work aims to express its author’s attitude to reality (20). He lists the narrative elements which express this attitude – philosophical comments offered by the narrator or characters, the structure of the world presented, the title, epigraph, preface etc. (20-4) – and discusses their presence in various types of novel: authorial, personal and neutral (adapting for the purpose Franz Stanzel’s typology).


In the authorial novel the narrator significantly transcends the world of his story, being omniscient (or at least knowledgeable), freely adopting various points of view and applying, as a rule, a superior hierarchy of values in his judgements. Equipped with many authorial privileges, this narrator usually expresses the author’s ideas. The narrator of the personal novel has less authority; he is part of the world presented, his knowledge and opinions are relative to his person, and his account of the story may additionally involve the mediation of characters who are, like the narrator, more or less reliable. Before the narrator’s ideas are attributed to the author, many factors have to be investigated: the spiritual maturity of the narrator, his participation in the plot, the degree of his individualization, the extent to which the narrator’s cognitive processes are the subject of the text, the distance in time and space between the narrator and the world of the story, the points of view of other characters and the author’s irony. In the neutral novel the narrator’s presence is merely inferred from the tale (point of view, selection of events), the narrator’s account resembles impersonal observation. The telling being devoid of any opinions, the narrator cannot voice authorial views.

The ideas of the implied author may be expressed explicitly in the speech of the narrator or characters, but they may also be implied in the narrator’s presentation of the story; the very construction of the presented world is pregnant with meaning. In the authorial novel it is usually subordinate to the author’s beliefs (the story illustrates the author’s views), whereas in the neutral and personal varieties of the novel it usually seems more open (“the presented world is defined by means of many various and often controversial features, with a simultaneous suggestion that we are dealing with an ‘open,’ equivocal, dynamic and ultimately indefinite image,” 185, translation mine). To convey ideas the author may also introduce allusions to myths, and symbols, design an overall pattern, or manipulate the emotional tone of the prose.


Eile’s book is an invaluable guide to the history of the novel, its evolution, its philosophical background and its basic types (the theorist supports his theoretical distinctions with many examples from English, French, German, Russian and, above all, Polish literature). The discussion is ample in that all kinds of circumstances which are obviously relevant to the novel’s philosophical message are identified, but their sheer abundance makes the book an unlikely choice for a methodological guide. Apart from omitting to select the most important rules of philosophical interpretation, the book fails to reconstruct the narrative structure, and is now slightly out-dated as regards narrative theories as well as the late twentieth-century novel. However, in discussing the prerogatives of the narrator and of the implied author, I will draw extensively on Eile’s research.


A highly detailed American study is that of Lanser: The Narrative Act: Point of View in Prose Fiction (1981). The theorist, who openly admits to feminist and, not so openly, to Marxist predilections, offers a formalist attempt to order the interpretation of ideology conveyed in narrative texts. Based on the theory of the point of view (where the term implies both observatory and ideological position) and the theory of the literary act (which supplies the communicative, social context), Lanser’s eclectic theory is context sensitive: she constantly emphasizes that the reading of a literary work is deeply embedded in the contemporary cultural and social reality.


The most valuable part of Lanser’s method is the detailed presentation of all possible qualities that may contribute to the value of a narrative agent: his/her “status,” i.e. “the relationship of the speaker to the speech act” (86), “contact” with the audience; “stance,” i.e. “the speaker’s relationship to the message s/he is uttering” (92), including the relationship to the fictional world. As regards the narrator’s status, the critic mentions the following dimensions: identification with the author,
 involvement in the tale, access to information, status given to the tale, the speaker’s social status (gender, race, class, profession, marital situation, sexual preference) and mimetic authority (honesty, reliability, narrative competence). With reference to the narrator’s contact with the audience/reader, Lanser discusses the following parameters: directness of appeal, narrative self-consciousness, narrative confidence and the attitude towards the narratee (respect/contempt and formality/intimacy), as well as contact as conditioned by the identity of the narratee. Within the major category of stance, Lanser adopts Uspensky’s four minor categories: phraseological (the source of the discourse: diegetic vs mimetic, i.e. narrator’s vs. character’s); spatial-temporal (involving three distinctions: open survey/fixed intrapersonal perspective of a single character, scene/summary and anterior/posterior narration); psychological (emotional interest in the fictional reality, amount of information provided about a character or an event, the subjectivity/ objectivity of this information, internal/external vision, depth of vision, fixed/free focalization, dis/approval); ideological (explicitness of ideology; its relation to the tale – internal when it is illustrated with the tale, external when it is expressed in direct discourse; relation of the ideology of a narrative text to contemporary cultural norms; crucial/trivial; isolated/reinforced; dominant/subordinate with reference to other textual voices). The list ends with the category of in/determinacy “of the authorial stance on textual evidence,” which, Lanser argues, has the status of a metaconstruct built upon all the other categories. Each quality has more than two options (indeed, the critic mentions each time a spectrum of possibilities) as well as an unmarked case – which the reader will naturally assume, unless given special signals in the text. The critic takes into consideration the position of the narrative agent in the narrative structure (the discussion focuses on the narrator, but includes also the implied author, the narratee and characters). Finally, the narratologist adopts Fernando Ferrara’s model of character analysis to analyze the narrator’s verbal activity. The fictional character or narrator is hereby analyzed according to surface structure, i.e. (verbal) activity, middle structure, i.e. personality, and deep structure, i.e. the set of the character’s beliefs. At the same time, any analysis of a single character always refers to the norms respected by the community of senders (to which the author belongs) and the community of receivers (the reader’s milieu).


For all its merit, Lanser’s proposal has its shortcomings. Firstly, its position is ideologically involved (this is a minor objection: Lanser’s feminist approach is reflected only in her choice of illustrating material, while her Marxist sympathies encourage her to pay relatively much attention to the community from which an author originates at the expense of him/herself). Secondly, the critic rejects the possibility that formal components carry their meaning even without being part of any text (“in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it seems more productive to consider narrative structures and devices as neutral in their abstract forms,” 28). Thirdly, she includes many narrative circumstances (e.g. the narrator’s narrative competence, or the technique of scene vs. summary) and distinctions (e.g. the treatment of public narrator, private narrator and focalizer as if they were three distinct textual voices, 137) irrelevant in terms of a philosophical rather than ideological analysis. Finally, Ferrara’s model of character analysis with its easy translation of beliefs into personality into activity seems to me simplistic.


Taking advantage of the above studies, as well as recent narratology, in particular of Rimmon-Kenan’s definition of the narrative, Chatman’s interpretation of its structural character, and O’Neill’s recent model of narrative structure,
 I would like to offer an alternative theory of the capacity of the narrative text to convey philosophical ideas, and of corresponding methods of textual analysis.

2.2. The concept of narrative


In my study I adopt Rimmon-Kenan’s definition of narrative: “the narration of a succession of fictional events” (Narrative 2).
 The genre is best defined through its opposition to the other major genre: lyric. The distinction is twofold and concerns the primary object of literature and the choice of static versus dynamic presentation. The narrative focuses on external reality and portrays it diachronically (as a sequence of events, a process), whereas the lyric focuses on internal reality and presents it synchronically (as static); the former is macro-, the latter microscopic. As if in minutely examining internal reality we failed to record processes of change,
 while external reality yields some sense only if presented panoramically. Naturally human experience can rarely be classified as either internal or external, since usually it is both (in different proportions, in various aspects), which explains why the literary distinction is far from sharp.

A third difference between narrative and lyric literature is that of the medium: plain prose in the former, poetic verse in the latter. Poetry is here understood in terms used by Barańczak – as a text whose language is highly organized.
 This difference, however, I view as of secondary importance: in the past narrative could well be written in verse, and much twentieth-century prose is highly lyrical and poetic (cf. Flann O’Brien, Angela Carter, or Eva Figes).

2.3. Narrative as structure


I have argued that the narrative author does not communicate his/her ideas directly; as is typical of all art, the whole narrative form and all its components are meaningful, and all may serve to express philosophical ideas. But the narrative, Seymour Chatman explains, is not “a chance compilation” – it is a structure (19-22). In his discussion Chatman refers to Jean Piaget and his concept of structure which involves “wholeness, transformation, and self-regulation” (20-1). Referring to the story component, Chatman explains wholeness in terms of complexity, relationship and organization:
a narrative is a whole because it is constituted of elements – events and existents
 – that differ from what they constitute. Events and existents are single and discreet, but the narrative is a sequential composite. Further, events in the narrative [. . .] tend to be related or mutually entailing. [. . .] they manifest a discernible organization. (21)


The narrative work being internally organized (both with reference to the story and to its narrative transmission, though the latter aspect is less successfully argued by Chatman), a list of narrative elements will not suffice to assess the extent to which they are involved in expressing the narrative’s philosophy; their position in the structure of the narrative also has to be taken into account. What we therefore need is a model of narrative structure which will distinguish the basic narrative levels, identify their narrative agents and list the narrative components they control.

2.4. Patrick O’Neill’s model of narrative structure


O’Neill starts with the basic division into story and discourse (“the content of the narrative” and its “expression,” 20) but postulates two additional narrative levels, namely, text and textuality, where text means “the text as verbal artefact, as work,” and textuality “that ‘same’ text as communicative process” involving the reader and the author: “a space for the interactive play of author and reader” (23-4).

The four basic levels form a structure: the bottom and innermost level, i.e. the story, is embedded in the upper and more extensive level of the text, which in turn is embedded in the yet higher and larger level of narration, which is embedded in the all-inclusive level of textuality. The construction may be infinitely extended to embrace the worlds created by characters acting as narrators, i.e. telling their stories (cf. figures 5.2, 5.3, O’Neill 111,114). Further, narrative is “an interlocking structure of structures” (113). The narrative levels are mutually interrelated: the higher narrative agents control the lower narrative levels and at the same time are themselves controlled by both the higher and lower narrative agents. To quote O’Neill: “The agents on every level exist only to the extent that they are discoursed on a higher level as existing” (113), but the dependence is mutual: “The controllers in the narrative godgame [. . .] are controlled by what they control” (112), so that
the narrator and narratee both constitute the text and are simultaneously constituted by it; the implied author and implied reader both determine the process of narration and are in turn determined by that narration [. . .]. (110)


The narrative levels are also narrative worlds for the real author and real reader (textuality), the implied author and implied reader (narration), the narrator
 and the narratee
 (text), and characters (story). This is how O’Neill describes their competence and power: characters are at the mercy of the narrator; O’Neill compares them to “laboratory rats” forced to take part in an experiment, deprived of any privacy (41). The narrator, who controls characters, is himself controlled by the implied author. The agent (author or narrator) has unlimited command over any agents of the lower narrative level, except for the cases of metalepsis defined by O’Neill (after Genette) as “the illicit transgression of the boundaries of those worlds [. . .]” (115, see also 108-116).


The level of narration, in O’Neill’s analysis, is a compound product in which the narrator “performs” the story, lending his voice, and the implied author organizes the text, providing the design (58-71). The implied author is “what is left of narration after the narrating voice is taken away [. . .]” (69). In particular, the implied author transforms story into text through chronologization, localization, characterization, and establishes focalization, verbalization, i.e. “the arrangement of words on the page,” and “validation of the narrator’s degree of reliability” (68-9).


This is further complicated by the phenomenon of focalization. In O’Neill’s theory:
every narrative is created by a narrative voice that is by definition external to it. It follows that in every narrative everything is primarily focalized by this world-creating narrative agent, including all subsequent focalizations within that particular narrative world. (87)
It follows that all character focalization also involves narrator focalization, and the narrator focalization itself always entails the implied-author focalization (which is “the ultimate focalization” though it “can finally be expressed only through the voice of the narrator [. . .],” 100). To put it differently, focalization is, like narration, compound: it involves the implied author, the narrator and frequently a character (83-106).

As regards the text and the implied author, O’Neill suggests that in some narratives we may need the concept of unreliable implied author (called the “implied implied author”), in which case we have to introduce a second-degree real implied author (against whom to assess the reliability of the former), who might also be unreliable and so on, theoretically, ad infinitum (70-1). In his theory O’Neill analyzes also the fourth narrative level of the real author and the real reader (i.e. textuality), involving extratextual factors that affect the text’s interpretation.


The theorist’s insistence on the element of subversion between the upper and lower narrative levels, his description of the status of his own theory as a game among other games (26-30), and his arbitrary decision to exclude the question of truth from narrative texts (“Games, as specifically focused forms of play, do not set out to discover truth,” 28) raise my objections. However, O’Neill’s description of the structure of the narrative levels, and the concepts of compound narration and the unreliable author seem indispensable in the analysis of the philosophical potential of the narrative.

2.5. The philosophical interpretation of narrative structure


Having discussed O’Neill’s model of narrative structure I will now employ it to define the philosophical contribution of narrative persons,
 identifying their position in the narrative structure, as well as the means of communication at their disposal (the results are summarized in the diagram presented on the next page).


Adopting O’Neill’s model of narrative structure, I have decided to modify his use of two terms, which seem ill-assorted to my mind. Henceforth, “text” will be the name of the authorial level, and “narration” the name of the narrator’s level.


To forestall any objections, I might voice at this point my own reservations: the diagram is guilty of simplification. The complexity of human nature, the compound character of narration, and the organic union of form and content all belie the neat divisions of the diagram. Imperfect as it is, I defend this scheme of philosophical analysis of narrative texts as comprehensive, serviceable and ensuring a considerable degree of objectivity.

Figure 1 A simplified model of the narrative structure and components capable of expressing philosophical ideas:
	The top level – “text,” the realm of the implied author:

	* the general message (theme, main conflict and its solution), which transcends all divisions into narrative levels and components,

* paratextual components (title, subtitle, epigraph, preface, afterword etc.), 

* thematic components of the text (e.g. symbols, quotations) which exceed the domain of any single narrator,

* the narrator in as much as his/her constitution, human nature (independent of him/herself) is concerned,

* formal means (including metafiction) when they are not subordinate to the narrator’s act of telling,
* characters in as much as their constitution, human nature (independent of themselves) is concerned (unless ascribable to the narrator-fabulator).

The middle level – “narration,” the realm of the narrator:
* the narrator’s existential choices, including narratorial ones (related to the telling of the tale): performance, choice and use of the story,

* the narrator’s philosophical views expressed directly or implied in the telling of the tale – discourse (e.g. comments on characters, symbols, figurative language),

* formal means (including metafiction) if they appear to be at the narrator’s disposal,
* characters in as much as their constitution is concerned (only if the narrator-fabulator claims authorship),

* the message of the tale (only if the narrator-fabulator claims authorship).

The bottom level – “story,” the fictional reality, the realm of characters:
* characters’ existential choices, plot,

* characters’ philosophical views (expressed directly or indirectly, also via art, such as a tale or poem).




The diagram is designed to serve as an easy reference but it calls for some comments (the diagram will be annotated from the top downward).


The diagram is meant to list all narrative agents and the means of expressions which they can employ (ultimately, which the author of a narrative work can employ) to convey their interpretation of “life.” Some of them (e.g. the narrator’s commentary) are highly communicative, while others (e.g. the title, symbolic images) are used primarily as secondary means to support or deny (but not to develop) a particular philosophical belief. Further, though in principle meaning is omnipresent in a work of art (narrative literature included), when retrieving a philosophy from a narrative one will analyze its components only in so far as they are relevant to the study.


O’Neill’s model of narrative structure includes four narrative levels, the topmost being “textuality.” However, I have decided to confine the literary analysis to the text of the narrative, excluding the domain of the real author and real reader, on the grounds that, as Zgorzelski points out, even though literature involves communication between real people, this process, unlike the text, cannot be the subject of scholarly research (235-6).


Being the top narrative level of my model, the level of the implied author covers also, though less directly (via the narrator), everything that belongs to the narrator’s domain, and, still less directly (via the narrator and characters), all that belongs to the characters’ domain. The implied author is the source of the work’s theme, main conflict, and message. These elements transcend the narrative structure, produced as they are in the process of integration of all the components of all narrative levels. As Eile explains, the author is also directly responsible for the title, preface, afterword, epigraph (24),
 to which Booth adds footnotes (171).
 They all may express directly, symbolically or by way of allusion, the author’s philosophical beliefs.


By the formal means of expression at the disposal of the author I understand the mode of narration (e.g. the third-person objective narration which might invite the hypothesis that man is best comprehensible in terms of, and possibly reducible to, his/her physique and its actions, as contrasted with the stream-of-consciousness technique implying that man is above all consciousness; or the neat structure of chapters of equal length to represent the orderliness of human life as contrasted with seamless continuous text to suggest that life is an incessant flow). All these formal (or primarily formal) means of expression will be attributed to the implied author, especially if the narrator is personal, internal (involved in the story) and unselfconscious (first-person, simultaneous narration). Conversely, they might be attributed in the first place to the narrator, especially when his/her position is detached and s/he is conscious of his/her narratorial function (esp. an external, self-conscious, emotionally-detached narrator).


The level of text is also the domain of the implied reader – the putative recipient of the narrative, practically devoid of any individual characteristics, and therefore not eligible to analysis,
 unless treated as an abstract participant of the communicative situation (see section 2.8).


Characters appear twice in the diagram: in the domain of the author and in the domain of characters. The same is true of the narrator, who features both in the domain of the author and in that of the narrator. In this way I want to distinguish human nature (potentially present in every human experience, and not dependent on human will), which in narrative works is created by the author (or both the author and the narrator), from human behaviour that is subject to human will, which in narrative works is conventionally seen as autonomous, i.e. in the case of characters caused by characters and in the case of the narrator, by the narrator. The reader of the narrative accepts the convention that characters enjoy a certain autonomy, and attributes their free and conscious acts (what they do and what they omit to do, in their social interactions as well as in their inner world) in the first place to themselves, though in fact s/he realizes that the narrator who tells the tale, and, above all, the author who has created the fictional reality are in charge.


Being the middle narrative level, the level of the narrator also covers, though less directly (via characters), all that belongs to the characters’ domain. For this reason those narrators and narratees who are personified and immanent (i.e. take part in the story and thus belong also to the lower narrative level) will be discussed here.


Narrators can be of various types: personal-impersonal (overt-covert), transcendent-immanent (external-internal), claiming-disclaiming authorship, reliable-unreliable and single-multiple. The potential scope of the narrator’s activity in the above scheme need not be altered, but some minor variations deserve more attention.


If the narrator is impersonal (covert), responsible solely for the narration of the tale, s/he can make no existential choices. If the narrator is personal but his/her activity is confined to narration, his/her existential choices are narratorial choices.
 If the narrator is personal and performs actions other than story-telling, irrespective of his/her position towards the story-world (transcendent or immanent), his/her existential choices will involve those other spheres of life, and should be duly considered in so far as they reflect the narrator’s view of life (moral principles, cognitive confidence etc.).


The tale is told by the narrator, but is rarely of his/her own invention; when this happens s/he becomes a fabulator (Eile 8). The narrator should then be credited with the creation of the fictional reality (including characters in as much as their constitution independent of themselves is concerned). In this case the author retains control over fictional reality (ultimately the author controls all the narratorial levels) but his/her liability for the tale is diminished.


In some narratives the narrator might attribute the tale to a character, the author (hypothetically) or some seemingly extra-textual source (that is supposed to transcend the world of the narrative). All the same, the narrator’s version of the story is the final version recorded in the text, though the tale should in such cases be interpreted as expressing in the first place a character’s or the author’s or whosoever’s view of life.

Some narratives can disturb the hierarchy of authority by introducing a narrator-usurper who pretends to the status of the author and can claim practically unlimited authority (manipulating characters, or the form of the narrative, treating all creation as a game). The author and/or characters being displaced (i.e. the convention of the autonomy of the characters and/or of the authority of the author being questioned), the importance of the narrator will increase. Obviously the “real” implied author continues to exist in spite of anything the narrator might profess. As regards the directly expressed views of the narrator (and of characters), i.e. presented in the form of verbal utterance, they may be more or less explicit. “Embedded ideology” as Lanser calls the latter category may be expressed by means of “value-laden lexis, register, and subordinate syntax” and is correlated with figurative language (216-7, cf. Eile 68-73).


Yet another textual person is assigned to the level of the narrator, namely, the narratee. Grzegorz Maziarczyk distinguishes three types of the narratee with reference to the degree of their concretisation. The narratee-potential-reader/listener, often reduced to dumb anonymous consciousness, belongs exclusively to the level of the narrator, whereas the narratee-character and the narratee-protagonist belong simultaneously to the level of characters (52-3). The narratee-potential-reader/listener does not contribute significantly to the philosophy of a narrative. If the narratee is a character or a protagonist, his/her actions and words will be analyzed like those of the other characters, though a narratee whose life and personality are the subject of the narrative is relatively rare.


As regards characters, I have already referred to their double placement in the diagram (discussing the implied author’s domain) and to the degree of directness of their verbal activity (discussing the narrator).


Additionally, in some cases, a character may be credited with the creation of the fictional reality and the telling of the story (if a character is identified by the narrator as the source or the author of the story). Some narratives may also introduce characters who express their philosophical beliefs by telling tales (the Chinese-box technique). The philosophical message of the tale is attributable to the character who tells it (the embedded tale’s author), though some particular actions and philosophical remarks made within the tale might in the first place be attributed to the characters of the tale, and, subsequently, to its narrator.

2.6. Variations in narrative structure


The diagram only represents the commonest situation. Further complications might involve the multiplication or apparent reduction of narrative levels. The number of the narrative levels may be extended ad infinitum in works which feature:

a) multiple implied authors (if one adopts O’Neill’s analysis of unreliable implied author),

b) multiple narrators (of the same status if more than one narrator contributes to the tale; of different status if characters tell tales and become narrators in Chinese-box narratives).

Conversely, the number of narrative levels can practically be reduced to two (the reduction is only apparent, though). The levels of the author and of the narrator seem to coalesce in works which feature either:
– a narrator so inconspicuous (impersonal, transcendent, unintrusive) that s/he seems virtually absent (e.g. epistolary novel or the traditional realist novel); or
– a narrator so inconspicuous in his/her narratorial function (and unconscious of it), but at the same time so conspicuous as a character (personal, immanent narrator devoid of the privilege of emotional or cognitive detachment) that the narrator as character seems part of the story; conversely, the narrator as narrator seems to have been totally replaced by the author.


The demarcation lines between the implied author and the narrator, as well as between the narrator and characters may vary in clarity. In those narrative works in which the levels of the implied author and of the narrator tend to merge into one the continuous lines separating the narrator from the author or dividing the narrator from characters (in the diagram) should be replaced with a dotted line, or even abandoned (as illustrated below).
Figure 2 Variations in narrative structure

a) top narrative level (text + narration):

implied author + narrator

bottom narrative level (story):

characters

b) top narrative level (text + narration):
implied author

bottom narrative level (story):
narrator + characters

2.7. Indicators of the significance of textual persons


When analyzing the beliefs expressed by characters and the narrator, or, indirectly, by the implied author, one must also consider focalization, or, more precisely, the possibility that the speaker (especially the narrator) may be verbalizing the thoughts of a character (or a narratee). As Rimmon-Kenan has pointed out, focalization may involve ideological beliefs (Narrative 81-2).
 However, as argued by O’Neill, the focalizer “is not a ‘person,’ not even an agent in the same way that the narrator or implied author is a narrative agent, but rather a chosen point, the point from which the narrative is perceived as being presented at any given moment” (86). An agent may voice either his/her own or someone else’s thoughts, perceptions and emotions. What is crucial is to identify the person acting as focalizer and assess the possible imprint of reliability of the narrative agent verbalizing the focalizer’s experience; it is not necessary to postulate another agent (“focalizer”) and additional rules of assessing his/her importance (such as those mentioned in footnote 49). The term “focalizer” is, for the purpose of this study, merely a supplementary term denoting either the narrator, narratee or a character performing the narrative function of focalization.


To estimate the contribution of narrative persons to the transmission of philosophical ideas three terms are indispensable: narrative authority, reliability, and representativeness (the last term applies in the first place to characters, but may also be useful with reference to the narrator and narratee).
2.7.1. Narrative authority


Authority is established by the position of the narrative agent in the narrative structure: the higher his/her position, the greater authority s/he enjoys. The implied author is superior to the narrator who, in turn, is superior to characters (which means that in the case of conflicting opinions, unless other circumstances interfere, the narrator rather than a character will win the reader’s approval; cf. Lanser 220-1).


The diagram indicates this very degree (quality) of authorial authority in the narrative text. Each lower level of the narrative structure is part of all upper levels – which means that ultimately the author is in charge of everything. Yet the degree in which the author authorizes elements of his/her own domain is higher than the degree in which s/he authorizes elements of the narrator’s domain, let alone those of the characters’. We can speak of direct authorial sanctions in the first case, of 2nd degree sanctions in the second case, and of 3rd degree sanctions in the third case (though in each case one should consider the individual status of the narrator and characters). The narrator and characters are given some fictional autonomy so that the reader can hold the narrator or characters responsible for some views which the author wants to express but not necessarily profess. This is why the distinction is vital: the narrator and characters modulate the author’s voice, changing the degree in which the author’s authority is involved (cf. Eile 20).

2.7.2. Reliability


I want to argue that it is possible to introduce one definition of reliability (at least for the sake of philosophical readings of narrative texts) that will apply to all but the highest narrative agents. In particular, I see no reason for Chatman’s assumption that unreliability applies only to the narrator, whereas a character can only be either “‘unreliable’ to himself” (157; as opposed to being unreliable to the reader), or “believable” (211), even though Chatman perceives unreliability broadly in terms of the conflict of values (148-9, as does Booth 158-9). Rimmon-Kenan defines unreliability in greater detail as the quality of the narrator “whose rendering of the story and/or commentary on it the reader has reasons to suspect,” and enumerates three basic sources of unreliability: “the narrator’s limited knowledge, his personal involvement, and his problematic value-scheme” (Narrative 100). Such a specialized interpretation confines reliability to the narrator. If however, the purpose of analysis is to assess the value of the narrative agent’s philosophical ideas, this confinement does not seem justified. By reliability we can understand compatibility of philosophical convictions voiced by any agent (other than the ultimate implied author) with the standpoint of the ultimate implied author. Comments made on the story may be unjustified and the tale distorted but as long as the narrator’s philosophical beliefs remain consistent with those of the implied author the narrator is reliable. Like the narrator, characters are most reliable when their beliefs are identical with those of the author (and, conversely, least reliable when the two are mutually-exclusive).


To assess the reliability of the narrator and of characters we compare their views with those indirectly expressed by the author, even though, as Rimmon-Kenan rightly points out, “the values (or ‘norms’) of the implied author are notoriously difficult to arrive at” (Narrative 101). Further, we check the text for any instances of irony that would indicate that the author is communicating with the reader behind the narrator’s back, or that the narrator is being ironic about a character (Chatman 229). The narrator’s participation in his own story, traditionally a clear sign of his unreliability (O’Neill 61-2), is no longer of any importance; if reliability is restricted to the consistency of the narrator’s opinions with the author’s interpretation of reality, there is no reason why the narrator’s acting as a character should in principle impair his/her philosophical wisdom.


Until recently the concept of unreliability was not applied to the implied author, apparently for two reasons. Firstly, if reliability is defined as above, then by definition the implied author is always reliable. Secondly, the implied author does not communicate his/her philosophical beliefs directly. The two reasons, it appears now, should not really prevent us from extending the notion of reliability to the author. O’Neill is among critics who argue in favour of the concept of “unreliable implied author” defined as the author who, as is typical of postmodernist texts, undermines “the very notion of authority” (70). The author, even though (with very few exceptions) s/he expresses his/her philosophical ideas only indirectly, can be unreliable when s/he lacks honesty and misleads the reader for the sake of provocation or to play game. To identify this unreliability the reader needs some point of reference: another implied author, according to O’Neill (70). Instead of postulating a real implied author against whom to measure the reliability of the implied implied author,
 I think we might agree on a single implied author who may temporarily evince the quality of unreliability.


To sum up, the author, like the narrator or characters, can be unreliable, even though this is rare. Unlike the narrator or characters, whose lack of reliability will selectively question some statements, an unreliable author questions indiscriminately all elements of the narrative, cancelling its message.
2.7.3. Representativeness


In his book Eile claims that:
The question of the representative character of objects presented in a novel and their mutual relations in reference to extra-textual reality (either empirical, transcendent or postulated) plays a crucial role in endowing the novelistic world with deeper meaning. That is to say, owing to certain artistic strategies, ideas verbalized by the narrator, and the habits of reception of literature well-established by tradition, a singular creation preserving its existential autonomy in its context becomes at the same time representative of more general phenomena, which transcend the limits of the text. (149, translation mine)
To analyze the philosophical content of any narrative means to consider the human characteristics of a given character or of the narrator, or narratee,
 and to ascertain their representativeness: the extent to which – sharing the most essential features with humanity – they offer an insight into the human condition. This representativeness can be taken for granted if there is only one character, or it may be assessed with reference to other characters of the narrative if there are more than one. In assessing this representativeness, the reader can additionally consider the narrator’s opinion, or any other signals, such as the character’s name (e.g. “Everyman”), or appearance (e.g. nondescript physiognomy). This concept of “individual representativeness” should in most narrative works (except for allegorical or symbolic ones) be supplemented with the concept of “collective representativeness,” which assumes that all human characters in a given narrative reflect some truth about humanity, that all need to be duly considered.


Apart from authority, reliability and representativeness, there are other indicators of the importance of philosophical statements. As Lanser points out, certain ideas may be emphasized in the text by means of repetition: “Reinforcement may be accomplished either by what Uspenskii calls polyphony – achieved when other voices take a similar stance – or by repetition and emphasis of a single figure’s stance” (220).

Then, too, there are other, non-literary indicators of the text’s approval of certain philosophical ideas. Namely, narrative agents evince (moral) qualities (such as integrity, honesty, devotion to truth),
 as well as intellectual abilities, life experience or education that add or take away value from their words. The reader will also, though perhaps less consciously, respond to the character’s likeability.

2.8. Textual persons

Art is, in the main, anthropocentric (Borowiecka 62); the philosophy expressed in literature is, with few exceptions, the philosophy of man (Borowiecka 46-50, Stallknecht 147); hence, when reading philosophy in narrative works, one cannot neglect the presence of the implied author, the narrator and characters (as well as of the implied reader and the narratee). This is not to say that implied authors, narrators or characters are real human beings. They are merely semi-human (man-like) constructs. To quote O’Neill:
To speak of narrative personalia is, of course, merely a metaphor. Neither characters, narrators, narratees, nor implied authors or readers are real persons in any but a metaphorical sense: they are narrative agents, narrative instances, and the most appropriate pronoun for each of them is essentially it rather than he or she, though it is, of course, convenient to refer to them, as I have been doing throughout, in anthropomorphic terms; however, this should be read as meaning that they are conceived of not as persons but as if they were persons. (108-9)

The narrationis personae, O’Neill states, bear names that suggest that they are persons merely for the sake of convenience, by way of metaphors. Alternative analyses of narrative have been offered by, for instance, Greimas, who in the place of the author, the narrator and the character introduces “transactional points operative in the narrative transaction” (O’Neill 76-7). Yet these analyses are far outnumbered by those that see the narrator, the author and characters – to use O’Neill’s expression – “more or less in anthropomorphic terms, more or less as if they were real persons” (76).


I want to argue that it is not merely the result of old-fashioned custom, convenience or figurative language that we anthropomorphize the narrative agents and characters. Booth speaks of the readers’ “conviction that they [characters] are people who matter, people whose fate concerns us not simply because of its meaning or quality, but because we care about them as human beings” (130).
 Witold Ostrowski expresses a common belief, arguing that characters in the world of fiction correspond to people of the empirical world (4). As Chatman points out, even though characters are merely “narrative constructs,” they are interpreted with reference to our knowledge of real people (138), even if they are “robots or rabbits” (O’Neill 49). The reader assumes that an analogy exists between the characters of the narrative and the human world. Lanser calls the convention that “the text will permit the creation of a coherent and human, if hypothetical, world” – “[t]he ur-convention of novelistic discourse.” She argues that “As a result of this demand on the novel, textual personae are anthropomorphized and given voice through the process of textual production” (113-4). Lanser rightly suggests that the process applies to all “textual personae.” However, the implied author and the narrator may represent either human beings or the Transcendent Being.
 To recapitulate, on each narrative level – of the story, of its telling and of the total composition – there are some agents or recipients who may be taken to represent human beings. This is why the narrative structure may be called anthropocentric: each narrative level is organized around a quasi-human being.
 That the most recent narrative theory attempts to reduce people to narratives, and their lives to fiction, is an ironic reversal of the original attempt to view man via the medium of narrative.


Reading the philosophical vision of the narrative text means reconstructing the concept of man expressed via narrative persons. The range of man-like qualities they evince depends on their narrative level and function. In this section I want to consider both their ontological status and the philosophical message that the textual persons communicate by their very presence.


At the bottom level (within the story) characters (including the narrator-character and narratee-character) most closely resemble human beings. Rimmon-Kenan quotes Marvin Mudrick, who in 1961 identified two approaches to characters: “realistic” versus “purist.” The former understands characters as “imitations of people”; the latter as verbal (textual) constructs (31-3). Rimmon-Kenan argues in favour of both approaches, explaining that they operate on different levels of the story and of the text, respectively. Even as non-verbal constructs in the story, characters must not be literally equated with real people, for they are merely “person-like” in some respects (Narrative 33).
 The very presence of characters in narrative fiction conveys the simple message: man exists.


The narrator of the tale may be analyzed as the teller of the tale (a typical approach in narratological studies), but s/he can also be analyzed as a human being. This approach will be especially productive with internal narrators (who are of necessity personalized) and with external narrators who are either self-reflexive or personalized.
 Among various characteristics they may display, two are invariable: their presence and the faculty of story-telling. Any narrator in any narrative reveals that to be man means, inter alia, to tell a story.


The concept of the implied author has often been stripped of anthropomorphic features: Chatman argues that the implied author is “without personality or even presence” (158); Rimmon-Kenan says that he “must be de-personified, and is best considered as a set of implicit norms rather than as a speaker or a voice (i.e. a subject)” (Narrative 88); O’Neill states that we should refer to the implied author with the pronoun “it” as “we are speaking here essentially of an inferred authorial stance [. . .]” (67); Lanser, on the other hand, perceives the author in collective terms, the text representing not so much “the private authorial self” as a community (118-120). Booth’s original definition does not carry this undertone of depersonalization; the theorist suggested that the term must be

as broad as the work itself but still capable of calling attention to that work as the product of a choosing, evaluating person rather than as a self-existing thing. The “implied author” chooses, consciously or unconsciously, what we read; we infer him as an ideal, literary, created version of the real man; he is the sum of his own choices. (74-5)

Though in principle merely a textual construct (like the narrator or characters), it is only natural to anthropomorphize the implied author, as “it” represents its real author in the narrative text (for technical reasons: the real author, as I have mentioned before, being unavailable for literary studies).


Nonetheless, the implied author may be analyzed as a human being only theoretically, not because his/her presence is of little importance,
 but because the author is most obscure and his/her manhood can be reconstructed only a posteriori, on the basis of all elements of the text and his/her indirectly communicated view of life. His/her most important quality seems meanwhile the determination to communicate.


As a rule, considering the scarcity of available information, it is not feasible to interpret the narratee as a human being. Relevant for the philosophical study of narrative texts remains the very fact that the narrator is always (as modern narratologists argue) accompanied by a narratee – the message is, however, only perceptible to a lay reader when the narratee is overt. It follows that to be human means to be involved in a relationship, to adopt either or both of the two functions: sending and receiving communication.


The implied reader is the passive counterpart of the implied author, his/her hypothetical addressee on the topmost narrative level, and is defined by O’Neill in an impersonal way as “a reconstructed necessary receptive stance” (74) and as “a created self” by Booth (138).
 Though present within the narrative text, the implied reader does not voice his/her convictions, existing only through his/her reading function. In itself, the implied reader as the implicit participant of the communicative situation conveys a hypothetical message similar to that of the narratee: to be human involves receiving information, remaining in a relationship (and staying for ever silent, passive, inconspicuous). Considering this “immateriality” of the implied reader and his/her hypothetical status, it might be advisable to read him/her as the implied author’s (if not the theorist’s) very human desire to know that there is a companion who will listen to one’s story.

2.9. The philosophical message of the narrative


Both art and literature are concerned with man, yet it is narrative art (unlike hymns or, to mention the visual arts, icons or still-life paintings) that deserves the name of human-oriented par excellence. Narrative literature has touched upon practically every issue related to the human condition, cognition and ethics. Philosophical interpretations of nature, of language, of God’s existence or benevolence and the like have become less frequently prominent literary themes, and even when they do appear they are important through their relevance for man. The very structure of the narrative is, as I hope to have demonstrated, anthropocentric – all the narrative levels feature some quasi-human beings. I have tried to interpret the philosophical message of characters (man exists), of the narrator (to be human means to tell tales), of the narratee (to be human means to be told a tale), of the implied author (to be human means to feel the need to communicate), and of the implied reader (to be human means to remain mute and obscure, yet indispensable to another human being; or alternatively, to desire a companion).
 All the narrative persons are involved in a web of relationships (cf. Chatman’s paradigm of communicative situation, 267).
 Additionally, the narrative (whose essence is the succession of incidents) conveys also the message that life is a story – a sequence of events.


The most popular narrative genre of the twentieth century is the novel which, apart from being narrative (and literary narrative implies fictionality), is also lengthy and written in prose. The novel’s philosophical message is slightly richer than that of narrative. As a work of literature involved in the creation of fictional reality (as opposed to documentary literature), the novel, additionally, assumes that human experience can be explored even if, as authors frequently proclaim, “all characters are imaginary, all circumstances of time and space bear little resemblance to real life,” which means that human experience has some universal aspects that can be represented well enough in a fictional reality; that is, one in which many actual details of empirical reality have deliberately been ignored. As a work written in prose the novel expresses fundamental trust in the adequacy of unornamented language to depict reality and ensure the possibility of communication; as an extensive work it reflects the complexity of human life.

2.10. The narrative as a philosophical medium


The range of philosophical issues that can be discussed in narrative literature is infinite, though they usually pertain to man. The message conveyed on the levels of the narrator and of characters may be both general and detailed, and may concern any subject; there are, however, some restrictions with regard to the author’s domain. Namely, without the narrator’s, or characters’ mediation s/he cannot articulate any detailed message – it must be fairly general.
 More importantly, the author can express moral ideas only with the mediation of the narrator or characters. The status of the presented world formally remains unspecified, though we assume (this is not stated expressis verbis) that the formal means represent the world as it is, not the world as it should be, might be or is not (except for utopias, dystopias, science-fiction and similar genres). Ethics is concerned with what is morally desirable or undesirable; that is, with a different modality. Hence moral views can hardly be transmitted on this formal plane. In other words, the form of narration – the composition of the narrative work – can say something about man or his/her world, but fails to communicate the vision of values, of man’s obligation, or advisable rules of conduct. Some other means directly at the author’s disposal (the construction of the narrator; the choice of the title, preface and epigraph; the non-formal elements of the narrative works that exceed the narrator’s sphere) can be used to reinforce a certain interpretation of life rather than to expound on it. As regards the general interpretation of the narrative (the theme, the main conflict and its resolution – all attributable directly to the author), the range of problems touched there is infinite. To conclude, ethical issues (unlike epistemological or cognitive ones) can be conveyed primarily through the narrator’s and characters’ beliefs and moral choices.


For some time now, critics and novelists have unanimously argued that in its cognitive potential the novel surpasses other genres. To quote David Lodge: “The novel, supremely among literary forms, has satisfied our hunger for the meaningful ordering of experience without denying our empirical observation of its randomness and particularity” (“The Novelist” 89). Malcolm Bradbury explains this by the novel’s opposition to apriorism:
One reason why we so closely connect the novel and reality is that, of all the literary arts, the novel seems least given to apriorism. Each new novel seems to arise from a creative curiosity generated by a back-and-forth motion between the detailing and analysis of an observed, external world, or a realm of knowable experience, and an inner working process that gives formal consistency [. . .]. (“The Open Form” 12)

The novel by nature of its form is, for Bradbury, open, empirical and humanistic (12-3). For Milan Kundera the uniqueness of the novel consists in its “inbuilt scepticism in relation to all systems of thought.” “Novels,” he continues, “naturally begin by assuming that it is essentially impossible to fit human life into any kind of system,” (218). Bakhtin argues that, unlike other genres, the novel has the capacity for exploration and self-examination (“Epos” 580); Watt compares the novel to a quasi-science (“Realism” 84); referring to Watt, Robert Scholes and Robert Kellogg argue that the novel – “a major literary source of understanding” – was born out of the “movement away from dogma, certainty, fixity, and all absolutes in metaphysics, in ethics, and in epistemology” (and has contributed to the modern spirit of relativism, 276).


Having collected the above statements, I must say that they do not prove the superiority of the novel as regards the cognitive function of art. I would rather abide by the contention that the novel – one of the purest (i.e. least burdened with formal restrictions) literary narrative genres – is, perhaps for that reason, congenial to philosophy and that, at the same time, it has for a long time been the most popular literary genre.

2.11. Procedures for decoding philosophy in narrative texts


In one of the introductory sections of this dissertation (1.5) I have listed the three ways in which philosophy can enter a work of literature. Having closely discussed the narrative, one can now systematically describe the three diverse procedures the reader needs in order to retrieve the philosophy expressed in a narrative text.


First of all, the reader can hardly miss the beliefs expressed directly by the narrator or characters or the author in the preface or the epigraph (though s/he might mistakenly attribute the beliefs expressed by a character or the narrator unreservedly to the author). The strength of these beliefs can be established by referring to the speaker, his/her reliability and narrative authority.


The reconstruction of the views expressed through the presented world (the narrator and, more often, characters acting as paradigmatic human beings) involves greater cooperation on the part of the reader. Namely, s/he must recognize that an analogy applies and, if the criterion of representativeness obtains, make a generalization (cf. Rosner 162-3,173,182).


Finally, philosophical ideas which are disguised in the form of the narrative appeal above all to the reader’s emotional subconscious, rarely to his/her analytical rational faculty, with the one exception of metafictional works which draw the reader’s attention to the formal construction of the text. To retrieve these ideas the reader would have to examine the form of the narrative and translate it into philosophical propositions.


Interestingly, Lanser mentions one more procedure, which she calls “the inquiry into absence,” by which she means inquiring about “what is not said, what is not shown, what points of view or narrative possibilities are not present, who does not speak or see” (241).



� As regards lyrical literature, whether in prose or verse, the situation is comparable. The author cannot express his philosophical ideas directly but needs to construct the lyrical “I.” To quote Ingarden, “Zdania orzekające, występujące w utworze lirycznym, bez względu na to, czy są jednostkowe czy ogólne, są przytoczone. Są to zdania podmiotu lirycznego, choć cudzysłowu nie używamy i osoba je wypowiadająca nie jest zwykle w tekście opisana [. . .]” (152). At the same time, if the work is not really lyrical, not personal in content and aesthetic in design, and uses verse merely to present philosophical discourse, it should simply be taken as a versified treatise (e.g. Essay on Man by  Pope).


� In his doctoral dissertation (1975), Kolek allows for the homophonic novel of ideas, which might also be called a roman à thése, represented, for instance by Huxley’s Ape and Essence (“Huxley’s Novels” 172-198,208,230). Such novels, indeed, all the didactic narrative tradition, might contradict my thesis (i.e. contrary to what I have suggested, the reader of such works may feel entitled to ascribe the ideas explicitly expressed therein as dominant directly to the implied – if not the real – author). However, such works, being subordinate to moral education, spiritual formation or political propaganda, approximate non-fictional treatises and may behave in ways untypical of art.


� Ingarden also allows for the borderline situation in which the author either directly or via a fictional agent expresses his beliefs (to identify the situation, definite, often extratextual, evidence is needed, “O tak zwanej prawdzie” 143-4,147-8):


Dzieło sztuki przestaje być wówczas właściwym zamierzeniem twórczym, a staje się jedynie pretekstem do wypowiedzenia pewnych twierdzeń, które w sposób właściwy i jednoznaczny powinny by być wypowiedziane w utworze literackim o całkiem innym charakterze niż dzieło sztuki, np. w pamiętniku, w rozprawie naukowej czy w artykule politycznym. (144)


� I will use the term “implied author” as a substitute for the real author, whose name is printed on the book cover and whose copyright is asserted on one of its first pages, also because it helps differentiate between the author’s given work and his/her total artistic oeuvre (as Booth explains, different works by a single real author may embody different implied authors, 71), as well as between the accomplishment and the real author’s intentions. I do not use the term on the grounds offered with a certain detachment by Rimmon-Kenan:


it has been put forward that the two [the real author and the implied author] need not be, and in fact are often not, identical. An author may embody in a work ideas, beliefs, emotions other than or even quite opposed to those he has in real life; he may also embody different ideas, beliefs and emotions in different works. (Narrative 87)


Interestingly this statement allows for some cases in which the implied author might be legitimately identified with the real author. It fails to explain why in others authors should embody in their narrative works “ideas, beliefs, emotions” which are alien to them. If art serves as a communicative medium (with the two possible exceptions of popular fiction that merely entertains and those postmodernist works which merely play games), surely the reader has the right to assume that the real author wishes to share his/her vision of life, or that the author is not in principle an imposter (though s/he may at times wish to provoke).


� They analyze narrative texts as narrative texts (cf. Chatman, O’Neill). If, like Rimmon-Kenan, they do mention the problem, they treat it marginally. Taking focalization as the only opportunity to mention the issue of ideology, and referring to Uspensky and Bakhtin, the critic states that a character can express his/her beliefs either directly (verbally) or indirectly (via behaviour, or perception of the world); that a similar distinction obtains for the narrator whose commentary may be either explicit or implicit in the telling of the tale; and that in the case of conflicting ideologies the world view of the narrator-focalizer (if s/he exists) is superior to any other presented in the narrative (Narrative 81-2).


� This negligence may lower the scholarly status of their work, yet need not significantly affect its substance. On the contrary, such a work may well surpass those studies which excel in methodological correctness, while being deficient in either imagination, undeterred and generous thought, or sensitivity.


� Booth makes two other relevant assumptions, namely, that “The emotions and judgements of the implied author are [. . .] the very stuff out of which great fiction is made” (86), and that in great literature, and for full enjoyment, the reader and the author must agree on the basic beliefs, values, and norms underlying the work of fiction (137-144,157).


� Worth mentioning is Booth’s argument that a proper nihilistic narrative (not to be confused with works that are classified as nihilistic when in fact they are “works of active protest or even of affirmation,” such as Hemingway’s “A Clean, Well-Lighted Place,” 299) does not exist:


Since nothingness cannot be described in itself, let alone shown dramatically, something or someone must always be shown doing something, and if the action is to be grasped at all by the reader, it must somehow be fitted into a scheme of values that is intelligible to him [. . .]. If, for example, we show a character caught in a predicament that has no meaningful solution, the very terms of our literary success require the assumption that to be caught in a meaningless predicament is a bad thing, in which case there is meaning, however rudimentary. [. . .] For the complete nihilist, suicide, not the creation of significant forms, is the only consistent gesture. (297-8)


� Booth is correct when he argues that “When human actions are formed to make an art work, the form that is made can never be divorced from the human meanings, including the moral judgements, that are implicit whenever human beings act” (397). Man is a moral being (conscious of good and evil inherent in life); in principle nothing s/he can do (art included) is amoral. But it does not follow that narrative art should be explicit, while authorial ambiguity, understatement and withdrawal are to be condemned.


� Notable is the structuralist’s definition of irony in terms of a complex evaluative vantage point: “Irony occurs when we speak from one point of view, but make an evaluation from another point of view; thus, for irony the nonconcurrence of point of view on the different levels is a necessary requirement” (103).


� Lanser conceives of various relations between the narrator and the author including the extreme (theoretical) cases of the narrator’s “identification with the biographical author” and their “absolute separation,” while the standard (unmarked) case is that of the narrator identifiable with the implied author (150-1). However, O’Neill’s theory of the narrative, which I adopt, excludes the possibility of the total separation of the implied author and the narrator (cf. compound narration, embeddedness of narrative levels), while Lanser’s decision to include the biographical author exceeds the limits of the text and of its literary interpretation.


� As far as the prerogatives of the implied author and the narrator, as well as various narrative variants are concerned, the model is most indebted to the research of Booth, Chatman and Eile.


� This concise definition is tantamount to Scholes and Kellogg’s, which requires in all narrative works a teller and a tale (4), the tale being inseparable from its teller.


� Cf. Ingarden’s explanation: “Podmiot liryczny zbyt jest sobą zajęty, a przynajmniej zbyt oddaje się temu, co się w nim, w jego wzruszeniu odbywa, by jego zachowanie się mogło być działaniem, czynem, zmienianiem otaczającego go świata” (149).


� Presenting this theory of poetic language in his introduction to Język poetycki Mirona Białoszewskiego, Barańczak refers to the Russian formalists and the Prague structuralists as well as to Janusz Sławiński. Cf. Barańczak’s “Tablica z Macondo.”


� Drama, sometimes thought to be the third kind, does not depict a third type of reality in a third mode. It is either lyrical (the inner world presented statically, often in poetic discourse) or narrative (the external world presented as a process, frequently in colloquial tone). Obviously dramatic narrative lacks certain formal narrative features (such as the act of telling or the narrative agent). “In drama,” Abrams argues, “the narrative is not told, but evolves in terms of the direct presentation on stage of the actions and speeches of the characters” (123). Cf. O’Neill, who distinguishes two uses of the term “narrative” – the first covers certain genres of prose fiction, such as “the novel, the short story, the novella”; the second indicates “a communicative system”; this second use is broad enough to include drama (16-7).


� The story, according to Chatman, consists of events and existents; an existent can be either a character or an element of setting, where the former unlike the latter takes a significant and active part in plot (32).


� Chatman’s presentation of the concepts of transformation and self-regulation is less clear, and applicable to the generative-transformative treatment of the narrative. “Self-regulation means that the structure maintains and closes itself [. . .]” (21); it means that when subject to internal transformations, a narrative structure will not produce elements (events or existents) external to itself, or disobedient to its rules (19-22).


Even though O’Neill’s poststructuralist model of narrative structure (1994) surpasses, in my opinion, Chatman’s structuralist approach (1978) in that it describes the narrative levels and the relationship between the implied author, the narrator and characters with far greater precision, I cannot refer to O’Neill’s analysis of narrative as structure, since for him “narrative structure” enjoys merely the status of a “convenient fiction” (76).


� Problematic till recently has been the possibility of the narrator’s non-existence in some narrative texts. In 1978 Chatman, who defines the narrator as “the someone – person or presence – actually telling the story to an audience, no matter how minimally evoked his voice [. . .]” (33-4), argued that the narrator may be absent (33-4; he later relinquished this position, qtd. in O’Neill 163n2). Rimmon-Kenan opposes Chatman’s early approach arguing that the narrator is present in all narratives: “there is always a teller in the tale, at least in the sense that any utterance or record of an utterance presupposes someone who has uttered it”; this applies also to collections of letters or diaries – there is always somebody who “quotes” and “transcribes” them. The narratologist’s definition of the narrator is therefore slightly different: “the agent which at the very least narrates or engages in some activity serving the needs of narration” (Narrative 88). This now seems the dominant approach: to assume the presence of the narrator (of the narrator’s voice) even when s/he is virtually absent; this is also O’Neill’s position (60).


� Contemporary narratology tends to assume that the narratee is always present in the narrative world (O’Neill 72); this is also O’Neill’s position (109).


� According to O’Neill, the power of a higher level is used in the main to question the earnestness of a lower level: the narrator in his discourse questions the story, and is himself questioned by the implied author, and so forth through the level of the implied author (113) to that of the real author, “whose world is relativized by the web of intertextuality in which we all have our being, weaving our ‘own’ texts as they weave us” (155). I find this an overgeneralization – O’Neill’s theory of subversion inherent in narrative structure applies primarily to postmodernist narratives.


� O’Neill’s approach is not innovative in this respect. Chatman, too, calls the narrator “the implied author’s spokesman” (211); and Eile, delineating the author’s role, finds him responsible for the total composition of both presentation and the presented world, though not for the telling of the tale:


przyjmujemy, iż narratora określa jedynie przyjęty sposób opowiadania i związana z nim kwestia perspektywy wobec opowiedzianego. Odrębnie zaś traktujemy całościową koncepcję dzieła, obejmującą zarówno płaszczyznę opowiadania, jak i świat przedstawiony. (8)


One might be tempted to claim that the tale is the author’s and the telling the narrator’s, yet it remains inexplicable how the narrator might tell a tale that expresses the author’s hierarchy of values (cf. Booth’s definition 71), respects the plot devised by the author (cf. Chatman’s description of the author’s prerogatives: the author “had these things happen to these characters,” 148), has at his/her disposal a certain fictional reality pre-created by the author (cf. Eile 8), unless with O’Neill we posit compound narration. This means that the narrator is not autonomous in his/her telling of the tale, and the author is not autonomous in his/her presentation of the fictional world: they both depend on each other. The narrator and the author (either directly or indirectly, at one remove) are both involved in the tale and its telling.


Satisfactory as general guidelines, these observations are not sufficient for my purpose, and so, availing myself of the research of other narratologists (especially of Eile), I will try to introduce further distinctions.


� Textuality, O’Neill suggests, can be broken into two processes: metatextuality and intertextuality. In the former the author and the reader transform the text into a metatext i.e. “a meaning-laden product both of the author’s writing and of the reader’s reading as dual and interactive shapers of the text” (118). The latter is a process in which the author and the reader as “texts” are “themselves shaped, written, inscribed as characters” in “narrations of our existence” (119). This view prompts O’Neill to put forward a new interpretation of discourse and of narrative structure. Narrative, in the new theory, consists of story and discourse, discourse however consists of intratextual text and narration, as well as of extratextual metatextuality and intertextuality (figure 5.4, O’Neill 121).


� The term “narrative/textual persons” will be used here to cover “narrative agents” (i.e. the implied author and the narrator) and “narrative recipients” (i.e. the implied reader and the narratee) as well as characters.


� Cf. O’Neill, who discussing focalization argues that throughout the narrative the ultimate focalizer is always the implied author, but most readers realize his presence merely in “titles, chapter headings, and like paratextual information” (97).


� According to Booth, Marcel Aymé’s Le chemin des écoliers is a good case in point, but from Booth’s description of the novel it seems as if the footnotes are provided by the narrator.


Lanser extends the list of “extrafictional” signals to include the name and credentials of the author, dedication, and any definition of the work’s genre (130), but these are negligible as far as the philosophy of the narrative is concerned. The critic accounts for the high value of extrafictional signals, which, she states, are “the most immediate vehicle available to the author,” mentioning, among other things, that they usually precede the proper tale (128). In her discussion, in addition to signals available to the author, Lanser also names a signal controlled by the publisher: the cover, often used to develop the message of the title (the critic quotes Mary Louise Pratt’s essay “Speech Act Theory,” Lanser 123-4). I recognize the importance of the cover (that it may affect the reader’s response to the novel’s message), but have decided to neglect it as it represents the publisher’s or the designer’s interpretation of the novel’s message, i.e. because it is extratextual.


� It is hardly feasible to reconstruct what it means to be man on the basis of what it means to be a reader on the basis of the fragmentary information about the implied reader included in a narrative work. Compared with the amount of anthropological information conveyed via all the other channels, this message seems negligible.


� To illustrate this distinction we might refer to The Waves and compare the construction of all the characters as voices which, using poetic images verbalize subconscious experience (as analyzed by Guiguet 285-6 and Wallace 133), with Bernard’s final decision to relinquish his habit of story-telling (cf. Zeck 130). The former implies the implied author’s belief that man can be viewed as essentially verbalized subconscious; the latter expresses first of all Bernard’s personal conviction that narration falsifies the reality of human life.


� The narrator’s decision in Jacob’s Room to continue the tale in spite of the hopeless awareness that the other person will remain inscrutable is a case in point.


� Apart from the characters, the level of the story involves other non-personal existents, more or less conscious and free (animals, natural elements, machines etc.). Together with man-like characters they interact and form events, which in turn form plot. They usually portray by analogy some aspects of extra-fictional reality.


	As regards all these elements of the presented world which cannot be attributed to any character’s or creature’s free action by the reader, they too are existents or events explicable as caused by other (transcendent) existents such as God, Wyrd, Fortune or forces of nature (even if merely implied in the text, or left vacant for the reader’s individual interpretation). As a rule they contribute to the text’s philosophy, providing a context for the lives of more conscious and free characters.


	If any attempt to explain such an event fails (the narrator or characters prevent it), the mysterious, inexplicable state of affairs should be accepted – there is no need to speak of authorial or narratorial intervention, no need to make the author or the narrator directly responsible for an earthquake or a plague (i.e. they are both responsible for the phenomenon in question as much as for the narrator’s or character’s failure to explain it, on a different ontological plane).


� Referring to Uspensky, Rimmon-Kenan argues that, “the ideology of the narrator-focalizer is usually taken as authoritative, and all other ideologies in the text are evaluated from this ‘higher’ position. In more complex cases, the single authoritative external focalizer gives way to a plurality of ideological positions whose validity is doubtful in principle” (Narrative 81). O’Neill offers some additional rules concerning the focalizer’s status (87,89,96).


� Unfortunately, O’Neill does not illustrate his claim with an example, and though it sounds plausible it is hard to imagine how the reader should differentiate between the various implied authors.


� Eile unnecessarily, in my opinion, limits the term to elements of the presented world.


� When speaking of representativeness one should mention allegory, which is distinct in that it


does not seek to reproduce actuality but to present selected aspects of the actual, essences referable for their meaning not to historical, psychological, or sociological truth but to ethical and metaphysical truth. (Scholes and Kellogg 88)


Scholes and Kellogg, who have drawn my attention to the problem, employ slightly different terms – “representational” for mimetic-empirical and “illustrative” for symbolic-allegorical relations between fiction and reality (narrative modes) – and allow for intermediate forms (82-105).


	An analysis of narratives which employ the allegorical mode should include both the literal and the allegorical level (the philosophical meaning of the latter should be ascribed directly to the narrator).


� The list, slightly different for each reader, will reflect their ways of establishing how trustworthy another person may be.


� Cf. “Though it is most evident when a narrator tells the story of his own adventures, we react to all narrators as persons” (Booth 273).


� For a recent (1997) discussion of the analogy of author (narrator) and God, see Olson’s “Authorial Divinity: Historical and Theoretical Considerations” (11-36).


� Cf. Lanser’s suggestion that “the novel is a human-centered form [. . .]” (206), Lanser does not develop this idea any further.


� In so far as they are “modelled on the reader’s conception of people [. . .]” (Narrative 33). The author’s contribution is neglected at this point of Rimmon-Kenan’s analysis.


� The two extreme positions of external narrator (as regards the quality of personalization) are, on the one hand, an impersonal voice limited to an objective report of the tale (sometimes, especially when omniscient, this undramatized narrator can represent God: God’s voice, point of view, moral judgement), and, on the other hand, a prominent narrator with good insight or much interest in his/her own person, a figure of flesh and blood, who takes the opportunity of telling the tale to reveal him/herself (s/he cannot, however, tell the story of his/her own life without thereby becoming a narrator-character).


� I do not think that reality and fiction are all that different from each other. I do not want to suggest thereby that all reality is merely fictional narrative. On the contrary, I believe that all fictions participate in reality. Human dreams, fantasies, tales, novels – all these fictional narratives do not exist in a vacuum. Kierkegaard and Sartre might have criticized the novel, and all aesthetic objects, since they help man evade meaningless reality, and help shirk the necessity of making real choices (qtd. in Josipovici, “Lessons” 111-3). Indeed, literature may offer the reader a chance to experience virtually, at a remove, without the need to commit oneself, another life, yet the experience will never be cancelled: works of art leave lasting impressions on the receiver’s mind. Even the most fictional story, once it occupies the reader’s attention, becomes part of the reader’s inner world (enriching his/her knowledge of other people, of him/herself, of ways in which life can be interpreted). If art is part of reality, if it is part of interpersonal relations, it is only natural to treat the artist as a real person with real responsibility. The fact that the vision of life is expressed artistically (which means, among other things, indirectly) does not mean that it has no author.


� On the contrary, I agree with Booth, who emphasizes the importance of the implied author, saying that “the picture the reader gets of this presence is one of the author’s most important effects” (71).


� Booth does not introduce the term “the implied reader,” which was invented by Wolfgang Iser (qtd. in Markiewicz 502). Markiewicz also summarizes the state of research on the textual recipient and emphasizes the oscillation between more and less personal interpretations of the concept (501-504).


� The message of the narrator and the narratee is more tangible in narratives in which their presence is not merely presumed by a scholar, but clearly felt by the reader.


� Cf. Lanser: “Paradoxically, the structure of textual communicators is part of the message itself” (118).


� Attempts have been made to prove that love is also an inherent part of the narrative structure, inscribed in the author’s relationship with his/her characters, and in the text’s relationship with the reader (cf. McHale and his account of John Bayley’s The Characters of Love, McHale 222). However, the view is tenable only if one adopts a very elastic concept of love and agrees with McHale that “aggression and abuse are themselves forms of relation – negative forms, perhaps, but better than nothing when the alternative is no relation at all” (226).


� Literary history has produced many theories of the novel, some of which attempt to identify the philosophical message of the genre. Often, the message is too specific to apply to all novels, but by the same token it is usually more interesting than the one offered in my dissertation. To quote some of the better known examples, Watt identifies the novel with the recognition of the objective existence of reality, and of the reliability of the senses which inform us about the fact; Bakhtin believes that the novel, through the point-counter-point presence of numerous voices (the formal polyphony), expresses a recognition and affirmation of another consciousness and its autonomous existence and is, at the same time, wary of language, which can no longer presume to control reality, as plainly there are many languages and ideologies (Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, “Słowo w powieści”); Scholes and Kellogg view the novel as allied with the ideals of truth, beauty and goodness (esp. 12-5); while Lodge, in a recent essay, argues that the novel is devoted to the study of human consciousness, if not to the defence of the notion of the self (“Consciousness”; see also footnote 87 of the present dissertation). The most romantic but least convincingly argued seems D. H. Lawrences’s belief that the novel, better than other literary genres, serves life (“Why the Novel Matters”).


� The author can, for instance, introduce an omniscient, omnipotent, omnipresent narrator to suggest the presence of God, or choose to shape all the narration in separate streams of consciousness to imply human alienation, but a message as detailed as “civilization, though created by man, might in the future threaten human existence” is outside the author’s direct range.


� J. W. Beach in The Twentieth Century Novel: Studies in Technique actually suggests that at its birth, in the 18th century, the novel seemed “not well differentiated from philosophy” (qtd. in Kolek, “Huxley’s Novels” 292).
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