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usually laken as basically similar to the world of tile read . "- 'h d' . or, ""ltcr, 0 I crs encyclopedIa). Infe"entiat walks Ilc 

Ihe olher hand, mdt'"ldua)! and properties belon"., "d· ... COnctru. 011 
. . lucrenl ......... . 

worlds ,m .. gtncd by Ihc rC:lde. as possible UUlcomes ollhe f b ... .... 
Our problem is now the following; Is it to use Ulll, 

possible worlds in Ihe analysis of the pragmatic process 0' e concept I 
, . . h uCluahl.1' o narratIve structures WII OUI assuming it in a merely meta,h" 0 

Th . f 'bl oneal \"3'" c nollon 0 POSSI e worlds has been elaborated to avoid " 
series of problems connected with so as to I a "hoi! 

. h' . " sole Ih1l Wit In an extenslona Tamework. To do so possible-""orld _-
k . . ' S stma"ll,;$ 

should III e miD account neither concrete in meanin,". 
. ....t"ttn 

h"'O nor the code for interpreting a given language, MThe 
semantIC theory treats the spaces of entities and possible worlds as I». 
undifferentiated sets hlll'ing no st ructure ",hate.'cr, and though the, t(. 

of moments of time is at least an ordered set, it il common and con.e: 
to impose "ery few requirements on the ordering relations" (TItoDlUOll, 
1974:50). 

It must be clear that our concern is rather different: ",e are 
in concrete occurrences of semantic and of infe rential "'al. , 
From the point of view of a text semiotics, a possible world is not a bare 
but an ow:r!umi:,./utd sel. In other words, we shall speak not 01 abstract 
types of possible worlds that do not contain a list of individuals (I linlikk.l, 
1973:chap. I), but, on the contrary, of 'pregnant" worlds of "hieh onr 
must know all the acting individuals and their properties. 

This assumption is open to a double order of strictures. both 
by Volli (1978): 

(i) The notion of ","",cible worlds is used in many philosophical contet1S. ,,-- . 
sometimes as a mere figure of speech coming from scIence- " 
novels, sometimes in an extremely metaphysical sense, .!oO metl77he' 
a mere formal calc lli lis dealing with intensional \ toJi 
were collections of extensional entities. plus an appealing 
T herefore, as a notion in modal logic, il is doubtful; II! 

sophical notion it is outdated; and. as a category ap: .,ri.1 \IfC 
natural languages and semiotic systems, it fallS under Ide rend. "" 
(ii). Also, from a logical point of view, inasmuch as ,t :rc: 
the notions of necessity and possibility. it :s rllied b) a :n"orld 
principii. To say that a proposition p.'S nece.ssary 
it is trlle in al1 posSIble worlds accessIble 10 It does Jd arC mil 
since il is frequently said that twO or more "or S me 
accessible (or aJternath'c compossible) when Ihe "', 
propositions hold in all of them. To sa) thai a Pone ,]1I0I'l 
possible in a given world, when P holds in at least 
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'ble is even circular. Moreover. thc of 
"""P"'" ,-n" ',",, trans,tlvlty symmetry) change accord, rg to ·biht)· , . 

modal systems (see Hughes and Cresswell, 1968). 
dilferenl. 01 .v>'<sible WUllds used in the eontcxt of nalUra! 
...... nOuon ,.-- , I . I . • ) ..... es is a substantive one. If the orma notIon at east penmts 
Iallguag I the substantive one does not ; therefore, why use (:efta,n ca cu... , 

" " . d f c!" ticism sounds very convincing. and I am eager to 
']bislnn O d h"l" . h dealing wi th a lot of pseu ometap ys,ca quesl10ns :on-

.,:cepIltwen ., h Idh 
caDiJI8 counterladuals or the ontological .staws 0 " at wou ave 

had thinGS not gone thc way they.dld. . 
Bat I cannot avoid some considerallons concer",ng my present -. 
I) II i5 ra ther difficult to deal with inferential walks without disposing 

of some notion of possible courses of events. 
.) A telll such 3$ Drame seems to suggest that we have to introduce the 

DOtion 01 poSlible worlds of one's beliefs into the picture in o rd:r to 
explain how Drame works (or how it docs not work at all). 

.:1) If the notion of possible worlds comes from literature, why not 
bring it back there? 

Ul. s-e Mfinitions 
To hOid I lot of epistemological discussions about the different senses 

"'DOlion. let me outline a definition of the possible world, accessi­
-'lIDong worlds, and the idemity of a given individualthrOllgh worlds 
:.. identity) which fits the requirement of a semiotic analy!is of 

...... 
proces.s.-s m generating and interpreting texts (see mlinly 

1975,1976; Vaina.1976, 1977): 

wGrld is 3 possible state of aUaiTS expressed by a set of 
• e;'Vlt propositions where for every proposition either p or _p; 
__ \l(h. It ollllines a set of possible individuals along with their 

_
tiocc of these properties or predicates are actions, a 

IS also a ·bf IDIce poss, e COuru 01 evems· 
this course of.' '. IrDp.o . . IS not actual. It must depend 00 the 
:tI/lO'lai allitud f 

lire Yiurld$ i . 1', 0 somebody; in other words, possible ""rids 
r.]aglned, belieVed, wished, and so on. 

been ra ther nat " , ura or some authors to compare a ",,",cible 
. I' .--no\e as an ensemble of statements thaI cannot 

• com J t making it inconsistent. A possible "'orld is in effect 
I' Cte no'el describes (Hintikka, 1967, 1969b). AC(;ord. 
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ing to Plantinga (1974), "any possible world has its owo book: for 
possIble world W the book on W is the set S of propositions such Ih any 
is a member of S if W entails p . ... Each maximal possible Sct of p '" 
. . ., .. ~~,. .. roPo, 11IIons IS t lC UVV" 011 'UJ[J~ wurlu" (p. 46), 

To say, however, that selling up a possible world is like setting 
, d ., h· ., "Po lex oes not Imp y t al settmg up a text necessan y means setting 

possible world. If I am telling someone how Columbus diScovered A up a 
. d -!Ca,. I am un oubtcdly producing a text which refers 10 what is Commonl' 
believed to be the 'rcal' world, By describing II portion of it, I am lakin) 
lor granted all the rest of its individuals along wilh their properties an~ 
all the rest of the propositions holding in it. 

But something different happens when r set up a fictional possiblt 
world such as a fairy tale. When telling the storr of Little Red Riding 
Hood, I furnish a world with a limited number of individuals (mother 
girl, grandmother, wolf, hunter, a wood, two houses, a gun) endowed 
with a limited number of properties holding only for that world; fOT 

instance, in this story wolves can speak and human beings ha,·c the 
property of not dying when devoured by wolves. ' 

Within this fictional world (a possible one constructed by the author), 
hman individuals assume propositional attitudes; for instance, Linle 
Red Riding Hood believes that the wolf is trustworthy. This world is a 
r!oxa.llic construct of the character (it is immaterial by now how much it 
overlaps the world of the story) . As a doxastic construct it is presented 
by the author as one of the events of the story. Thus we have two partially 
different constructs: in the former wolves are not trustworthy, whereas In 
the laner they are. Since the tinal state of the story disproves the doxast1C 

world of the character, one must ask to what extent those constructs ar! 
mutually comparable and accessible. To answer this question let me ma~! 
some theoretical assumptions. 

8.4.3, POS5ible worlds as cultural constructs . 
First, let me assume that a possible world (hereafter W) is an cns TOljOn~, 
or a rational construct. Within its frame the difference between ind""~ 
~als and properties should disappear, individual; being single~ ou.t ed 
bundles of properties. Nevertheless, the distinction must be m~mtattitS 
for practical purposes, since no possible world s~ts up ex nlhde;erenl 
elements. Hmtikka ~ 1973) has show.n how on.e can construct dt Oi'''. 
possible worlds by dtfferently combmmg four dIfferent properttes. 
the properties 

round red not round not red 
be a fI', 

shared by four individuals, as shown in Figure 8.3. there can tit 
d A"d there can in which x, and x. exist and in whieh x. and x, 0 not. " 
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red round 

" + + 
" + 
" + 
u 

Figure 8,3 

• W. in which only x • . and x~ e.xis~,?r a third W. in which only x, exists. 
II is clear at this pomt that mdtVlduals m themselves are nothmg else 

bill pairs of differer.tly combined properties. 
Rescher (1973.331) speaks of a possible world as an ens Talionis, or 

as ~an approach to posSibilia as rational constructs," and proposes a 
feasible matri~ by "hich one can compose sets of essential and accidental 
properties thus eutlining possible individuals. J would prefer to speak of 
• 'cultura\' construct. 

Thus Litlle Red Riding Hood, within the framework of the story that 
crtGles her, is a mere spatiotemporal meeling of physical qualities, lela­
lioIl$ with other characters. actions performed, or passions suffered.' 

Nevertheless, the text docs not list all the possible properties of that 
girl: by telling us that she is a little girl Ihe text directs our semwtic 
disclosures towards the 'real' world or our world ef reference. The same 
is done with the wolf except for the explicit substitution of the pro]:crty 
·lIOlI$peaking. with «able to speak>. In this sense a narrative world picks 
up preexisting SCts of properties (and therefore individuals) from the 
'!tal' world, Ihat is, from the world to which the reader is invited to lefer 
u the world of reference. 

This happens for both theoretical and practical reasons. No fictional 
WOrld COuld be totally autonomeus, since it would be impossible for it to 
::tle a maximal and consistent state of affairs by stipulating ex n'hilo 

whole of its individuals and ef their properties. As we have seen, it is ::r for a story to assert that there exists an (imaginary) individual 
PI'Op.en~aoul; then, by defining him as a man, the text refers to the normal 
~da ItS attributed to men in the world of reference. A fictional text 
horn lilly ov~rlaps the world of the reader's encyclopedia. But 11so, 
Ilol On~ theorehcal point of view, this overlapping is indispensable, and 

I . Y fur fictional worlds. 
tiS quite' . 

10 de$c'be lmpO!mble to build up a complete alternative world or even 
1cItrna1" . oUr '~eal' one as completely built up. Even from a suictly 
a( I; eo:mt of View, it seems hard to produce an exhaustive description 
~bl plete State of affairs, and it is more feasible to. resort to a IJ".odel 

~ Or to a parual description, a reduced schema of a possible world 
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which is a part of our 'rcal' one (Hintikka,1973,1), It is not Only 
mattcr of convenience: elsewhere (Eco,1976,2.12,13) I have tried ~ 
demonstrate that the Global Semantic Universe or Global EncYcloJ)Cd' 
can ne~'er be exhaustively outlined, since it is a self-contradictory a~ 
continuously evolving system of interrclations. In other words, we ar 
unable to gh'e an e~haustive description even of our world, and its Globa~ 
Encyclopedia is a mere regulative hypothesis, 

Thus all possible worlds, and fictional worlds in particular, pick up 
many of their individuals as already recognizable 35 such in the world of 
reference. 

8.4.4. The construction of Ihe ...-'orld of reference 
Within the framework of a constructivis tic approach to possible worlds, 
even a so-called 'actual' or 'real' world of reference must be taken as a 
possible world, that is, as a cultural construct. 

One can say that the fantastic property of not dying whcn swal10wtd 
by a beast does nOt hold in the 'real' world because it is inconsistent ",ith 
the second principle of thermodynamics, But 10 judge this property as 
'untrue' or'impossible'. we just refer to a system of notions, that is, to our 
semantic encyclopedia, 

When the medie\'al reader read in the Bible that Jonah was swallo"td 
by a whale, the reader did not find this fact inconsistent with his o",n 
cnC)'clopedia, that is, the \'a rious Specula Mundi basically founded upon 
the Bible. Now, his cncyclopedia was as much a text as our own (our 
reasons for judging Ollr encyclopedia more relilble are c~trasemiotic and 
extralogieal), We can only say that both the s\()ry of Jonah and the story 
of Li!tle Red Riding Hood (taken as pieccs of narrativity) respectiH I)' 
o\'erlap fhl'ir 0"/1 world of reference.' d 

The above assumptions apparently ha\e I!. metaphysical Havo,r an 
sound rather idealistic, Bu! they have a preci>e operational funCtion ,n 

the prcsent framework. bl JI1 
To facc the problem of accessibility between worlds and the pro e, 

. .. pproach ,n of transworld identity one has to assume a constmCIll'/Sf/C a , , hofthe~ 
which possible worlds are cultural construcU. But Slrlce cae . • hOI> 

rational constructs o\'erlaps its world of reference: a problem an~! (and 
can rational conur""ts ~ comp~r .. rl with sorn~thon, whtch IS K'V 

not conslructed) like the world of our e~perience? d dealt 
Thcrefore even the world of reference has to be postulated an "le " paS'"'' with <IS a cultural construct. In fact. the fcat\>fes cha r~ctef1,z)ngdefiniliOn 

worlds as cultural constrocts can be adapted to a nonontu,tlve " . 
f • conceP of the world of reference, A possible world is a part 0 one S Hinti~~' 

syStem and depends on conceptual schemai. According to 
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969a) possible worlds split into those that fit our propositional attitudes 
{I dthoSC which do not, In this sense our commitment to a possible world 
Jnan 'ideological' rather than an ontological matte r. 
1<; I think that by 'ideologIcal· we ~houlll umlc,.laml .umething which 
depends on on:'S own encyclopedia, If a belie\<es that p, says Hintikka, it 

cans that p i~ the case in all possible worlds compatible with a s beliefs. 
~e beliefs of a can also be a rather trivial matter concerning a very 
pri,'ate course of evcnts, but they form part of a larger system of a's 
btlids " hich is a's encyclopedia, If a believes that Jonah could safely be 
s .. allo" ed by a whale, this happens because u·s encyclopedia does no! 
contradict this possibility. Uving in the Middle Ages a could say thaI 
nothing, in the 'real' world of his e)[perience, had ever contradicted this 
piece of encyclopedic information, Notice that in the Middle Ages a 
could have been convinced that he had really seen unicorns: his ency­
clopedia had so molded his perccptual experience that, in the righ t hour 
of the day and with appropriate atmospheric and psychological condi­
OOn5, he ~ould have easily mistakcn a deer for a unicorn, 

Therefore ds world of refe rence is an encyclopedic construc,. All this 
can sound rathe r Kantian, and I do not deny it. Neither does Hintikka: 
there is not a Ding an sicll that can be described or evcn identified outside 
the framework of a conceptual structu re (1969a), 

Sow. what are the effects upon a theory of possible worlds · ... hen this 
iIpIMemological caution is disregarded? 

PO$'ible wcrlds come to be compared to our own as though we Jived 
II[ a privilegcd world of unquestionable and already given irdividuals 
and properties, accessibility and transworld identity being only a mattcr 
of credibility or conceivabili ty on our part,~ Acccssibility is not a matter 
of PSychological conceivability. To say that one world is acc~ssible to 
another if the individuals living in the former can conceive of the latter 
PftsuPPQSes thaI one is anthropomorphically putting oneself wilhin a :vtn "'O~ld taken as the 'actual' one and trying to speculate whether whal 
i$~ns JO aO<)the r world fits the requirements 01 one's own, ThiS attitude 

ellStentiaHy · ,·fi d· ' ". 
"" JUS Ie, Slllce our human cond!llon (our m-der-Welt-sein) 

ts us eX""r' h· .. (lit th ,- - lence our Ie et ",mc and confers on It a preferenllal status 
black~~asl fronti ers of formaliUltion, freq""ntly the Lebcl1swelr is still 

8 I,hng modal logic as well), 
U\ thiS attt d 

of 'ri:- u e prevents one from considerin,R even one's own world -reuce as I 
eoq'ide f a cu tura l construct. Moreover, it makes it cifficult to 

t, ron Ihe sa ' f· Poc.'bla me po,nt 0 Vi ew, the mutual accessibility of two , -WorldsW d W . Ortunatel . I an t equally ,"dependenl of one's reference world, 
t:llPI'e1Si y, II has been stated very clearly that 'actual' is an indc~ical 
IWer to On and that 'actual world' is every world in which its inhabitants 

1\ as the world where they li,e (see Stalnaker,1976). But at 

, 
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thi.s ~int ~here is no longer an acmal world. I Actual l beeomes a r 
gUISlic devIce like I II or I this/ . II\­

Therefore accessibility as conceivability can be maintained as , 
, Illere ml;ll1p lor, e~I;" lhuugh a "elY useful one. 

Anyway, conceivability ought nOi to be confused with compatibl ' 
with one's own propositional attimdes. If a propositional al1itUd~ 11) 

dependent on the assumption of a given encydopedia, then aCCtssibil
lS 

(and compatibility) are not a mailer of psychology, but one of Objecti~! 
and formal ~mpari50n between two cultural constructs. Thus we are 
only faced wllh a problem of lfal1$/ormabiliry among structures. 

We shall see that such an approach actoU:I1S both for questions of 
accessibility among worlds and for transworld identity. 

8,5. Tutual topics and na:essity 

8,5.1. Diagnostic propertil'S 
In order to go with the notion of possible worlds in textual analysis, one 
must face the problem of the properties assigr.ed to a given individual: 
Are there some properties more resistant than otbers to narcotization? 
Is there a sort of logical or semantic hierar(by subdividing semantic 
properties AS strictly necessary, sloppily necessary, and merely accidental? 

Lct us approach it through a textual example. 
In chupter 2 Raoul and Marguerite at the en:! of the play return horne 

in a coup6. By an elementary operation of semantic disclosure the reader 
understands that a coup6 is a carriage. ( ll is cO.11monly admitted that the 
proposition .this is a coupe. en/ails dhis is a Clrriage._as well as .this 
isavehicle •. ) 

However, dictionaries abo say that a coupe is a '"shon four-wheeled 
closed earriage with an inside seat for two and an outside seat on the front 
for the dri\·er."14 As such a coupe is frequently confused with a brougham 
(e\·en though broughams may have two or four wheels and twO or four 
places, and positively have their driver·s seat on Ihe rear). 

There is. however, a reason for which a coux is somewhat similar to 
a brougham: both are closed and are 'oourgeo;;' carriages'. As such they 
may be opposed to a 'proletarian carriage' such as an omnibus, whieh ean 
have as many as sixteen pa5Sengers. 

One may thus say that the different pro~rties of broughams and 
CoupH be<:orne more or less ·necessary' or 'essential' (this difference ,,~Il 
be clarified later) only in respect to discursive and narrative topiCS: 
necessity or essentiality is a matter of co-textual comparison. When ont 
compares a eoupC with a brougham, the pouion of the driver's $Cat 
becomes diagnostic (Nida, 1975), wherea.s that of th.e top r~f does.~~~ 
When one compares a coup6 wilh a cabriolet, the diagnostic opp05l11 
is top rool vs. folding top. 
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diagnostiC property is one allowing me to single out wilhout am­
-." the class of individuals I am referring to within a given co-textual 

biglll 
Id (see also Pulnam, 1970). .(1; chapter 2 the dominanltopic i~ Ihal our ''';:r.....,~ ale '"!u,u,dillg_ The 

b~opiC is that they are going home. What is implicit (and must be 
~ red by re;arting 10 common and intertextual frames) is that Raoul 
1 ~rMargueri:e. being a decent bourgeois couple, must solve tbeir prob­
~ pri~ale/y. What they. need is a cfOJed ~urgeol$ c~rriage .. The pas.i­
on of the driver's seat is Irrelevant. A cahnolet (WIth Its foldlllg lOp) IS 

:.duded. a blOugham is nol. The translalor of Drame (see Appendix 2) 
haS translated l eoupel as .hansom eab.-a earriage whieh has more or 
less the same properties as a brougham. 

8.5.2. Entailment as a mdalingu1.stic device 
Severlhele5S, tbere is a difference between having four (or two) wheels 
and being a carriage: 

This is a coup.> but il is not Q carTiage 

sounds semantically odd, while: 

This is a couP" bUI il does '"01 /wI'e jour whnl.< 

is acceptable. 
[t seems that there is a difference bet ..... een IQgic(jl/y Ileas.lary prop­

enies and {//CllIal or 'accidcntal' properties. One can say thai, once 
ctrtain meaning postulates (Carnap,1952) have been accepted, a 
brougham is necessarily a carriage while whcther it has two or four wheels 
IS onl~ an C/CC;denlal property (see Figure 8.4 ).1' 

This difference depends, however, on a linguistic Irompe-I'Ot'iI. If one 
"'onders wh} dictionaries never record among the properties of a 
brOUgham those of being able to move and being horse-drawn the obvi­
ous answer is that these propenies are semantieally included in the 
definition of carriage and of vehicle. Without this process of irclusion, D 

NECeSSARY ACCIOENTAl 

Fig"'" 8.4 

1 



226J THE R OLE OF TilE R EAOER 

_ .. -ar""",':::::==~ 
wh .. 1ed -

::::~--- 4 I 2 I wh •• I, 

2 I 0' 4 ) pultflge" 

I~ roof 

' ... dr.....­
Figure 8.5 

'fussy' semantic representation of /brougham/ should assume Ihe formal 
presented in Figure 8.5. In reality this representa tion should be even 
more fU5Sy, since also ,receptacle_, .moving., _horse_, and so on. should 
be disso.ved into a network of more analytical definitions. 

Fortunately, we have at our disposal mClalinguistic shorlhands by 
which (10 save time and space) we avoid making explicit Ihose properties 
that the encyclopedia has already recorded under hyperonomical head­
ings (such as _ca rriage_), so as to make them equally applicable to 
coaches, chaises, landaus, phetons, berlin!. and victorias. This is the 
phenomenon of unlimited semiosis theorized by Peirce: every sign is 
interpreled by other signs o r st rings of signs ( definit ions and lellts), so 
that e\'e ry term is a rudimentary assertion, and every prox>s;tion a rudi­
mentary argumentat ion (C.P.2.342-44). 

In this way analyzation and procedures of enta ilment appear only as 
metalinguistic devices substitUling a broader (and potentially infinite) 
list of factual properties. In a 'fussy' description there wLH be no differ­
encc between ncccssary and accidental properties, as in the example of 
meaning postulates proposed by Carnap. where it is a matler of entail­
ment to !lay that a bachelor is a male adul t as well as to say that ravens 
are b lack. 

It is troe Ihat in Camap's perspective thcre is still a difference between 
L-truths and synlhetic truths, an L-implic8tion being "meant as expli­
carllum fo r logical implicMion o r entailment"' (Camap,1947: II) and 
entailment being intended as a case of analytic truth. 

From Ihis point of view. coupCs and broughams still seem 10 be 
ana lyticdly moving structures by virtue of a meaning postulate, while the 
fact that they were bourgeois \'ehicles seems 10 remain a mue factual 
tru lh. BJt on this subject one cannOt but agree with Ouine's "T"o 
Dogmasof Empiricism"' (195 I ) and his critique of Camap'S views. That 
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coupe is a carriage il as empirical (dependent on lingui$lic codes) as 
~ historical notion tbat il was used by wealthy people (or. 10 follow 
Quine, that on Elm Streel there is a certain brick house). 

The dIfference between synthcti<; awl allal)'ti" depend! upon the poilll 
f ,·iew from which one determines what is the center and what is the 

~riphery of a global and homogeneous system of cul tural notions, on 
""hich even our capabilily of organizlOg concrete experience depends. 

At this point the notion of necessary property becomes one of "neces­
sary under some description'" (Chisholm.1967 :6) . 

Let us consider once again the relevam properties of the three types of 
carriage I have menlioned. according to a very simplified composilioml 
analysis (where ob\'ioJsly means the presence of a certain property, 

means its absence, and 0 ::: undetermined) as shown in Figure 8.6. 
properties I to 6 arc undoubtedly relevant in the co-text of Dramt. 
whereas properties 7 and 8 are iITele\ant and can be narcotized. But 
~uppose that a coupe ii needed by the director of a historical museum of 
carriages. He wants something that can be precisely distinguished from a 
brougham (and ob\"io'Jsly from an automobile), He looks for properties 
3 to 8, especially focusing on properties 7 and 8. What he is not interested 
in is the ability to move and to contain people: the museum'S coupCs can 
have rusty suspensions and damaged spindles _ '~ 

let us therefore aswme that in detecting properties we are interes ted 
in those ",hich are t!$Unl;al ill respect 10 tht! /t!x/Ual ropic. We shaH thus 
employ the term 'essential' to indicate those properties which a re taken 
as pertinent in a given universe of discourse. T he term 'necessary' witt be 
relained ro r different purposes (see 8.6.5 and 8.7.2). 

8,6. \\'ortd structures, accessibilil)". identity 

8.6.1. Blo..-ing up (3nd narcotizing) diagnostic propertirs liS 'essential' 
According 10 the pre\;ous chapler, the essentiality of a property is topic­
senSiti\'e. Now, we c~n say that it is the discursive topic which outlines 
the world structure !Yo as a reduced model of the world of reference, 

ho= .op 2 , fTlJnt 
receptacle movina drawn whecltd =f paM. wheelS driver 

brOUgham + + + + + 0 0 
hinsom + + + + + + + 
~pE + + + + + + + 

2 ) , , 6 7 • 
H,ure 8.6 
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where the individuals and their properties arc selected a~ d 
. . ~C()r ing t 

quesllon govcrmng Ihe textual course. This wo,ld StruCture II' 0 lilt 
Ihe globality (unaUainable) of Ihe lI'orid of reference b ' . 6 canllOt be 

. • U, JU$I I 
o f It Or pt:,spnli~" ou it lhal "'C take as determinant for the' I "'''fjI 
and Ihe generation of a given lext, In erpretation 

Therefore we can say that, if my mother-in-law wonders wb 
have happened \0 her son-in-law had he nOl married h" d ~~I ll1i~hl 

b . aU".,ler Ih 
o VIOUS ans~'er would be: in her 11'& I and her son-in_Ia" are Iht' e 
person, but In her counterfaclual "'orld w, she is dealing with 1w dlatnt: 
enl persons, oue of wllich is rlther impreeise. 0 Ilftr. 

H, on lhe comrar>', one wonders what would have happened had the 
author of the present paper ( W. ) never married (W) Ch, . 

b b" . I , anslltr II: 
pr? a. Jy. t hl~ pa~r In W, would not contam the present example, but 
IhlS sh,flm kmshlp properties would nOI seriou>ly affect the p'-d 
·d ·fi . .......~ ure of 
I entl Icallon: the author of this paper in Wo will be the same as Ih 
author of this paper in W,. e 

It has been objected (Volli,1978) thai, if I possible world is ne'er 
complete and overlaps its world of reference, then, lI'hen conSidering the 
.... orld of reference. one should take into account the entire content of the 
encyclo~dia it represent!. Therefore, when considering the W, of my 
mother-m-law's counterfactual, where I exist as borrowed from lhe 
'actual' world. I should consider all the propositions holding in the 
second one, namely, that the Eanh is round, t~at 17 is a prime num~r. 
Ihal Hawaii is in the Pacific, and so on. 

This sounds preposte rous when compared to the remarks of section 
8.5. The above counterfaclual depends on a specific discursive topic 
(my kinship relation with Ihal lady) and this topic has made clear that 
~ong my properties only a few mUSt be blown up (mainly Ihose 01 
belDg an adult male and being married to a certain person). AU the 
others are lIarCOfized and are potentially sroret! in the encyclopedia th is 
speCIfic topic indirectly trusts. J do nOt havc to speCUlate whether in W, 
I have Iwo legs as in W., since in 11'0 it is not I"'..quesled of me to decide 
whether I ha'-e two legs (I am simply alerted to ~eaCI should I be outlined 
in W, as a cripple or a cul-de-latld. Bul this is always a ps)'ehological 
picture of the situation. According to the topic Ihe world structure W .. 
reduced in individuals and properties, has been huil! up so as to compare 
it to the equally reduced W,.' ~ 

8.6.2. Potentiall'llriants and supernumcnuie5 
Let me borrow from Rescher (1973) a series ,..f suggestions 10 o Lltline D 
simpl ified model of transwOrld identity and of ao:essibility among worlds. 

Let os define a possible world as a construct for which arc specified 
the following: 

Lector in Fabula ( 229 

I • family of actual i~dividuals x" x", XI.' , . ; .. .' . 

family of properues F,C,M . , ., aHTLbuled 10 md",duals, . 
I • 'essentiality s ........ ification' for every individual, as to whcther th,s ).n r-- . . 

prope,ty is or i5 not esunllalto 11; . . 

• 1 " 
,ations between properties (for instance, relatIons of entaIlment) . 

(ji,en all' , with 111'0 individuals X, and X2 and three p.roperties F,C,M. 
'gn means that an individual has the correspondmg property, the :nSl 
_ means tha: it. d~s not, and the parentheses mark the essential 

properties, as shown In FIgure 8.7. 

11', F C M 

(+1 
+ 

(+1 
+ 

Figure 8.7 

(-I 

Sow lei us imagine a 11'. in which are individuals with propert~es as 

WLwn in Figure 8.8 . 

W, F C " 
" 

(+1 (+1 + 

" + (-J 

" 
(+1 (-J (+1 

l<'lgure 8.8 

An individual in W, is the potential variant of its prototype indi"idual 
in IV, if they di fftr only in accidental properties (therefore Y, in W, is a 
'liriani of X, in W, and Y. in 11': is a variant of x. in W,), 

An individual in W, is a supCfllumerllry in respect 10 the individJals in 
W, if it differs from them also in essential propert ies (therefore Y. E 11'2 

il SUpernumerary in respect to 11',). 
When a prototype in 11', has no more than one potential .. ariantin 1'1'2, 

POtential varian!;C coincides with so-called transworld identity. 
If we come btck for a moment to the example given in 8.6.1, wh~re 

m.y mother-in_law wonders wha t might have happened if I had never 
m.arried her daughter, we see that she refers to a world structure of the sort 
'Ilown in Figure 8.9, where /If is the essential propeny 01 being married to 
her daugh ter and P is the accid~ntal property of being the author of Ihis 
paper. 

On the contrary, when one wonders what might have happened if 
the aUlhor of this paper had never married, one refers back to a world 
$Il"\1Cture of the sort shown in Figure 8. 10. 
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W, M P 

" ( + ) + 

I'lgur~ 8.~ 

W, M P 

" + (+) 

I'igurc 8.10 

It is clear that the x appearing in both worlds ;$ not the saIne indi. 
vidual. Whichever of the (11'0 worlds is taken as a ",orld of reftrence in 
respect to the other. the two individuals X, and .r, wi\! appear not as 
reciprocal variants but as independent supernumeraries. It is clear that 
in these world structures 'essential' properties are co-textually established 
insofar as they are teJ\\ually diagnostic. 

8.6.3. Transworld identity 
Tht real problem of transworld identity is to single out something as 
persistent through alternative stales of affairs. That is nothing other than 
the Kantian problem of the conSlancy of the object. But in making this 
observation Bonomi (1975: 133) rem~rks that the idea of the objecl 
must be link~d to the one of its congruence between multiple localiza­
tions. Thus transworld identity has to be analyzed from the phenomeno­
logical point of view of th~ Husserlian notion of Abschallung. that is, of 
the di1ferent profiles I can assign to the obje<:\ of my experience. To 
establish a profile means to outline a textual IOpic." 

Chisholm (1967) proposes a supposed It' 0 inhabited b)' Adam (who 
lived 930 years) and Noah (who lived 950 years). Then Chisholm wit­
li ly begins to outline diffcrent worlds in which the Iwo individuals step 
by step respectivcly increase and decrease their lifetime 10 reach a world 
in which not only Adam lived 950 years and Noah 930 years. but in 
wh~ch Adam is called Noah, and vice versa, Chisholm. once he has ar­
rived al the puzzling question of their identity, skims over the only possi­
ble answer, sincc he docs not attempt to establish the essential propertIes 
to be taken into account. The answcr depends on th~ question, more ex­
actly on that implicit or explicit question which establishes the dis­
coursivc topic. Had the experiment of Chisholm concerned the firs/ ~ar.. 
no change in age or name would have altercd thi~ essential (or d,ag­
nmtic) property taken in Wo as the only point of reference. 
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8.6.4. Accessibility 
Having established these criteria we can now define whm we assume 

accessibility among worlds. 
as Accordi"~ 10 current literature on the subject, acccs-~ibility is 11 dyn<.lic 

lalion W, R WI. where WI is accessible to W ;. To disregard any psycho­
;:gical inlerprelltio~ of the t~rm / accessibility/ (of the type 'e,an indi­
"iduals in W, conceIve of WP). we can say that a W; IS acceSSIble to 3 

11', when the world structure of W, can generate (through manipulations 
of the relations between individuals and properties) the world structure 

of Wi' 
Thus we have different relational possibilities: 

(i) W,R WJo but not IV, R W,: the relation is dyadic but not symmetric; 
(ii) W, R W, and W; R W,: the relation is dyadic and symmelric; 
(iii) W, R IV;, W, R IV" W; R Wk: the relation is dyadic and transitive: 
(iv) the above relation becomes also symmetric. 

Given IWO or more worlds these relations can change as to whether 

(a) the number of individuals and properties is the same in all worlds; 
(b) the number of individuals increases in at least one world; 
(e) the numbN of individu~ls de('T~~<e< in m lea,t one world; 
(d) the properties change; 
(e) (other pos;ibilities resulting from the combination of the above) , 

1 think that apropos of fictional worlds an interesting typology of this 
sort can be attempted 10 distinguish di1ferent literary genres (for a first 
interesting approach see Pa\'el, 1975). For our presenl purpose we can 
,consider only certain basic cases. 

lei us first examine a case in which (indcpendent of any discrimination 
arnong essential and accidental properties) there are in two worlds the 
!.arne number of individuals and the same properties (see Figure 8.11) , 
It is evident Ihat ccrtain combinatory manipulations can lead Ihe indi­
\'iduals in IV, te become structurally identical with the individual> in IV z. 
and vice versa. Therefore in this case W, R IV" and W. R W" 

let us consider now a second case in which in IV, there are fewer 
properties than in W, (sec Figure 8,\2). 10 make the example more 
palatable. let us imagine that, according to a previous example borrowed 
from Hintikka, the properlies in W, are to be round and red. In W, the 

W, F C M W, F c M 

" + + " + 
" + + " + + 

f'ilQl<e !I.II 
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W, round "" W, round ". whirling 

" + y, + + 

" + + y, + + 

Figure 8, 12 

same properlies are considered plus an additional one to be a who r 
entity. . Ir Ing 

We can say that in W3 it is possible to manipulate the world Stru- . 
" 'I f I'" 'd h ... ,ure 111 YluU3 so,", IIlSI e t e world Structure of W, Individuals· "d ,_ 1 . .~, x,can 

u<; eva uated In IV, as shown in Figure 8.13, 

(WI_ WJ) round ,," whirling 

y, + 
y, + + 

t"l~ure 8,1l 

and, (rom ~his point of view. ", can be said to be structurally identical 
w,lh h. wh,le y, ~ppcar~ a, a lila,,,J lIew iwJividJal. 

The opposite is not possible since the world structure of 11', cannot 
score the presence. or the absence of a property such as whirling. There­
fore Wi R. W,. while the symmetrical relation does not hold 

Intuiti\ely, this is the situation outlined by Abbou in FI~'I(Jnd, where 
a bemg Jiving in a tridimensional world visits ~ bidimensional one and 
can conc~ive of the indi\iduals living there, and manages to describe 
them, while the individuals of the bidimensional world cannot conceive 
of the visitor. 

Now consider a third case (see Figure 8.14), in which thcre is also a 
third world W, ..... here the property of whirling i~ fSSf'fllial for every indi­
'Idual and ",here no individual can both cxist and be nonwhirling at the 
same time (as seems to be the case of the planets of our solar system). 
We can say that in W. h is possible 10 manipulate the world structure in 
Jwo ways: 

(i) as far as 11', is concerned, it is possible to plOceed as in the previous 
cMe (II'" R W,) cxcept thllt the produced individunl$ cnn be enn­
sidered as supernumeraries; 

(ii) as far as 11': is concerned, y, in W. can IX' considered a "ariant of 
k, in IV, simply by recognizing its property of whirling as essential 
(at least as far as it does not stop); )': in W. can be considered a 
supernumerary. 
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;,t round '" W, round "d ""hlrHn, round W, ,., whirhng 

y, + + k, + (+) 
" + + k, (+) 
" + " + + + + 

Figure 8.14 

Since (rom the structure of W. the other two worlds can be obtained, 
among these three worlds a dyadic and transiti,·e relation can be recog­
nized : W, is accessible 10 W:, which in tum is accessible to W., while 

the symmetrical relation does not hold. 

8,6,5, Nec,ssary truths and ac(essibility 
A last remark concerns so-called logical or eternal truths that seem 
to play such an important role in the current literature about possible 
worlds. I think that logically necessary propositions cannot IX' ranked as 
a kind of property. A logical truth such as 'either p or _po is the ,ery 
condition of possibility of the world structures presented abov .... Suppose 
there is a W, in which the individuals can both ha,'e and not have a cer­
tain property at the same time, I do not suggest that the possession of a 
given property can remain undctermined; I simply mean that the signs 

and _ both have the same value, or none at all. 
What I am outlining is obviously neither a possible nor an impoSSible 

world , It is tbe "cry impossibility of sellilrg lip a world on the bases of the 
above criteria. These criteria depend on the principle of identillcation of 
mathematic:'.! symbols, or on the notion of presence and absence of a 
property. In the terms we ha,e assumed as primiti'·es. it is i".possible to 
~peak of anmpossible world. 

It would be possible to deal with this ghostly 11', if we assumed other 
criteria, as in physics it is possible to assume a different notion of time 
to speak of certain elementary particles that seem to travel backward in 
time. 

But this is a sort of game that need not be played as far ~s S(:miotics 
01 narrative worlds is concrrned, at least not insofar as these worlds arc 
produced by human beings speaking to human beings who base their 
language on the principle of the recognizability and identification of 
Phonemes through possible utterances, 

Nevertheless, while the world-structure outlined above seems to tit the 
requirements of na rrative worlds (we shall test this hypothesis in the next 
section ), what has been said apropos of 10gicaitrUlhs does not seem to be 
~n.fi rmed by ournarrathe experience. !I is possible to imagine a science­
et lon novel in which there arc closed causal chains, that is. in which A 
~n cause B, B can cause C, and C can cause A, In Ihis nO\cl an indi­
Vidual can ua\'el backward Ihrough time and become his o"'n (lither or 
find another self only Ii hille younger. so that the reader no longer under-
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stands ,..ho is the original character, Let me add that this character 
also discOI'er that. while tral'eling backward. 17 is no longer a pr~~~ 
number. Apparenlly. worlds y,here necessaf} truths do not hold cao be 
imagined and are intuitively possible, 

Howe\er. this is nOt true. Such a world is in fact quoud, but il is n 
COns/rllcrl'd, or-if you want-extensionally m~nlioned, but not inle~ 
sionally onaiyud. 

To say that 17 is no longer a prime number does not say so mUch if 
one does not g,,'e the rule to divide it by a nl,.mber other than itself. dis­
playing the rtsult. And if Ihe principle of ide:!.tity were denied, the StOry 
could not be told, since the author could nOI name and designate any 
of the objects of his story, including the tW()-Qne individuals. 

In fact, such a novel takes for granted a tackground W", with all its 
logical truths Of any), and simply introduces in its W, (accessible to W~) 
an individual (a fantastic machine, a spatiotemporal whirl) y,hich has the 
property of sus~nding (transitorily) the principle of identity or the 
principles of mathematics. This property is an exception operator like the 
Magic Donor in fairy tales or God in the theological explanation of 
miracles. 

AlthOUGh it would be impossible to compare two worlds relying on 
dil1erent logical systems of world construction (since our metasemiotic 
instrument would be seriously affected), it is not impossible to introduce 
into a n~rrlltivc world the still \lnanalyzed propcny of being able to sus­
pend a logical law; as a consequcnce, the sc:cncc-tiction world lV, will 
b1l one in which two variants of the same prot)type in W 0 (or twO tokens 
of the same supernumerary in W,) arc introduced, This affects transworld 
identity, but does not affect the possibility of constructing such a world 
by transformation of thc world structure Wo-

As a matter of fact. the proper effect of slIch narrative constructions 
(be tbey sciencc-fiction nO~'e1s or avant-garde texts in which Ihe lef)' 
notion of self-identity is challenged) is just tbat of producing a sense of 
logical uneasiness and of narrative discomfor:. So they arouse a sensc of 
suspicion in respect to our common beliers and affect our dispD"ition to 
trustlhe most credited laws of the world of OUi encyclopedia. ~ndtr­
min~ the world of our encyclopedia rather than build up another self­
sustaining world. 

8,7. Fabu/a and possiblr worlds 

8,7.1. The worlds of the ,abll/a _ 
Now we can apply the previous theoretical assumption to our nollon 

of fabula as the selected aspect of narrative structures-in-process. 
Insolor as the fabul .. is carried on by the discursive structure as if 
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weTC a series of events constituting the only 'actual' work! the reader 
:: con~rned with, we can say that a /abu/a encompasses tte following: 

(i) Th .. possible world W,. ima~ined and assened by the author. W v is 
an abstraction: it is not the text as a semantico-pragmalic device, 
since it rders only to the level of tabu/a; it is nOt a simple state of 
affairs, since it starts from a given slate of affairs s, and through 
lapses of time I, ... t. undergoes successive changes cf State, so as 
to ruch a final state s., each state shifting into the next onc through 
a lapse of time. 

Therefore I shall represent a labu/a W~. as a succession W.vs, (where 
, I ... 11), that is, as a succession of textual srat~s. A W ... can at most 
be described as the final state of such a succession W)"s,. Intuitively, we 
define Madame Bovary as a novel lelling the story of a bourgeois lady 
... ho commits adultery and then dies, and nOI as the stot)' of a lady 
quietly living with her husband, as the 'abu/a in fact says at its first states. 

Notice that these textual states are not possible worlds in f(SP(C/ to 
IV., . They are, rather, actual states of w., .. Once laken that there exists a 
possible world Wy inhabited by two individuals called Raoul and Mar­
guerite, Raoul going to the theater and Raoul receiving a letter aTe al­
ways the same individual of the same world undergoing two different 
states, just as the individual who has begun to write this paper is the 
same individual who is presently continuing to write it, living In the same 
world even though in two different states of it. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

The possible subworlds W ." (where c = any of the characters of 
W~,) that are imagined, believed, wished, and SO on, by the charac­
ters of the {abula. Therefore a given W litS, depicts the possible 
COUrie of events as imagined (believed, wished, and SO on) by a 
given chancter within a given statc of the tabu/a. 
The possible subworlds W B that, at every disjunction of probability 
displayed by the tabu/a, the Model Readcr imagines, believes, 
wiShes, and so on, and that funher states of the fabu/:l in w. •. must 
eithtr approve or disappro\·e. 

A W Be can also be outlined where the reader imagines, believes, wishes, 
Ind so on, that a given character believes, imagines, wishes certain things. 

To cone]ude, one can say Ihatthe /abu/a is a pOSsible world W ... which 
~ncompaso.es its successive states. It also encompasses the possible worlds 

-, of the characters of the tabula, representing beliefs, wishes, and 
PtojeclS of its characters. 

The Strategy of discoursi\"e structures step by step elic:ts the setting 
up on the pan of the reader of possible wortds W .. which picture future 
PoSSible states of W .... Since characters, W.", and the reader's W .. can also 
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be disproved by the states of the {abula. these 'worlds are not necesSar'l 
acceuible to the world of the {abula, as will be shown in section 8.8. I Y 

8.7.2. S-n~."~~".ry pr ... p~rt;cs 

The opellillg macroproposition of DramI': is I Some time before 1890 
there was in Paris a man called Raoul!. Resort ing to OUr cncyclopedia 
we single out Paris as an individual of Wo and 1890 as one of its pas; 
actual states (/19841 would be instead a possible state of Wnl. But 
wh'a t about Raoul? So far we have no elements to single him out except 
the fact that he was onc of the men living in Pans a round 1890. 

Fortunately, it is also stated that he was married to Marguerite. This 
is enough to single out Raoul without mistaking him for another indi. 
vidual (as far as the tabula is concerned) , 

Raoul is that individual who in a world w,\' (overlapping Wo) in a 
state ,~, has the property of being the one and only husband of Marguerite. 
Using an appropriate symbolization to assigll :,im an io/(! operaror 01 
individual identification, we can say that 

(3x) fMan(x)' Marry (x,Z,WA"s,) < SI») ' (V}) [Manlv) ' Marry (y.z. 
W-",,~() < '~I) . (z == Ix,)1 - (y = 'x,) ' (.x, = Raoul), 

that is, there is at least one individual x who is a man and who in the 
world under consideration married another individual z in a state tem­
porally preceding the initial state of W".; and for every individual y who 
shares the same propert ies, provided that the individual z he has married 
is a previously identified individual, this y cannot but be our individual, 
who happens to be called Raoul. 

T his formula sounds strange since, in ordel to identify Raoul, one 
needs the previous identification of that X~ who is not constructed but is 
taken for g ranted. 

In fact, the identification of Raoul cannot be separated from the sym­
metrical identification of Marguerite: 

(3x) [Woman(x) ' Marry (X,l,Ws,So < sIll' (Vy) [Woman(y)' Marry 
(y,z,W.Y,se < s,) · (z = 'x,»)-(y = u,) ' ('x, "'" Marguerite). 

Raoul carinot be identified without Marguerite, nor can Marguerite 
without Raoul. This is not the way we single out individuals in the wor~d 
of our e:tperience, but Ihis is the way followed by a narrative te:tt In 
setting up its supernumeraries. 

Imagine a text saying the following: 

There is John. And Ihere is John. 

We would refuse it as a Slory. Nothing says whelher there are one or tWO 
Johns. A story might begin. but certainly not continue. this way. Sup­
pose, On Ihe contrary. that the story says the following: 
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A certain evening in Casablanca a man with a white jacker was silting 
pi Rick's bar. At Ihe same rime a man wilh a blonde woman was leaving 

Usbon. 

The firs! man is singled out as the one who stands in a specific relation 
10 a given bar (that stands in a specific relation 10 Casablanca) in an 5, 
la~ en as the starlirg state of the story. T he second one is sirgled out by 
hiS relation to a woman and to another city. The specificat.on that the 
tWO re lationships hold at the same time is enough to make us sure that 
we are deallllg with two different individuals_ Specifications of this kind 
characteri ze different kinds of narrativity: for instance, the roman-feuille-
1011 gave a lot of incomplete descriptions which made a certain individual 
not immediately identifiable, later to provide the surprise of revealing 
that he is a well-known character of the story (topos of the 'false 
unknown'). 

The relation belween Raoul and Marguerite or that between the man 
with Ihe white jacket and R ick's bar is a dyadic and symmetric relation 
xRy where x cannot be without y, and vice versa. 

However, this re lation between the man in the whitc jacket. Rick's 
bar, and Casablanca is dyadic, transitive but not symmetric. T he man 
and the bar arc singled out by their mutual relation; the bar is also singled 
out by its being relatcd 10 Casablanca. Transitively the man is identified 
also by his re lation to Casablanca. But Casablanca, as an individual of 
Wo is not necessarily identified by its relat ion to the bar (or t:) the man). 
So we can say that we have symmetric relations holding between super­
numeraries and non symmetric relations holding between a supernumer­
ary and a variant of a prototype in Woo When there arc complex inter­
twinings of :elations, they arc transitive, 

I call these relations S-nCCC$sary or Siructurally nece5sar) properties. 
They hold only within the fram ework of a fictional world and are the 
essential requisite for the identification of a supernumerary in any W". 

Once idc1tified as the husband of Marguerite. Raoul can no longer be 
separated from his symmetrical counterpart , T he story can \ery well as­
sume later that he has divo rced. but he remains Ihe one who at $, was 
the husband of Marguerite. 

8.7.3, S.necessary snd essenria] properties 
Ilaoul is a man and Marguerite is a woman. These are esser.tial proper­
lIes, recognized also by the plot. and the fabula carries them on. S-neces­
sary properties cannot deny essential ones since S-necessarj properties 
are also semantically bound. This means that the relalion of necessity 
hOlding between Raoul and Marguerite (rSm) appears ill the tabula as 
s~man t ically bound qua the relation of marriage (rMm) , Were Mar­
guerite a man, too, since (according at least to the meaning poslulates 
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hold~ng in Ihe nineteenth century) / marriage/ is to be anal)lZed 
relatIOn be.tween two human beings of opposite sex, rMm could not 11$ I 

(or /mnTrlnge/ would have to b" intended as a mere fi,.. , hold 
'odd" "rcos~ 
mtr uce at the dlscoufSlve level). II 

Thus S.necessary propenies, once e!llablished IS a link producin th 
synta.x of the fa/mia, are also submitted to the re~uirements of Ihet t 

!IIInI1C nature. Therefore they can belong to different sernanf se­
ries such as IC catego-. 

relat~onS of graduated antonymy (x is smaller than},); 
relatIons of complementarity (x is a male as opposed to y \\.ho . 
female); IS a 

relations of directional opposition (x is at tht left of ,) , d . . , nmany 
others, comprehendmg members of nonbmary oppositions (see Leech 
1974; Lyons,1977). . 

. In any case, all these semantic relations in the /Ilbu/Il are structurally 
linked by S-necessity, and this relation is s}'mm~triCIl/ in the sense that 
the narrative function of one clement is established by the presence of 
another (or of many others). 

Accidcnml prup"[ li~s do not interest the labuill. The fact th~t Raoul 
took a coup6 is accidental and. as far as the fabu'u is concerned, our two 
heroes could ha\'e returned home walking. 

Notice that, if Marguerite had forgotten or lost her purse in the 
coupe! and the Jabu/a had been focused upon the quest for the mysterious 
coupe! ...... e would have a story like L~ fiDere II. JJ, Le ChilpeaU de paille 
d'/Ia/ie, or "The Purloined Letter," in which the coupe could be a precise 
indIvidual to be singled out through procedures of identification based 
upon S-nC1::essity. 

By S-necessity, supernumeraries in a fictiona; world are as necessary 
to each other as two distinctive features are to distinguish a given pho­
neme from another. To quote a dialogue from Calvino's Jm-isible Cities, 
when Marco Polo tells Kublai Khan abou t bridges: 

"But which is the stone Ihat .upports the bridge? 
''The bridge is not supponcd by one stone OT another .... but by the line 
of the arch they form." 
" . . Why do ynn speak to me of the stone$1 It i! only the Irch that mat­
ters to me." 

. . Without .tones there is 00 .Tch."l~ 

It is only because of this S-necessary relation that tWO o r more char­
acters in a labulll can be taken as the actars e"11bodying differenl roles. 
Narrative functions:\ la Propp (Villain, Helper, Victim. Hero, and so on) 
can ellist only by 11 mutual relation of S-ncces!ity. Fagin is not the Vil-
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'n of Clarissa, just as Lovelace is nOI Ihe Villain of Oliver Twisl. Meet-
,- 'dh' 'F' d [!IS oulsr e I elf stones aglll an Lovelace might be a very rleasant 
""uple of good lUYs. and maybe the one could become the Donor of the 

other. 
Tbey mighl. As a matter of lact, they cannal. Without a Cla;ssa on 

1I'/IOm to press his attention. Lovelace is lost. Better. he is unb<>,". 
To summarize the remarks of paragraphs 8.7.2 and 8.7.3 one can 

thUS say the following: 
In a W., individuals are identified through their structurally necessary 

propertiCS (hereafter S_necessary properties). These arc symmetrical 
relations of stri~t tClltual interdependence. They mayor may not be iden· 
tical with those properties recognized as essential; in IIny case. they can­
not deny them Accidental properties do not belong to the world of the 
//lbu/a and are taken into account only by the discoursive structures . 

8.8. Attessibility among narn th 'e " 'orlds 

8.8.1. Relation of accessibil ity between W n and W.,. 
The comparison of W~· to W. can assume different forms in di fferent 
periods and IIccording to different decisions on the pari of the reader: 

(i) He can compare every W ~'Sl to IV 0 looking lor Ihe verslIllllitude or 
Ihe different states of affairs taken as synchronic. 

(ii) He can compare W" to different Wo ( I can read Ihe Di~rn~ Comedy 
rcferrin~ to the encyclopedia of a reader of the Middle Ages or 10 

my own). 
(iii) Accordillg to different literary "enres the W.,· suggest! the right 

reference world: a historical novel asks for a reference to the 
Wo of historical encyclopedia; a fairy tale wants the comparison 
with the world of our direct experience just to make :.IS feel the 
pleasure of the Incredible; a rich typology of genres is possible 

from this point of view (Pavel,1975). 

Suppose, 10wever. that the reader has established his reference world 
W •. ln the Clse of Drame it should be a ponion of the ninetee.,th-century 
Parisian milleu. 

Let us consider a world structure Wo in which Raoul and Marguerite 
d? not exist: rather, M. de Porlo-Riche (1849- 1930) and the Thtatre 
d Application (in the figure p and r) do exist . 

Let us compare it to a world structure W, where Raoul (,) and Mar­
gUerite (m) exist as supernumeraries. 
. Then let us consider a third world structure IV 0 _ W.,· showing the way 
In which W~ can be constructed starting from W. (relation of accessi­
biltty). 
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Among the properties we consider the followin~: to be a male (M) 
to be a female (F), to be a playwright (P), and a relational Pro ' 
,Mm that means that Raoul and Marguerite siand in a symmetri:rty 

lallon ot marriage. Note that a 'sLmllar' properly I~ forma lly SCOred a~ 
among the properties of W .. since it is fully acceptable there that so 
individual be in converu relation with another. an 

S.necessary properties are repre~nted in W N bet ..... een square braCkets 
The world structure of W." this not being a /abuill. ignores s.neeessa . 

properties, Wo _ W.., can consider properties wbich are s.necessary ~ 
W,. as normal relations (in this case a relation of eonverseness between 
hesband and wife) that can be scored either as essential or as accidental. 

In Wo there are two individuals that are accepted in Wy as variants 
(as a maUer of fact, because of the elementarity of the world structures, 
th!y are identical). From Wo is constructible a W.,- which contains them. 

In We, , and m are not considered_ They exist in W.y as supernumerar_ 
ies in respect to Woo It is not impossible from Wo tel shift 10 W.,. r.o as to 
se: up W ... as a possible world, accessible from W~ . where these super­
numeraries have as essenlial the property of being reciprocally relaled. 
Notice that the rela!ion of S-necessity holds as such only within the fic­
tional world, From WQ such D relation can be constructed at most as an 
esscntial property, I mean that in psychological terms an inhabilant of 
W. can conceive of a possible coursc of events in which in Paris there 
li\ed two persons to be essentially defined as linked by a kinship rela· 
tionship. No more and no less. 

Therefore Wo R lV,'" From the reference world we can produce the 
narrative one. and the narrative world is accessible 10 the world of 
reference. 

However, this relation is not symmetrical. since, in the world struc­
ture of W ", the rule holds Ihat an individual canno: be idenlified as such 
without its S-necessary property. The category of S-necessary property 
does not make sen~ in worlds different from the fictional one. There­
fore to produce from W!< another world lacking this formative rule is 
like trying to produce from our world a world in which 17 is not a prime 
nember or in ",hich a is not CI (~e 8.6.5), In other words, we must deal 

W , MFI' .. Ry 

p (+) (-) (+) 0 
(-) (-) {-I 0 

W" 101 P P rMm 

p (+) (_) (+) 0 
(_) (_) (-) 0 

, (+) (-l (-) [+1 
'" (-) (+) ( - ) [+1 

Figure S. I! 

F 
f ,.\I~ 

W .... W'" M ......-

P (+) (-) (+) : 
(-) (-) (+) (-!­

(+) (- ) -) I' 
(_) (+l (-

, 
m 
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'th IY.~ as if in it the nOlion of supernumerary individual dissol\ed into :e prope rty of being necessarily and symmetrically related to anot,her 
,Cf] individual In W", a supernumerary is the set of the x's that satisfy :e condi tion of being related symmetrically to anOlher givc:u im.llvid ... a!' 
The faci thai such a set has one and only one member makes the 

jdentification of a supernumerary possible. . 
Since this is all these objects are, it is clear that, in another world III 

which this relation is not considered a necessary condition for the con· 
s1ruction of the world structure, they cannot be constructed. 

Therefore it cannot be said that W ... R WOo 
The above demonstration can be taken as a mere game, since no one 

seems in terested in the question whethcr, from Ihe inside of a fictional 
world, our world Wo can be reached (the hypothesis of a fictional text 
in which a character tries to deal wi th W~, as in Pirandello's Six CharClc­
ItrS in SeClrch Q/ an Au/hor, repre~nts a case of Irompe-I'oei/; even the 
aUlhor tokes part in Pirandello's W .• -. a world tha i encompasses many 

W.,-, ) . 
However, a psychological e:o; periment may be useful. 
Consider Dumas' The Three Musketeers, T here (W,,) we have cer­

tain individuals also belonging 10 Wo (such as RicheHeu and Frobably 
d'Artagnan ) who retain their essential properties as far a~ the historical 
frame is concerned. Richelieu is a F rench Cardinal, the prime minister 
of Louis X III . and so on. Then there arc some supemumeraries, among 
"'hieh Athos and Lady de Winler. Besides their essential properlies 
they have the relational properly of having been husband and wife (and 
the fllbu/a strictly depends on this interidenlification). 

Now let us imagine Athos wondering how things might have been 
...ere he no t the husband of Milady. In this case, from W .... Athos would 
IIOt be able 10 conceive of a variant of himself, He is Athos only insofar 
IS he is the husband of Milady. Split from this relation he would disap­
pear. Athos knows this rule ,-ery well and cannot conceive of a world 
in which both 'Athos e:o;ists' and 'Athos docs not exist' would be equally 
nonsenSical. siace the definition of Athos is nothing but 'Ihis x who is 
relaled to Milady'. 

ObViously, this is a rather metaphysical game: Athos can have propo-
5ltional attitudes as an individual of W ... in a W .... about the course of 
~Uture evenls in W.>'. but he cannot have propositional attitudes concern· 
109 a w. .. ~t up totally differently. But this is exactly what I am trying 
10 say. The world of a fClbula cannot be otherwise, Were it olherwise, 
Athos WOuld be somebody else living in another W .... '. 

The fact is tbat we arc not so interesled in speculating about our world 
Irom Ihe point of view of a novel, but are. rather, eager to do the opposite. 
to analyze the world of a nove! from our point of view (as happens par-
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ticullirly when applying \0 novels the criteria 01 a strictly realist" 
h · ) T h .. ICa~ 

t tIles. us OUT prevIOus expenment seems \0 be prepostcro 
But frequently we do use a fictional possible world 10 judge ourUS, 

for inSl~nt:c, when saying with Aristotle that poetry is more PhilO5Q°WG.-
h

. 
h ,., '" P Jell I an I e, since In poetry nOlhmg happens by chance as happens' ,. 
(h· ) d . . . In lie 

IstOry ,an In poetry everythmg IIppeaf5 stnctly necessarv (p . 
, "J ~lIrf 

14S1b,14S2a), So do we when, for mstance, we cbserve Ihal a celta" , 
fiaional character is morc 'true' than its 'real' prototype or that ficl; ~ 
morc 'rational' than li fe and its characters mOTC 'universally' or 'tYPiC:':' ~ 
re,llhan theiT illusory empirical prototypes. Probably Don Quixote d~ 
SO'l I 

T~ oo~clude: The world of the labula w.~ is accessible 10 W~, but Ihi$ 
relanon IS not symmetric. 

8,'.2, Relations of accessibility among tlle subworlds of the characters 
and the slates of the tabuk> 

The comparison belween a W", (with the globality of ils states) and a 
WI is always synchronic. Our reference world can be compared to the 
entire course of events represented by the whole tabula or can be com­
pared step by step to its states, each of them taken as a possible state 01 
allairs. On the contra ry, a given possible subworld imagined by a charat­
tel at a given state of the falmla (let it be W ~.,s.) can be compared either 
to a previous o r to a furthe r Slale of the fabula, that is, to a W ~.$, or 10 a 
W,s,. 

A character can imagine o r believe or wish either in the course of 
dhcursive structures or in the course of the labula. Let us call the fint 
series of propositional attitudes 'events of the plot'-in tending by 'plot" 
the whole series of events which take place in Ite course of the dis­
cursive development, bUI which a re not strictly essential to the develop­
ment of the tabula. The plot is thus a series of microproposi lions which 
carry on the basic macronarrative propositions 10 be abduced by the 
reader when trying 10 single 00\ the tabula. So the fact that in chapter 
2 Raoul wants to beal Marguerite concerns the plot, but is unessential 
to the course of the Jabula. 

Normally, propositional altitudes displayed in the course of the plot 
OO:lcem both essential and accidental properties of the individuals HI 

play, whereas the propositional attitudes displayed in the course of the 
tabula basically concern S-necessary propenies. 

In the course of the plot, characters set up various imaginary courses 
of events: one believes that a given person will arrive, whereas this per­
son in fact does not; one thinks that a given person is lying while he or 
she is telling the truth; and $0 on. These propositional attitudes are set 
up by the plot 10 outline the psychology of the different characters and 
art frequen tly rapidly disproved (maybe in the course of the same 
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.JtOri sequence of stntences). Frequently. these attitudes produce possi­
It worlds which arc inaccessible to the world such as is outlined by the 
~ t. Howe\er, these rules of ae<:essibility being the same as thO!e as· 
~ed In 8.6.4, ",h~11 Ihe W , ..,f a given character', belief! !ICOrGll more 

S~operties than are considered by the W. of di$Coursi\'c e\"ents. the char­
PIer can readjust hi' own wrong belief by doing as suggested by Figures 
~12 and 8.13 in 8.6.4. The character readjusts his own beliefs and ac­
ceptS the world as it is outlined by the plot. He, so to speak, throws 
JIO-ay his wrong belief as soon as he recognizes that the (fictional) reality 

is different. 
The question becomes even simpler when there is no differerce in 

properties between the real (fictional) world and the world of one 

character's beliefs. 
In chapler 2 Margucrite outlines a W, of her beliefs when thinking 

thaI Raoul (who has the property of being essentially related to her by 
marriage also has the property of coveting Mlle. Moreno. Then she dis­
co\"ers (let us suppose) that it was unt rue. The transformation between 
the 11"0 worlds ( .... here C = 10 covet Moreno) takes place as shown in 
Figure 8.16. Raoul in Marguerite's world is a variant of Raoul in lhe 
world of (he plot. In the plot, therefore, relations between worlds fol­
low the same rules as in the world of our common experience (see 
8.3.6) . 

w, lMm c w, c 
, (+) + , (+) 

"'igur~ 8.16 

But there are cases in ..... hich the propositional attitudes of the char. 
acters make up part of the labula itself. When Oedipus belie\'cs thot he 
ba~ nOlhing to do with the death of Laius, we are facing a belief ttat has 
11'''0 characteristics: (i) it is indispensable to the development of the 
labula; (ii) il ccncerns an S-necessary relation (Oedipus is fictionally 
noth ing elst but Ihat individual who has killed his father and married 
hi s mOther withcut knowing it). Obviously. to be indispensable to the 
COurse of the labula and to be S-necessary are two facets of the same 
fiCtional phenomenon. 

At a cenain point of the slory, Oedipus believes that there arc Bt large 
lOUr individuals: Oedipus (e-). who has killed an unknown wayfaler (u) 
a long time ago; and Laius (I), who has been murdered by an unknown 
mU rde rer (m). 

In the world W.~. of his belief, Oedipus thinks that some propertics 
hOld , all S-ncce5!ary to identify the characters in play, namely, 
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eMu: the relation making Oedipus the murder~r and th 
farer the victim' . e unknO\\.· . '. n"lIy. 
the relallon makmg a g.i\en perso th d mM!: vICtim. n e mur erer, and I li ... -'" 

. B~t th~ tinal state of the j(lb"/a is less con; licat 
nw IIIdlvlduals, Oedipus and Laius, since the m~rderee~: There 8re only 
wayfa:er were none other than Oedipus and Laius Onl,md the unknown 
taken Into account by this world structure' . y one properly is 

I'M!: the relation making Oedipus the murderer and Laius 'h " e VIChm 

To make the indhiduals distinguishable let us add .' 
erty f.., to be living. In Oedipus' wn,ld',h d an ~nhal prop-I ' h' u emur ererlSS 
I,e since C IS the '''lpn', , ••• d' d upposed 1~ .. u "" ls<:overc At thi ' " 

Structures take the form" ,>0" 'F' . S pOint the two world . n'n III Igure 8.17. 
It IS easy to understand thaI (accordin to 8 

are ina.ccessible to each other. since thei/ ' Id·
S

.
I
) these two worlds 

morphlc. It is not that one world has \I~r. ~tructures are nO! 1<,0-

it is the. fact that these individuals are i;e:t~fi:dd~yld~~UIS t,hansthe other; 
properties. ' erenl ·neees5aT) 

In his doxastie world Oed' b' unknown f IpUS cheves he has been the murderer of an 
murderer :ti:rcr. ~~ t~e world of the fabul~. he is identified as the 
co' us. vlously. these world structures could have been 

(h~~li~;t:~l brna~ introducing the property eof being the son of Laius 
Laius (h ld'y . -~ ) and the one of havmg muried the former wife of 
tica11y bo:n~ng( III :;t~». Since t~e.se S.n~esslry relat;ons are seman· 

h
. see .. . In W.~ II IS entailed that Oedipus has married 
IS mother and killed h' f h Th' , , rei f IS at er. e Incompnbl1ity of the identifying 

d
. a Ion grows. Therefore not only does the final stale of the /abu/~ 
IsprOle the beliefs of rhd' b' 
h

' h' . . "'" IPUS, ut It sets up a ..... orld st,ucture from 
W' IC It IS 'bl 
I h 

Impossl e to produce the ..... orld structure of O,dip'" beliefs. 
n t e sa . . . b ]' f . me way It IS tmpossible to transform the world of Oedipus" 

k e lC S 11110 the world of the /(1./)IIltI. Simply, Oedipus beliel'ed p and thc~ 
nows .that q and that it is not possible that p and q hold together. 
Oedipus cannot reformulate his world. He has to throw it away. A 

W". rMu mMI L W,; dlf/ L 

• (+ 1 (+ ) , 1+1 (+1 
(+ 1 (-) 1+1 1- ) 

" 1+1 ( - ) 
m 1+1 (+1 

Figure 8.17 
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...d reason to go mad. Or 10 make himself blind. As a mailer of lacl. 
r-e actly such a story of lragic 'blindness' that our ..... orld struclures 
;schematical1) displayed: ho .... was it possible to be so blind not to 

{(l ,,-hat extent III~ world of onc's beliefs Wl~ so inacCf'~~ihle to thc 

~ of facls, and "iee versa? 
"{lie tWO worlds would have been mutually accessible if Oedipus had 

"rroached the Iro.th. This me.ans (to conclude) that, when the W" 
dt/l

t 
beliefs (or Wishes. or projects) of a character has the same world 

IlJUCturc of the world of the final state of the tabula, these ..... orlds arc 
_ually accessible. When this does not happen. these worlds arc mu­
.. 11)" incompatibl~. The final state of Ihe /abu/a disproves and rejects 

."t is struclurally incompatible wilh itself. 
To summarize the conclusions of this paragraph: as far as Ihe S­
~ry relation~ are concerned, when Ihe world W,.,.s. is isomorphic 
• its world structure .... ith the IV .·s. of the state of the tabu/(I checking it 
.tIere either n > m or n < m), then W .• ·,s .. is approved b) Ihe tilbulfl 

.,d the twO worlds are mutually accessible. When it is not, the W.,,.s .. 
adisproved and the t\lO worlds are mutually inaccessible. 

1.8.3. Relat ions of necessibility among the sub..-orlds of the Model 
Reader Rid the slates of the fabulfl 

The worlds of the reader's forecasts seem to obey the same Jaws as 

the epiSlemic and doxastic worlds of the characters: 

(i) Ihe reader's world can be compared to precise states ollhe /abll/a, 
except that.n this case both the approval and the disapproval always 
come after Ihe forecasl (a character may alSO ignore" hat the tabu/a 
has already said, but the Model Reader ignores only what the tabu/a 

still has to ~ay):" 
(ii ) in Ihe coul1e of the plot. the reader may make many foreeas:s con­

cerning minor sequences of events: when the possible world of his 
e~peetation is not validated by the further course of e~er.ls. the 
modalities of accessibility between his doust!c world al1d the tex­
lual world are the same as those concerning characters' worlds 

(see 8,8.2); 
(iii) when, on the contrary, the possible world of the reader concerns 

S-neeessary propcrtits, his world is accessible 10 the Ol1e of Ihe 
Ill-bula (ard vicc ,e1"Sn) only if Ihe ruder hA~ imagined tte same 
S-neceSSllr)' properties. Otherwise he must gel rid of his world so as 
~o accept the state of affairs established by the fabl//tl as aClual 

In 1V)f. 

of ~s far as Ihe S.necessary relations are concerned. when a given world 
t e reader Oct it be IV itS,) is isomorphic in its world stntClure w,th Ihe 
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W.\-s. of the tabula cheding it (let it be W,.s. ' the W" ., . -.' • • app. 
by the labula and the two worlds are mutually 2ccessible. Whe _ . ovtd 
IV . d· d d nUIJno' ,.$, 's ISproVC an the two worlds are mutually inaccessible >-

It 15 cnough to think of a reader who joins Oedipus 'n rna\':' 
f?recasts aboUllhe J.lOssible ~urn: of events, tJ discover that t~:g~;I~ 
lion of the reader IS not dIfferent from thaI of Oedipus n... ua 
, . IIh ( .. d' . vne COUld o.fCc at as mamtame m 8.1.2) alllhe for-..cas!s of the read h 

, ••• , eral'c 
nOi on y ox;<:n oreseen but also elicited by the text, and therefore t~ 
text should have taken them into account. 

Dut once more one must carefully distingUish bet ..... een (i' Ih . .. e Inl 
as a se~anueo-prasmatlc process (whIch takes into aecou", POS:Sible 
cooperatIon on the part of the reader). (ii) :he pIal as a strate , 

I·d··dd '" seman IC eVIctS tnt~n e to elic~t the pragmalic cooperation, and (iii) 
the labula as a poSSIble world wllh all ItS states and its structure of S­
necessary properties. 

The text as a multileveled structure 'knows' that the reader will prob­
ably behale in certain ways; it ·\.:nows· that the reader will produce S­
necessary properties that the tabula will igno-e. But Ihe lUI is not Q 

pos$ible world-nor is the plot. It is a piece of the furniture of thc world 
in which the reader also lives, and it is a machine {or producing possiblt 
worlds (of the !abula, of the charaClers within the tabula, and of the 
reader outside the {abu/a). 

We can say that, in selling up a fictional text, its author formulates 
many h)'pothescs and forecasts apropos of the prasmatic behal'ior of 
his Model Reader, But this is a ma1ter of thc author's intentions. These 
intentions can bee~tmpolated from the te~1 (as I am doing with Dramt). 
but they are intcntions, wishes. projects belon~ing to the 'actual' world 
and to this actual speech act which is the text. 

One can say thaI the phrase I today it is raining! is a speech act \\;th 
a panieular perlocutionary cffect when uttered 10 convince somebody 
not to go out. And onc can speculate about tie possible world of the 
wishes of the utterer of such a phrase. But the phrase in itself does not 
outline a possible world, and the two levels of analysis must be kept 
independent of each other. 

Therefore. between the world of the labula and the world of reader's 
",ron~ forecasts. there is no accessibility. If th~y are wrong it is SO be­
cau!>e the reader has imagined individuals and propenies that the world 
of the labu/a could not conce;le of. When the reader realixcs his mistake 
he does nOI manipulate his possible (wrong) I'.Urld to come back to the 
story. He simply throws it out. . 

Obviously. all this does not seem to fit the picture of DramI'. In fact. ': 
does and it docs not. Apparently. the accident can be summarized II 
follows: 
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(il In chaptCT 5 only two persons attended the ball. a Templar and a 
Pi rogue.dentified only by their symmetrical S_neccssity. In chap­
ter 6 it is said that they arc different from Raoul and Marguerite. 
Th~ {abula has nc,-er identified either a tover of MargllHile or a 

mistress of Raoul. 
(iil If the reader. for personal reasons. has imagined something differ­

ent, il is his business. Raoul. \\;th the S-necessary properties of 
being dyadical1)' related to the Moulin Rouge and of being sym­
metrically related to a Pirogue, does not exist in the final state of 
the !abu'" and has ne,'er existed in the previous oncs. The same 
holds for Marguerite. T hc same holds for those suppoJtd adulterous 
partners, necessarily related to our twO heroes. All these are S­
necessary properties introduced by the reader, and his world is not 
accessible to the world of the jabu/a. 

But beyonc th is apparent innocence, the tabula docs something more 
and worse: bv making the Templar and the Pirogue become tStonished 
and by maki~g. in chapter 7, Raoul and Marguerite learn something 
from the accident of chapter 6, it reintroduces into its final states in­
dividuals and necessary properties that belonged only to the world of 
rC3der's forecaSls.-and just ~ft"r havin!: proved that these forecasts 

were wrong. 
In short, the reader has produced a world (or more worlds) inacces­

sible to and from the world of the tabula_ This illicit production has been 
provoked by the plot. But the jabula, instead of ignoring ;t. re.ntroduces 
it into its world. 

In order te understand the strategy of the plot, we have to rome back 
to the lext and folio"' slep by step the states of the !abula, comprehend­
ing the W" 0:' the story_ the various W~, of the beliefs and wishes of the 
characleT"'l, and the W v", outlined by the reader as ghost chapters. Only 
in this way can "e understand the strategy of a plot that displays Iwo 
!abu/at, the one of the slory as such and the one of the reader, so as to 
intenwine them at the end and to show that, Ihough the {ab'.lla cannot 
Work. the plot worked ''ery well. 

8_9 TIH. fabllla of Drame and its ghost chapters 

8.9.1. ":as) directions 
, 0 folio" the interaction between the states of the !abu/a and the ghOSt 
chapters, let us outline a shorthand presentation of D,ame a~ tabula. In 
this Outline I shall consider only the events and the propositional altitudes 
lndisp!:nsabl~ to the development of the tabu/a. 

Instead of setting up the \'arious world structures I shall represcnt 
Ihem. for the sa].;e of ~onomy, th rough le;rlJ4a/ macraproposilio'15, where 
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P = the pro"""t" d . 
Q 

_ ... _.1 Ions escnbmg the slates of W 

R 
= the propo~l!ons descnbing the various II' T, 

- the proposlltons desc -b' h -,,, Z = the rO ' , ~ mg t e reader's forecasts in II' 
W P pom,ons dc:scnbHl~ lI'UJ.IU~iliunal altitudes II' Ji" " . "'W . , ~ In 

whIle the succession of P PdQ s' "2 ",3n 1.Q" repres t h 
ueeesSlon of the Slates of the labul R R- - - en s t e llnilooc I 

Z ' , a, 1, .'" and the d ' ~ 
2, , , lit a gIven st~le of W" represen t altern at"" h ependlng Z 

the {abulo might develop, ' J ,e ypotheses ~s to ho~ 
!herefore the {abula of DramI' can be re re' 

senes of macropropositions: p ,eoted by the foliOlO.ing 

P, = th~re are t,,:'o characters identified by the S-nece -
bemg marned together of J ' ssary reJal10n of 
~iprocally jealous; , ovmg each other, and of ~mg reo 

P, == ~nagi~'enSlatethereisanxwhoassertsQ-
p. = III a gIVe? state there is an x .... ho asserts Q., 
Q. -- ~:~!~:~~: ;;~~:~e:n a further Stale to th~ ball and will be the 

Q" = ~:o~~:~:a~~ in a further stale to the ball and wiil be the same as 

p. = Raoul asserts thaI he wnnts 0, which is ,t ' 
p. = Mar,uer't h ' \;n rue, , I e assertS t at she wants 0 'h' h' 
Q. = Raoul will go to Dunkirk' " '" !C tS untrue; 

Q. = Marguerite will go to Au~t Aspasia's ho ' 
p. = there are two characters identified b th7i . 

encountering at tile ball; y -necessary relation of 

P; =- the Templar and the Pirogue cry out in surprise; 
PI - they do nOl recognize each other· 
p. = the Templar is not Raoul' ' 
PIO .--- the Pirogue is not Margu~rite' 
P" Raoullcamssometh' b k' , P , 109 Y nowlng the atove propositions PI ' 

,", 

PI' = ~argueTite learns sometlling by knowing the above propositions 
G", Pw , 

Macropropositions p. P d 
I b I d 

' ' " ,~ 0 not, however make sense if the 
,ouo ocsnottk ' ' :-eade d d ,a e IntO account three ghost chapters ",rillen by the 
. r an escnbed by the following propositions: 

R, = there are two individuals ynked to Raoul and Marguerite by the 
S-neeessary rcialLon of betng their respcctj;'e lo~ers' 

R ! = Rao,ul is planning Z " that is. to go to the ball as said in the lettcr 

receIved by Marguerite (thus the Z, planned by Raoul is the 
same as the Q. stated by the letter); 
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/h "'- Marguerite was planning Z •. that is, to go to the ball as said in the 
letter received by Raoul (thUS the Z. planned by Marguerite is 
the sante as the Q, stated by the leiter); 

/I.. --; Raoul knoW5 the pmsible eOllr-<e of events elCprcsscd by p~posi-
tion Q~; 

R. ~ Marguerite knows the possible course of events elCpressed by prop-

osition Ql; 
R. =' there are tWO individuals, Raoul ~nd his mistress, linked by the S­

necesslIT}' relation of encountering at the ball; Raoul is the Tem­
plar and believcs Zo, that is, that the Pirogue is Marguerite, while 

tbis proposition is un true; 
R, _ there aTe twO individuals, Marguerite and her lover, linked by the 

S-necessary relation of encountering at tile ball; the Pirogue is 
Marguerite and she believes Z., that is, that the Templar is Raoul , 

while this proposition is untrue; 
R. _ there are twO individuals, Raoul and Marguerite, linked ty the S­

neccssaT}' relation of encountering at the baiL they are the same 
as the Templar and the Pirogue; Raoul believes Z~, thai is, that 
Marguerite is the Pirogue and thai she believes Z" that is, that 
the Templar is her lover; Marguerite belie.'es Z" that is, that the 
Templar is Raoul and that h~ uelievc~ Z •• Ihat ii, th~t the Pirocuc 

is his mist ress; 
R • .." if Ihe Templar knows that the Pirogue is not Marguerite and cries 

out in surprise, then in a previous stale he believed that the 

Pirogue was Marguerite; R,. if the PIrogue kno"'s thai the Templar is not Raoul and cries out 
in surprise, then in a previous state she belie,'ed that the Templar 

was Raoul; 
R" R. is impossible because the identity of Marguerite with the 

Pirogue was a piece of the furniture o( the W _< of the reader, while 
thei r irreducible difference is a piece of the furniture of the W,,-. 
Since these t ..... o worlds are not mutually accessible, R. cannot 

hold; 
R" = R,~ is impossible because the identity o( the Templar ",ith Raoul 

was a piece of the furniture of the WR , of the reader, while their 
irredudble difference is a piece of the furniture of the W¥, Since 
Ihe two worlds are nol mulllaUy accessible, R,o cannotl:old; 

R" = the ghost chapters can be rewritten by assum!u" that there were 
only t .... o individuals, different from Raoul and Marguerite, linlted 
by the S-necessary relation of encountering at the ball, respec· 
th'ely disguiscd as Templar and pirogue, and the Temphr believed 
Z., that is, that the Pirogue was Marguerite, while t~e Pirogue 
belie,ed Z" th~t is, that the Templar was Raoul. 
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Th~ following symbolic .representati~~ of t~e !a.btlla will make el 
the d,fference between ,"anous propositIons Ollthnmg different FlOss·ear 

worlds. The symbolization of the states of the tabula takes for gra 'ble 
all the re::;ul ts of IiCm~01lc disclosures and inferences OCCurnng at"t~ 
level of the plot, or of the discoursive structures. t e 

The following symbols will be used: 

Indi viduals 
r Raoul; 

m - Marguerite; 
1 ""' Templar; 
p :-: Pirogue; 
b 0-= the place where the ball takes place ( Moulin Rouge); 
x, = the supposed lo\"er of Marguerite; 
x: = the supposed mistress of Raoul. 

EpiS/emic and doxQSlic opermars 
R = believes (B'p, = Raoul believes that P; is the case); 
K = knows (K,.P, = Raoul knows that P, is the case); 
IY = wants ( IY,.p, = Raoul wants P, to be the case): 
A = asserts (A,P, = Raolll asserts that P, is the case). 

World struclures 
IYys, = statcs of the fabula (the progression of states represen ting a 

progression in time): 
w.y,s, = possible worlds outlined by the characters; 
II' IrS, = possible worlds outlined by the reader; 

W .. ,.!", = possible worlds of characters· propos.tional attitudes imagined 
in the possible world of the reader; 

II' R~' = possible worlds of characters' propositional attitudes as imag­
ined in the possible world of another character·s propo~itional 
attitudes imagined in the possible world of the reader. 

S-licceSS(JfY f elli/ions 
M = to be identilied by a reciprocal relation of marriage ; 
L to be identified by a recip rocal relation of lo\"e; 
J to be identified by a reciprocal relation of jealousy; 
E = to be identified by a reciprocal relation of encounter in a gil/en place. 

Nonre/arionai predicates 
G = to go to the ball: 
D = to go to Dunkirk; 
H = to go to aunt Aspasia's home; 
S = to show stupor; 

_K - not to ret'Ogni1.e. 
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..,~, :~'!':":":":"C'=nd its ghost chapters 

Chaptef 1 W,s, 
I',: rMm. rLm, rIm 

~ 

Chapttr 4 

Ghost 
(hup!n I 

Chapter 5 

Ghost 
chap!l'r 2 

----Chapler 6 

1V.~.s2 W .,·s~ 

P~: 3 xA ~Q, Q,: Gm,s, ' m = p 

". ,. 3xA~Q~ Q,,: Gr.s, ' r = I 

IV.,s. IY.,.,.!". 

P,: A,W,Q. Q,: Dr 

". A .. W .. Q. Q,: 11m ,. 

IV "s. 1I' ... s. 
R,: rLx. · mLx, 
R.: 1I',z, Z, = Q. 

R,: W..z~ Z, = Q, 

R,: K,Q. 
R.: K .. Q, 

W,·s. 
I' . ,. ,Ep 

1I',.s, W".s. 
R,: rEx. , r· 8,z.· _Z. Z.: P 

R,: mEx, 
p m - 8,.Z •. _Z, Z,: 1 

R.: ,Em 
1 f' B,z, Z.: p 

p = m·B .. Z, Z,:I 

WI<S~ 
P,: St,Sp 
P~: _ K(/,p) ' _ K(P.l) 
p~: _(I = r) 

m 

, 
m ' B .. Z . 

" B,z. 

WR".$. 

Z.: I = X, 
Z.:p = x. 

____ _____ ~p~'!.~-~(p~-~m~)~ ______ "_ __________________ ___ 

Ghos!­
Chapler 3 II'.r. 

R.: (K,P,. ' P,) ~8,Z»s, 
R ,.: (K;>.' PI) -B,,2.s, 

'"' RII : [ZE II'R.·PE W.·) - _w.~RIVJlI • impossible R. 
R ,.: [Z E W R, • P E IV,·) • _1V., RII' .. l ~ impossible R ,o 
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;T~':':":':i:"'-;------------------------~ 
rtwriting 
of ghost 
chapttr 2 W.s. 

R,.: ;f,Ex, 
I = x, • BzlZ, 

-:::-_-:--:::-_ p ., ' 8.,7.= , _;:;-_____ _ 

Chapftr 7 W.,s, W.y.,s', 

P,,: K,Q; Q,: (p •... P'o )· (R, ... R\) 
P,.: K .. Q. 

8.11 .3. GhoSI rhaplers 

The symbolic schcmatization of the labula shows how the ghost , hap­
tels intrude upon its States to make false forecasts lind how the last 
states of the tabula ambiguously disprove and accept them al the same 
lime, so as to lead the reader to an impossible reassessme1ll of his ghost 
,.h~r' rr" 

Let US read the ghost chapters again 10 folloll Ihe desperate attempts 
of the ,ooperative reade r. 

GhoSI chapler I. T he reader imagines that there are two imprecise in­
dividuals linked by an S-necessary relation respectively to Raoul and 
Marguerite. T hen hc allributes to R aoul and Marguerite the project 01 
going to thc ball. It remains "ague whether they go because they ha\'e 
planned this with their respective lovers or because ea,h of them wantS 
to catch his or her own marital panner in the act 

In the first case the reader supposes that R aoul has really plotted with 
an x, to go to the ball (he as a T emplar and she as a Pirogue) and that 
Marguerite has plotted wilh an X, to go to the ball (she as a Pirogue and 
he as II Templar). It should thus be assumed that the two adulterouS 
:;ouples have chosen the same disguise. 

In the second case the reader is obliged (or "inua1ly so) to assume 
that both Raoul and Marguerite knew the contents of the letter they dId 
not read-Ihat is. the reader assumes that each main character kno"') 
what is said in the leiter received by the other. In doing so the reader 
:5 assuming as a matter of (fictional) fact what was referentially opaque 
n W ,.S2' 

Both inferences are preposterous: the first is logica]!y incorrect: the 
second, intertextually improbable. 
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BUI both have been proposed under just the pressure of intertextual­
. p robably the reader shifts from one hypothesis to another, and Ihe 
:~I haS calcu'ated this unrenainty. _ ,. 

Notice that In any ca~ R aoul and Margu~nll: have V«n milerled mlO 
s-necessary relation which gives binh to two individuals that the 

~;bula does nl)t know and tbat the plot has never idenlifi~. namely. the 
we supposed 10\'e15. In fact, as far as S~necessary relaUons are con­
t med in chapter 5 the furniture of w.~ is actually increased by two 
~ , . , . h 
brand-new individuals, linked by the mutual relatIon 0 meeting cae 
other in a given place. Since the tabula does not say that other people 
.... ith the same disguise meet at the ball, and since the lahul.:; does n~t 
say tha t RaoJI and Marguerite are at the ball. any other inference 15 

without support. 

Ghost chapler 2. However, tbe reader has too many intertex:ual clues. 
lie is forced '.0 believe (or to believe that it is possible to believe) four 
alternative possibilities : 

(i) Raoul i'1 the T cmplar and believes that Margueri te is the Pirogue, 
while it is false. 

(ii) Marguerite i, the Pirogue and believes that Raout Ii the T emplar. 
while it is false. 

(iii) Raoul is the Templar and rightly believes thaI Marguerite is the 
Pi rogue, but he also believes that Marguerite believes that he is her 
lover. 

(iv) Marguerite is the Pirogue and rightly believes Ihat R aoul i.s I~e 
T emplar. but she also believes that Raoul believes thaI she IS hIS 
mist reu. 

Provided that the suppositions of ghost chapter I were tn.e, each of 
the suppositions of ghost chapter 2 can hold, All togethe, Ihey are 
mutually contradictory. 

The reader seems 10 have naively trusted Hintikka (1967:~2): "The 
fact that a cilaracter in a 'oomplete novel' reaclS and behaves precisely 
in the same ... ay as the member of anothe r possible world is strong evi­
dence for their identification." What he has not learned Iron lIintikka 
(1 962) are .11 the prttautions to be taken when one wantS to quantify 
in to opaque contextS ioverncd by an epislemic operator. 

Tn all cases Ihe reader proceeds to a false identification by S-necessary 
relalions: Rloul and Marguerite (either or both) arc the individuals 
"'ho have the property 01 being in that place at that moment in a spe­
Cific relation of encounter with someone else. We can suppose that the 
feade r makes one o f these four forecasts, or all of them together. await­
ing the further state of the labula to gel more clues. We could also 
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en\'isage more (and maybe less o rganiud) suppositions. but the f 
f• d h f '. our( la,e lste are cnoug to exp atn thc solullon of chapter 6. 

Ghost chapur J. The t"bu/" Slip cindy thallh", ''''0 in<li\'i<lual" 
R 1 '. renOt 

aou and Margucntc. But It adds that the two ne surprised .... , 
·hd'" h . v aston_ 
IS e "",cause t cy do not recognu:e each other. The reader tries 
elaborate a tentative ghost chapter 3 in which he must take int .... 0" " 
'. v "COUnt 

the following argument: If the Templar knows tha I the Pirogue is 
M . d 'f h T l' . not arguente an I t e emp ar IS astonIshed. this means thai formerl 
the Templar believed that the Pirogue was Marguerite (and the sam~ 
balds for the olher character). 

But t~e reader also realizes Ihat the propmitions 'the Pirogue is 
Marguente' and 'the Templa. is Raoul' were nOl propositions of the W 
but propositions outlined by the characters in a subworld of the worl~ 
IV ... of reader's expectations. The reader should also realize that the 
"'orld of his expectations is not accessible to the world of the final State 
of the Jabu/a. (Obviously, the nAive reader o f Drame has not at Ihis 
point read S.S.3, but the present paper has trice to present in a more 
rigorous form what every reader unconsciously knows "cry well,) 

At this poillt the reader is obliged to recognize thai in his ghost chap­
t:r:1 Kaou) and Marguerite were furnished with the S-necessary property 
of meeting at the baH, which property is exactly denied by chapter 6. 
Therefore Raoul and Marguerite are absolutely nonidentifiable with tht 
Templar and Ihe Pirogue, since they have diflelent S-nC(;essary prop­
erties and sinee the two world Structures cannot be mutually transformed. 

The logic of the Jabu/a follows the Leibnizian principle: "If, in the bfe 
of any person and e\'en in the whQle universe, ani-Ihing went differently 
f~m what it has, nothing could prevent us from saying that it .... as an­
OIhe. person or another possible universe which Goo had ehosen , II 
would be indeed another individual."'" Replace "Goo" with the final 
nle of the text, and Ihis principle wil! hold perfeclly. , 

But what the reader cannot definitely understand is why, since hIS 
suppositions were wrong, the characters of chapter 6 react as if the} 
were true. 

The reader is eager to accept the revelation thm he had not the right 
to take incorrect inferential walks. But the Jaau/a seems to accept 
the inferential walk just after havinJl, severely dispro\'cd it. In Shor~ 
"'ere the Templar and Ihe Pirogue R aoul and Marguerite, the), \\OUI 

hl\e recognized each other. Were they nOf, they ""ould not ha,e rea50n 

to be astonished. t 
Tn fact, at this point the Jabula assumes upon itself the astoni~hm;~e 

o~ the reader (the onl, one 10 have a right to amazement). ThuS 
d ,rag­Jebu/a demonstrates that the only one to be structurally on 
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]!Iarically astorished was the labula 'in person', since it represents the 
. felicitouS result of an unsuccessful pragmotic cooperation, 
III At a sC(;ond critical reDding, one is templed to rationahze tile story, 
1here arc many ways 10 do Ihal. For example, the 1 .... 0 ma~ko:r~ ar", lh~ 
t,,"O lo,-ers of our heroes, each of them expecting to meet his or her 
adulteroUS parlner. But this is a kind of supposilion one can ma.ke ~~ly 
in the world of our everyday ellperience, where there are many mdlvld­
uals at large that one still does not know. This, however, does not hold 
in W'" where only the individuals ellplicilly named and described ellist. 
10 Ws the supposed lovers have never been singled out as such (we still 
do 1'101 know who the Pirogue and the Templar really Ilre; however, 
there is no evidence thaI they are the lovers of our heroes). 

Furthermore, to think this way one should imagine that two adulterous 
couples had de.ised to use the same pair of masks. This sounds repugnant 
to our sense of narrative etiquette (and 10 the most credited inter­
textual frames1: the text should have gh'en some previous elms to sug­
gestthis outcome, and it did no\' By a sort of narrative implicalllre, we 
decide that no author can so blatantly violate intertextual frames and 
Ihat, consequClltly, he wanted to suggest something else-also because 
evcry rat ional ellplanatiOIl is challenged-in any case-by chapler 7. 

To lea rn from what happened means to be informed about every­
thing Ihat hap~ned in chapter 6, including the propositional atlitudes 
of the still m)sterious Templar and Pirogue. It is true that someone 
could have told everything to our heroes. But this hypothesis is :llcluded 
through stylistical overcoding. T o say that Icelle pelile mbavenwre 
urvil de /~or It RlWU/ el Marguerile! means, according to common 
linguistic usages, that Allais is speaking of their unlucky accident and 
of their misunderstanding. 

Moreover, chapter 7 is mixing up Ihe textual world of chapter 6 more 
and mOTe \\'ith the possible subworlds of the ghost chapters. Raoul alld 
Marguerite arc here behaving as if they had read all the preceding chap­
ters, including the ghost ones. Otherwise, why the title of chapter 7-
Happy denoufmellI lor rveryone excepl lile Olhers? Semantic inco­
herence comes to support and to reinforce the fictional o ne. No semantic 
analysis of Iloul/e mondel (everyone) can· allow one to consider some­
Olle as left out. This title is really a challenge not only to serrantical1y 
tOOd intensional habits but also to commonsensical extensionality. It is 
a $(Irt of epitome of the whole story, a sort of condensed allegory of in­
coberence and inconsistency-unless /toul Ie mondel (everyo1e) were 
aU the individl.3ls in W.,· and lies autres/ ",ere the readers, unfortunately 
belonging to a Wo called the 'rea\' world, where the laws of a well­
lJJannered logic stil! hold. Which seems a nice moral to the story. Do not 
1!IIrude upon a Story's pnvacy. It is a crary universe >'ou can fetl uneasy 

j 
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in. But there is also the opposite moral: DrafM has shown how 
stories request a cooperath·e intrusion and tann:>t live withoul, mUch , , 

8.10. Conclusio ns 

At this point we can leave the 'abula and come back 10 the te . 
its complexity. XI 1n all 

The d isgrace of this 'abu/a, its final contrajictory nature ",, 
, . ' the 

rca er Ihat there arc dIfferent types of fict ional texts. Some ask f 
, " , , '" maximum 0 mtruslon, an not only at the level of the tabula , , • , ' n are 

called open works. Some others are mealymomhed and, while prele d. 
ing I~ elieit ,our cooperat.ion, in fact want us to think their way and :re 
very dosed and represSI,·e. Drame seems to stay half-way: it lures its 
Model Reader into an excess of cooperation ami then punishes him for 
having overdone it. 

In this sense Drame is neither open nor closed: it belongs to a third 
calegory of works, to an exclusive club whoSO) chairman is probably 
Trislram Shandy. These works tell stories about the way Slories are 
buill up."" In doing so Ihese texts are much less innocuous than Ihey 
seem: Iheir deep theme is the functioning of that basic cuHural machinery 
which, through the manipula tion of our belief~ (which sublimate our 
wishes), produces ideologies, contradictory world visions, self·delusion. 
Inslead of describing this process from an uncontaminated critical point 
of view, these te~ts reproduce the process in their own rhetorical and 
logical Slructures (thus becoming the !irst victim of themsehes). 

But perhaps we are going too far away. Droml' is only a metatelt 
speaking about the cooperative principle in nar~3tivity and at the ume 
time chaUenging our yearning for cooperation by gracefully punishing 
our pushiness. It asks us-to prove our penitence-to Ulrapolate from 
it the rules of the textual discipline it suggests. 

Which I humbly did. And SO should you, and maybe furlher. gentle 
reader. 

NOTES 
I. The essay hu been prepared through. series 0' .seminars in which I hI'·' 

~en nriously helped by Ihe suuations of my sludenlS and colleagues. 
Alphonse Allais' 5tory was broughl to my nOlice by Paolo Fabbri. A first ap­
proach 10 Ihe analysis of Ihe story emerged durinC a seminar o;nndUClcd .1 
II\(: Unive~ity of California, San Diego, in 1975; Fredric Jam~n and AlaIn 
Cohen look aCl;,·e parts in the discussions. A second ~pproach developed 
during a seminar conducled al Ihe Uni-·cnily of 8010i"a in 1976; Ellore 
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jV>I1, Renato Giovannoli. and D~niele Barbieri wrote. first. tentali,"e 
f'l" /fPrttalion to IlIhich I am Feuly indebled (I like 10 refer 10 the title of Their 
iJII '.How 10 Castlllle Oneself with Ockham's Razor"). A thIrd ... d more 
",per;nl,,,1 app.OC1ch (a thr ..... mnnlh ~nalY'i.) was developed .1 New York 
~,"itY durina the fan Jcmester of ~976. Conducted for a,;lass of IT:I.d~a~e 
li nlS il' French ltterature. the scmlOar helped me 10 clarify many .lyh.ltc 
~ h tori"l p<lints 01 the text. Although it i. impossible to mention all lhe 
and .r .pe ants 1 want particularly 10 thank my colleague Christine Brooke Rose, 
... I1ICI . . '" P' II h ~bo was ol'e of the best auditors I have had in my academIC I c. 'Ina y. t c 

month 01 July 1977. sj)Cnt Wilh a consistent group of stud~nts and 
:~~ars at the Center of &miotics and Lingui5tics in Urbino .. was devoted 10 

litis analysis. Pen Age Brandt. :".ho allended one ?f the seminars cond~Ct~ 
during Ihal period. ga"e an eJ(cum~ pcrso~al readln~ of Ihe.story: .... n mter 
mediar}, drall of this paper was WIdely dlseus.sed wHh LUCIa V.,nl, .--:h05O: 

h on I;len'"" <v>o<ibie .... orlds has heen revealing 10 me. Her cnltctsm 
!"<SUre " .. - h ' 
bas grutly inlluenced tl\(: final draft-:-for ,,·hich, however. s. e IS no: rcspo?· 
.\lle I hn·e received many su~gcsllons from my $Iudents tn the <;oune m 

:miotics at Ihe University of Bologna. During Ihe courses I taught 31 Yale 
Uni"ersilY in 1977. Barbara Spackman wrote a paper o~ Ihe $Ceond ~raf1 of 
this analysis, wh ch gave me some suagestions lhat I have Incorporated mto the 

fin.l drak 
2. We shaH see that to postulate such a double interpretation d~s not mean 

to exhaust the cooperative possibihttes of the Interpn,(el. whM ~s ~.,.tuIQted 
is a firs! naive interpreter e~pccled to commit various ahernatlve ~lIslakes 
and a second critical readcr who can make different explanatory deC;Slons .<of 
,,·hieb lhe one I propose al the end of Ihis essay is only one among tho ~Ible 
\>arianls). Thus to say Ihat il is possible to recogni~e the rypc of ruder postu· 
lated. by the !e~t does not mean to !lS'Ume Ihat il is possIble 10 completely 
foresee his final and dellnitive imerpretalion. "Tlle tWO Model Readers of 
Drame are two ~neral inlerpretative strategies. not tWO ddimle rcsul:s of these 
itrateeies. . 

3. While in the course of this ~y the profile of Ihe Model Rea<!er Will be 
extrapolated e~c1usively from lUlUal stralegy. in Appendi~ 1.1 present lhe 
l"C$ults of an empiricaltcst which validates the above e~trapolatton. 

4. Appcndi~ 2 comprises a faithful and witty translation e~pressly m.ad.e 
by Fredric Ja~eson. Since the translation is faithful, one could ask why It IS 
not used for the purpose of analysis instead of the original. Apm from any 
~mant ie discu1$ion about the Iheorelical possibility of a really 'faithfJi" transla­
lion, lhe difference has been mail'tained for· reasons $trictly rela:ed 10 the 
presenl researdl. EYen though as 'failhfu!" as pos$iblt. B tranJlatior. i~ Slill an 
i"'~'p'~'<J'i .. ", in Peil"C<>·~ t~rm'· il <uMtiTutes some words or grOl.lJ"lS of words 
tli th lheir inu'putanlZ in another language. In doing so it rtalites Ihe first 
COndition of uy interpretation: it fills up &i,·en cxpre:ssions with lheir content 
(the COntenl being wilnes-sed by other exprcs>'lons). In this pTOCe5:I whal was 
implied. presuppo5Cd. imphcaled. and suggested (I u~ these c.tp,euiol's non· 
t e~hn;c3Uy) by lhe orilln.1 expression comr$ 10 be diselaud. This happens 
wilh lhe tran.latlon of D,am~. and the behavior of the uanslalor "'ill be used 
in lome cases IS a lesl.' to whal a ·mOOd' interpretative behavior could be. 
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. 5. Set: Appendix 2: the translator has actualized the complete action (a 
IntenllOn) of Raoul by translating '"hand raised to strike." I>d 

6. On fictional possible worlds see Schmidt (1916: 165-13) and Ih 
11973: 399fl.). "'e 

7. PhilO$(lphically speaking. a more atomistic ... iew is even POSSible. But I 
u, assume thoe nOlien of property as a primilive (thus following lhe curre~: 
lucratu~ on possIble ,,·orld,). 

8. See lhc ncMion of '~ctual" " 'orld as a rclali"ized .semantic apparat . 
relation 10 •. singl~ user outlined by VoUi (1913). See also Van DiJk (19~~ 
3 I fI".) and h'$ nOllon of S.worlds (speaker·bearer possible worlds). 

9. Accordi~g 10 an.ex~~ple of Hughes and Cresswell (1968). if we s.up~ 
thai W= COnlallU Iwo ind,v,duals x, and x~ whIle W, contains only x .Ibrn W 
is 'toncei~able' from W, while the opposite is nOI possible: "We ca~ C<.InceiV: 
nf' world without tdepllones ... but if lhere had been ftO telephones. it might 
su r~ ly have been che case Ihal in ~uch a world 00 one would koow what a tele. 
phone wu. and 50 no one could <;Qncei,'e of a world (sJch as ours) in which 
the'e are telephones: I_t., the Iclephoneles.s world wouk be acces.sible to OUrs 

but ours would not be acce!.5ible to if' (po 18) _ Such an approad' seem~ to me 
still exaggemtedly 'psychological"-cven though probably proposed by ilS 
authon as a mere melaphor. 

10, The lexical information 011 carriages comes from Th~ Encyclop~din 
A"'eric~"a, Gmlld Dictionnlli,~ Univuse! d" XIX siiclt ( Pari s: Larous\e, 
1 SO J. 1/1, i:.Ircycloptlfia Britannica (1816 ), The Oxford E"g/ish Dictionnry, 
and Webstn'$ Dietiot/a,y (19 10 ). 

I I. See also the di lTerence bct"ocn Sigma and Pi properTics in Groupe ", 
19iO-n distinction which falls under the same strictures. 

12. One can wonder whether Ihere is still a poim of no return where a 
given property cannOI be judged as accidental and cannot be denied. Even in a 
naval museum a brigan tine. to be complete. should have at least potenlially the 
property of keep,ng afloat. This happens since people usually cOMidu a 
bripnline as I InlVcling device. But a scuba diver looking for submerged 
Ireasures can nill con~lder a sunken brigantine a briganline even though il ;s 
no lonJ!e'r . fully functional ship but a piece of wreckage. 

For tile direclor of Buehenwald. a human being had the sole necessary 
property of being boilable to produce soap. What we ha~ to judge is his mo",1 
riil:t 10 disregard all tile olher properlies and to blow up this sole one: whal 
""e have to objcCI to is Ihe ideology SO~erniog h ... Clhia. nOl his formal 
.semantics. As Allais once $aid. "La 10lique mene A limt, A coodition d'en 
sortir.·· Acoordl!lg 10 hi, frame of reference. Ihe direClcr of Buchen ..... ald was 
scrranlically correct. Thc political problem of the free world was only how 10 
deslmy that fra","" of rderence and In .llow ils ideolo,ial partialily (see Eco. 
1976,3.9). 

13. This problem has already been debated in discu!.5ions on logical analysis 
of kno"ledac Dnd belief (see. for instance. H intikka. 1970), Can we say Ihat 
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(whenever sorrcone knoWli Or believes anything he knows or also believC$ all 
its logical oonsequences)? One of the 'ideal' aoswers is lhal Ihis rule thooreti­
cally holds independenlly of any idiosync"'llc case of ignorance or in~umcient 
i .. form~ ! ion R It it ha. been persuasi"el)' ~hown that Ihe correct ~nswer de. 
pends on a given definition of whal it means 10 understand what is known or 
bcli e~cd. There i~ I differentc betweeo what is .semantically presupposed by 
,lie encyclopedia and what is pragmatically presupposed in the ?TOCe$$ of 
interpretation of a tc~t. To ask .... hether know'iog Ihat a ,i"en ;ndi,idUII is :0. 

rnan also mean> knowing Chat he has two lungs depends on Ihe qutltl'ifiCQtioml/ 
depth of • -'Cnlenee, thai is. "the maximal complexity of the eonfiMUration of 
individuals eO!5idered in it a l aoy lime. measured by the numbers of individ· 
uals involved" ( Hintikka.I970:170) _ This refers uS hack to the notion of 
world !IRlcture of reference (see 8.4.4). 

14. When Hintikh ( \969b) "'),S lhal if I see a man witllout hein, sure 
whether he is John or Henry or some1x>dy else and that oeverthcle. this mnn 
"'ill be the s~me in every possible world because he is the man [ see in this 
precise moment, OuT problem is solved. As my question i~. Who is Ihis man I 
am actually perceiving? his ooly es.ential prO!",rly has already been established 
by my perspective on the world and by my material or empirical needs. 

IS. Quoted apropos of my book A 1"IIM'y of S,,,,j,,'ic, (1916) in Teresa 
De Laurelis. "ScOliosis Unlimited ," Journal for DUcripriu Portics (JIllI r heory 
of UU':r(//ur~ 2 no. 2 (April 1977). 

It>. Une Oll,lIt object tllat ,t .. unlrue thai a WN IS ace"",slblt W Wo ullly 
whcn the essential properties in Wo are maintained. We can ima8ine B fantastic 
novel in which Richolieu is not French but a Spanish secret agent. As a matter 
of fact. it is al30 possible to imagine a story in which Richelieu is 001 French, 
not a Cardinal did not live in the se.enteenlh cenhlTY, and, furt~ermore. is 
not a man bil l l guinea pig. If this is a joke, it represeots a eBse of homonymy 
(a friend of mine called his dog Beckett), But it can be someth ing more se· 
rious. All thin,s C<lnsidered. Kafka imagined a situation in whieh .\l r. Samsa 
becomes a bug. But in Ihese cases there is a strong textual topic coneernin, 
Ihe inner identity of tm: Self. i n the structure of w. it i~ a!.5umed (und~r that 
d~$Cription) ,bat the \lnique C$SCnlial properties of a human ind vidual Ire 
those <;Qncemin, the constancy of h'" mental identily ,mdu e.'u}· condition. 
To have _ body. 10 hn'e a sex. or to have two legs becomes merely _"i. 
denial. Our JU.nea pig would think ala Richelieu. 

17. It may be objected that in fiClional tC-'.t~ S·neceuary properties can be 
Iltered. Litera")' p,arodies are Ihe proof of this. We can imagine I Broadway 
musical in wh ch Richelieu is a tap dancer alld D'Artagnan happily marries 
Lady de Winter afl~r having sold the pendants of Anne of Austril under the 
<;Qunter. There are four an.we"" (iJ Thr: parody is not deahnll wilh a Il.iven 
W.~ bUI with individuals who. il«allsc of the influenT;(: of that W",_ have been 
absorl>l:d by the encyclopedia in W. a. mythological character<, (ii) T he 
pa rody works as a piece of siruetural criticism showing thai cerla,n relations 
""ere nOl $0 striclly necessary 10 Ihe tabuJa OT Ih3\ the real falmln was another 
one ('how 10 .. in wilh a blow I>I:low Ihe belt·) and can su rvi~e w a different 
plot (iii ) All of Ihe above distu!.5ion mainly concerned aCCCSliibility ~D10n, 
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..... orlds. not trans ..... orlds idemit)'. Ther~ is nO diffICUlty in sa~inl Ih 
Broadway mUSl"a] d'Artagnan is anoth~ r individual who differs both ~t in tile 
Chevalier d'Artagnall who wrote his mblloiru in Wo and from d'A rom the 
Dumas' IVA'. The three are linkc<"l hy hnmonymy Ov) Ev~n cor" rtagnan in 

, _ . .. ":Mules blow 
up certAin properties of rcal indIVIduals ~nd drop out m~ny o<h 

. b·'· . d h f .I'll, RoC<), mu I nf" ue to t e act Ihat they are telling m that (under a . . . . ) h - . certaIn de 
scnpllon t esc propcrlles .... ere tile only ones nat c!.SCntialiy de6 -
individual in question. ned the 

18. There Irc wme e_~ceptions; (i) The reader has nOl attentIvely _. 
. f h . . - Te"" the 

prev~ous parIs II t e lUI (cmpmcal aCCIdent. not 10 be C(lnsidcred ). (ii) ~ 

prevIous pariS of the text "ere pur..,...,l)' ambi"'''ou, The c.-en" '_', . . rv'- b U , V" vaguely 
SU8lC$te~: In thIS case the reader mUit read twice ,nd look b~ckw"rd, to find 
the preVIOU5 proof or dIsproof of his hypoThesis. 

19. leiter to Arnau ld. 14 July 1686. 
2~. Thi •. reader is thus able 10 fo<:u~ Drarnt as mcMag~. so actualizing it\ 

pottle funcuon (Jak~D) . Sec also in this book the eMay on Edenic language 
(chapter 3). Dramt IS pUrp<>S('ly ambiguous $0 as to ehett the reader', anen­
\100 as focused upon its tutual urueture; in this wa}', DramT represents an 
lIC5thetie achievement (Ott 01.0 Eto. 1976, 3.7). 

Appendix One 

The Model Reader of Un drame bien pClr~ien: 

An EmpiriC"a1 Test 

In the course of Chapter 8 of this book, the profile of the Model 
Reader of Alphonse Allais' Un drame bien parisien has been extrapolated 
from the textu,,1 st rategy itself. It is interesting, however, tc sce whcther 
another, morc empirical approach is able 10 lead to the same results. 

The experiment described below supports the hypolheses made pre­
viously at a purely theoretical level and thus proves that it is possible 
to rely upon the notion of Model Reader as a textual conslnlct . 

A sample of readers was tested in 1977, first at the ISbtutO di Dis­
cipline della Communicaxione e dello Spellacolo (University of Ilologna) 
and then during the summer courses at the International Center for 
Semiotics and Linguistics ( University of Urbino). The !ubjccts read 
chapter. 1-5 and were Then IIsked to summarize them. In a i«"ond 
phase they read chapters 6-7 and were then asked to summarize them. 

In scoring the summaries we were concerned with some basic ques­
tions such as the following: ( i ) Are R aoul and Marguerite remembered 
as husband and wife obsessed by mutual jealousy? (ii) Is tte basic scnse 
of the two letters in chapter 4 correctly understood? (iii) A le both Raoul 
and Marguerite (or at least one of them) supposed to ha~'e the se~ret 
purpose of going to Ihe ball? (iv) Are either or both of them planning 
to assume the disguise of the supposed adversary? (v) Are either or both 
of them identitled with the T emplar o r with the Pirogue Jllcnding the 
bam (vi ) DQes an)'body suspect that the characters invoh'ed in chaptc r 
5 are more than two? (vii) Docs anybody e~pect Raoul to discover that 
Ylarguerit: is the Pirogue, or vice versa? (\'iii) Is Raoul expected to dis­
COver that the Pirogue is not Marguerite (and/or vice ~'ersa)? (ix) Is the 
SOlution c( chapter 6 in any way anticipated by some subjects before 

they read il? 
In the second phase we tried to detect whether the mutual nonrecog­

nition is understood literally and whether the illogic,,1 ~ituat;on is in 
Some way realized as such; whether any subjccts realize f13t chapler 7 
is inconsistent with chapter 6; what kind of reactions the subjects dis­
play (perplexity, attempT to giye rational explanations, awareness of a 
lrickillg tutual strategy, lotal inability 10 catch the paradoxical aspect 
of Ihe story). 

[261 ] 
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The sample included both undergraduate and grajuate studems trained 
in semiotics. [t has been assumed that, given the social condlhons of its 
circulation in 1890 and its stylistic sophistication, Dramt was directed 
IU"1l "uui~llc" of middling-hIgh culture, [n any case our subjects proved 
that even a cultivated reader gives al first reading a typically naive re­
sponse. One of the subjects ~aguely remembered having already read the 
story, but reacted as a Model Reader. 

In short, a consistcnt matonty identified ratha well Ihe two main 
characters (90%) and strongly belic\'ed thaI they plan to go to the ball 
or effectively go (82%). Thc content of the lellers was correclly temem. 
bered by 72%. About 42% were convinced that Raoul and Marguerite 
are respectively the Tcmplar and the I>irogue, Only 25% made a forecast 
as to a possible denouement, and only 15% tried to anticipate a con_ 
clusion. 

In tbe second phase 70% n~t:alled the scene of o::>nrecognition uactly 
and thc fact Ihot Raoul and Marguerite learn something from the cpi_ 
sock The sample becomes oddly fractioned as far as a critical Dllitude 
is concerned: only 4% appeared unable to grasp the basic contradic­
toriness of the story, 40% tried to detect a semiotic machinery. and 20% 
gave various sorts of rational explanations (of the following type: Prob­
ably the Templar was the onc who wrote the letter to Margueritc and was 
convinced he would find Margueritc disguised as I Pirogue .. ). Less 
than 20% pro,ed to be completel)' losl. All the rest of the sample ga\c 
imprecise summaries. However. if a good summarj demonstrated satis· 
factory comprehension, the opposite is not truc: onc can ha\" under· 
stood something and can have formulated expcc:ations but not ha,e 
been able to verbalize correctly, maybe because oi the abrupt reaction 
as<ed for. 

Tnteresting suggestions for this tcst wcrc givcn by van Dijk (1975). 

Appendix Two 

A 1\1,,<;1 Parisian Epi.<udc 

A iph()flst A /lDIs 

Chapter I 

In which we mee' II LAdy lind II Gent/un(l/t who might hll~t known 
happiness, had if not bun Jor Ihf'ir constanl nusundf'rstandings. 

Atthc time whcn this story begins, Raoul and Marguerite (l splendid 
namc for lowrs) have been married for approximately five monthS. 

Naturally, Ihey hnd mnrricd for love, 
One finc night Raoul. while listcning to Margucrite singing Colonel 

Henry d'Er\'il1e's lovely ballad: 

L'aversc. chere a la Srcnouillc, 
Parfumc Ie bo~ rajtuni. 
... Le bois. il esl comme Nini. 
Y sent bon quand y ~·d~barbouille. 

Raoul, as I "''as saying, sworc to himself that the divine Marguerite (diva 
M"rgllrira) ",ould never belong to any man but himself. 

They would have been the bappiest of all couples, except for their 
awful personalities. 

At the s1i~htest provocation, powl a broken plate. a slap, a kick in 
the ass. 

At such seunds, Love fled in tears, to await. in the neighborhood of 
a great park, the always imminent hour of reconciliation. . 

o then. kilMoS without number, infinite corcsse3, Icnder and knowmg. 
ardors as burning as hell itself. 

You would ha"e thought the two of them-pigs that they ,",erc!-had 
fights only so Ihey could make up again. 

Transtal~d by Fredric Jameson. The epiaraphs hlve tIO~ b«n Iranslued *au.., 
they ptay upon elemcn,. or .lona. phonetic anatOlie5. and 10 on. 

[ 2631 
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Chapter II 

A short ~pisOO~ ""hich, without dir~ctly relcuing to /L 

/
. _.. "I: action ,i,' 

I: Itl!lc<~ ~o",~ 1I0frO", v, vur hCflH!.· way of 1i1~. ,~f Ih" 

One day. however, it was worse than usual. 
O r, rather, one night. 
They were at the Theatre d'Applieation, where. among other thi 

play by M. Pono-Riehe, The Faithless Wife. was being given ngs. a 
"Let me know; ' snarled Raoul. "whcn you're through·' k· 

Grosclaude." 00 Ing al 

"And as for you;' hissed Marguerite. "pass me tbe 0...... , 
, . Md ' .-ra gasses 

w en )'ou VI' got a em01selle Moreno down pat." 
Begun on ~his not~, the conversation could end only in the mOM un. 

fortunate re<:lprocal msults. 
In .the hansom. cab .that took thcm home. Marguerite delighted in 

plucki ng al Raoul s vamty as at an old, broken-down mandolin 
So i·.was th~~ no sooner back home than the belligerenl5 t~k up their 

respee:lve poSitIOns. 
Hand raised to strike, with a remorseless gaze. and a moustache 

llri.~tlirg like Ihm ot a rabtd cat, Raoul bore down on Marguerite, who 
qlllekly stopped showing off. 

The poor thing fled. as hast}' and furtive as the doe in the north woo(\,_ 

Raoul was on the point of laying hands on her. 
It WM m that moment that the brilliant invention of the greate:.t 

an~ieties flashed within her lillie brain. 
T urning suddenly about. she threw herself into the arms of Raoul, 

crying. " Help. my darling Raoul. sa\'e me!" 

Chapter 111 

I II ... hich our friends are recollciled as f would ... ish you alsO to be 
frcql,cnlly ncollciled, smart-alecks. 

Chapter IV 

As 10 "0'" (H'ople "'ho gel in~o/l'l!d in things Ihtu are nQt1t of Ihtir of/til' 
WQuld rio beluf to mind their own busilless. 

One morning, Raoul received the following message: 

Appendi~cs 1265 

"If you would IIl e illSt once to see YOUI wife in a !lood mood, go on 
1bursday to the Bal des Incoh~rents at the Moulin·Rouge. She will ~ 
tbe"=. with a mask Ind dIsguised u a Congolese Dupt. A "ord to the 

",i>c;$ .uffiC"iC"nt' 
" "II I[SO." 

The same mornins. Marsuerite received the following messase: 

"'If yOll woutd lih just once to ~ee your husband in a good mood, go on 
Thursday to the 811 de$ Jncoht'rcnts at the Mouiin-Rollge. He will b. 
there. with a mask and disiluiscd as a fin ·de-sihl .. Knight TcmJllar. A word 
t" the wise iJ sumci~nt! 

A fIlIP.NO.'-

These missives did not fall on deaf cars. 
With their intentions admirably dissimulated, when the fatDI day 

ani,ed: 

"My dea r; ' Raoul said with his innocent look, "I shall be forced to 
leave you until tomcrro ..... Business of the greatest urgency summons me 

to Dunkirk." 
"Why that' s perf!ct;' said Marguerite with delightful candor, "I've 

jn'" rprp;vr<i ~ trleEram from Aunt Aspasia. who. desperately ill, bids 
me to her bedside." 

Chapter V 

In .... hich IOOay's wi:d yowh is obun'ed in tht whirl of /h~ 1I10St illu!ory 
anti /ralUitory pleus.lrts, instead 0/ thinkillg on eurlll/)'. 

_ The social colunm of the Dioblt boi/eux was unanimous in procl~im-
109 this year's Ual des I ncoh~rents as ha\'ing unaccustomed brilliance. 

LoI5 of shoulders, no few legs, not to mcntion acrcssories. 
Two of thosc present seemed not to take part in the general madness: 

a fin-de-siede Kni~hl Templar and a Congolese Dugout, both her­
metically masked. 

AI the stroke of th ree A.M. exactly, thc Knight Tcmplar approached the 
Dugout and invited her to dine with him 
T In reply the Du!out placed a tiny h~nd on the robuSI arm of the 

emplar, and the couple went off. 

Chapter VI 

Tn which the plot tltick~lU. 

"Leave us fo r a momenl:' said the Templar 10 the .... oiter "we will 
llIake our choice and call you." , 
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The waite r withdrew, and the Templar locked the doo f 
room with care. r 0 the pri"ale 

Then, with a sudden gesture, having set his own helmet a . 
sn~lch~d away the Dugout's ma5k. sIde, he 

Bott. at the same inSlant cried out in astonishment neith 
nizing the o ther. ' er one recog_ 

H e was nOl Raoul. 
She was not Marguerite. 
They apologized to each other and wcre not long in lIlak . . 109 acqualn_ 

lance on the occaSIon of an excellent supper. need J say more. 

Chapler VII 

Happy ending lor e~er>'one, excepl Ihe oillers. 

This litlle mbOI'l,'nlUre was a lesson to Raoul and Mar&Uerilc. 
From that moment on, they no longer quarreled and were ullerly 

happy. 
They don't have lots of childrcn yet. but they will. 
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