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ing to Plantinga (1974), “any possible world has its own book: g, . 1
; ; - Tor gp d

possible world W the book on W is the set § of propositions such T any ' = e
is a member of § if W entails p. . . . Each maximal possible set of Proge x1 + v
sitions is the book on some world™ (p. 46). e ! *z + o

To say, however, that setting up a possible world is like setting £ %3 = i
text does not imply that setting up a text necessarily means setting zi -
possible world. If I am telling someone how Columbus discovered Am Figure 8.3

ica, I am undoubtedly producing a text which refers to what is comm
believed to be the ‘real’ world. By describing a pertion of it, I am t;
for granted all the rest of its individuals along with their properties g
all the rest of the propositions holding in it.
But something different happens when T set up a fictional possib
world such as a fairy tale. When telling the story of Little Red Ridi
Hood, T furnish a world with a limited number of individuals (mo
girl, grandmother, wolf, hunter, a wood, two houses, a gun) endo:
with a limited number of properties holding only for that world;
instance, in this story wolves can speak and human beings have
property of not dying when devoured by wolves.!
Within this fictional world (a possible one constructed by the author)
human individuals assume propositional attitudes; for instance,
Red Riding Hood believes that the wolf is trustworthy. This world
doxastic construct of the character (it is immaterial by now how muc
overlaps the world of the story). As a doxastic construct it is pres
by the author as one of the events of the story. Thus we have two parti
different constructs: in the former wolves are not trustworthy, whe ;
the latter they are. Since the final state of the story disproves the doxa - sets of properties (and therefore individuals) from the
world of the character, one must ask to what extent those constructs is, from the world to which the reader is invited to refer
rwtually comparable and accessible. To answer this question let mem ' reference.
some theoretical assumptions.

only x; and x, exist, or a third W in which only x; exists.
t this point that individuals in themselves are nothing else
differently combined properties.

11973:331) speaks of a possible world as an ens rationis, or
yach to possibilia as rational constructs,” and proposes a
by which one can compose sets of essential and accidental
s outlining possible individuals. T would prefer to speak of
truct.

‘Red Riding Hood, within the framework of the story that
a mere spatiotemporal meeting of physical qualities, rela-
er characters, actions performed, or passions suffered.”

the text does not list all the possible properties of that
g us that she is a little girl the text directs our semantic
ards the ‘real’ world or our world of reference. The same
the wolf except for the explicit substitution of the property
ith <able to speaks. In this sense a narrative world picks

ally autonomous, since it would be impossible for it to
and consistent state of affairs by stipulating ex nihilo
individuals and of their properties. As we have seen, it is
y to assert that there exists an (imaginary) individual
by defining him as a man, the text refers to the normal
uted to men in the world of reference. A fictional text
tlaps the world of the reader’s encyclopedia. But also,
point of view, this overlapping is indispensable, and
onal worlds. '

ible to build up a complete alternative world or even
‘l'ﬁi’ one as completely built up. Even from a strictly
view, it seems hard to produce an exhaustive description
te of affairs, and it is more feasible to resort to a model

Le

tial description, a reduced schema of a possible world

8.4.3. Possible worlds as cultural construcis
First, let me assume that a possible world (hereafter W) is an ens £
or a rational construct. Within its frame the difference between ¢
vals and properties should disappear, individuals being singlﬂq,
bundles of properties. Nevertheless, the distinction must be mi:lﬂ_i g
for practical purposes, since no possible world sets up ex m‘kifﬂ_ o
elements. Hintikka (1973) has shown how one can construct di
possible worlds by differently combining four different propertis:
the properties

round red not round not red

shared by four individuals, as shown in Figure 8.3, there can .,.
in which x, and x; exist and in which x; and x; do not. And there ¢
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nostic property is one allowing me to single out without am-
he class of individuals I am referring to within a given co-textual
also Putnam,1970).

pter 2 the dominant topic is that our heroes are quaiieling, The
that they are going home. What is implicit (and must be
hy resorting to common and intertextual frames) is that Raoul
erite, being a decent bourgeois couple, must solve their prob-

this point there is no longer an actual world. /Actual/ becomes 4 i
guistic device like /I/ or /this/. * i
Therefore accessibility as conceivability can be maintained as 2 mas
metaphor, even thuugh a very useful one. b
‘Anyway, conceivability ought not to be confused with compatibifis
with one’s own propositional attitudes. If a propositional atlitude
dependent on the assumption of a given encyclopedia, then accessibijg '
(and compatibility) are not a matter of psychology, but one of objective. ely. What they need is a closed bourgeois carriage. The posi-
and formal comparison between two cultural constructs. Thus we are driver’s seat is irrelevant. A cabriolet (with its folding top) is
only faced with a problem of transformability among structures. 1 , . a brougham is not. The translator of Drame (see Appendix 2)
We shall see that such an approach accouats both for questions of slated /coupé/ as <hansom cab»—a carriage which has more or
accessibility among worlds and for transworld identity. i ame properties as a brougham.
|
. : tailment as a metalinguistic device
8.5. Textual topics and necessity gs, there is a diﬁe.rengc:‘itween having four (or two) wheels
8.5.1. Diagnostic properties g & carriage:
In order to go with the notion of possible worlds in textual analysis, one s
must face the problem of the properties assigned to a given individual;
Are there some properties more resistant than others to narcutizaﬁanﬁ
Is there a sort of logical or semantic hierarchy subdividing semantic
properties as strictly necessary, sloppily necessary, and merely accidental?’
Let us approach it through a textual example.
In chapter 2 Raoul and Marguerite at the end of the play return home
in a coupé. By an elementary operation of semantic disclosure the reader
understands that a coupé is a carriage. (It is conmonly admitted that the
proposition «this is a coupés entails <this is a carriages—as well as «this
is a vehicles,)
However, dictionaries also say that a coupé is a “short four-wheeled
closed carriage with an inside seat for two and an outside seat on the front.
for the driver."'® As such a coupé is frequently confused with a brougham'
(even though broughams may have two or four wheels and two or fouf
places, and positively have their driver’s seat on the rear).
There is, however, a reason for which a couné is somewhat similar \'-9
a brougham: both are closed and are ‘bourgeois carriages’, As such they.
may be opposed to a ‘proletarian carriage’ such as an omnibus, which caf
have as many as sixteen passengers. y
One may thus say that the different properties of broughams ‘“‘i
coupés become more or less ‘necessary’ or ‘essential’ (this difference W=
be clarified later) only in respect to discursive and narrative topics:
necessity or essentiality is a matter of co-textual comparison. When o0&
compares a coupé with a brougham, the position of the driver's Se&%
becomes diagnostic (Nida,1975), whereas that of the top roof does not-
When one compares a coupé with a cabriolet, the diagnostic oppositioft
is top roof vs. folding top.

coupé but it is not a carriage
emantically odd, while
 coupé but it does not have four wheels

le.

that there is a difference between logically necessary prop-
factual or ‘accidental’ properties. One can say that, once
eaning postulates (Carnap,1952) have been accepted, a
m is necessarily a carriage while whether it has two or four wheels
n accidental property (see Figure 8.4)."1

erence depends, however, on a linguistic trompe-I'oeil. 1f one
~ why dictionaries never record among the properties of a
those of being able to move and being horse-drawn, the obvi-
r is that these properties are semantically included in the
1 of carriage and of vehicle. Without this process of inclusion, a

4 | or 2 ) wheels
2 | 4 ) passengers
rear saat

top roof

NECESSARY ACCIDENTAL

Figure 8.4
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receplacle :
maoving } inciuded in (Cver;.c.ﬂ>>

. qrawn> ul
whesled Included in <<carriagay

b hE
et 4 { 2 ) wheels

2 [ or 4 ) passengers

top roof
rear drver
Figure 8.5

‘fussy’ semantic representation of /brougham/ should assume the format
presented in Figure 8.5, In reality this representation should be even
more fussy, since also «receptacles, «movings, «<horse=, and so on, should
be dissolved into a network of more analytical definitions.

Fortunately, we have at our disposal metalinguistic shorthands by
which (to save time and space) we avoid making explicit those properties
thi the encyclopedia has already recorded under hyperonomical head-
ings (such as «carriages), so as to make them equally applicable to
coaches, chaises, landaus, phetons, berlins, and victorias. This is the
phenomenon of unlimited semiosis theorized by Peirce: every sign is
interpreted by other signs or strings of signs (definitions and texts), o
that every term is a rudimentary assertion, and every pronosition a rudi-
mentary argumentation (C.P.2.342-44).

In this way analyzation and procedures of entailment appear only as
metalinguistic devices substituting a broader (and potentially infinite)
list of factual properties. In a ‘fussy’ description there will be no differ-
ence between necessary and accidental properties, as in the example of
meaning postulates proposed by Carnap, where it is a matter of entail-
ment to say that a bachelor is a male adult as well as to say that ravens
are black.

[tis true that in Carnap’s perspective there is still a diffzrence between
L-truths and synthetic truths, an L-implication being “meant as expli-
cantum for logical implication or entailment” (Carnap,1947:11) and
entailment being intended as a case of analytic truth.

From this point of view, coupés and broughams still seem to be
analyticzlly moving structures by virtue of a meaning postulate, while the
fact that they were bourgeois vehicles seems to remain a mere factual
truth. But on this subject one cannot but agree with Quine’s “TwO
Dogmas of Empiricism™ (1951) and his critique of Carnap's views. That
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& is a carriage is as empirical (dependent on linguistic codes) as
pistorical notion that it was used by wealthy people (or, to follow
e that on Elm Street there is a certain brick house).

3 Thﬁ difference between synthetic aud analytic depends upon the point
\view from which one determines what is the center and what is the
hery of a global and homogeneous system of cultural notions, on
gven our capability of organizing concrete experience depends.

At this point the notion of necessary property becomes one of “neces-
sary under some description” (Chisholm,1967:6).

' ‘et us consider once again the relevant properties of the three types of
arriage | have mentioned, according to a very simplified compositionzl
ysis (where obviously + means the presence of a certain property,

means its absence, and 0 = undetermined) as shown in Figure 8.6.

Properties 1 to 6 arc undoubtedly relevant in the co-text of Drame,
Whereas properties 7 and 8 are irrelevant and can be narcotized. But
Suppose that a coupé is needed by the director of a historical museum of
riages. He wants something that can be precisely distinguished from a
pusham (and obviously from an automobile). He looks for properties
3to 8, especially focusing on properties 7 and 8. What he is not interested
s the ability to move and to contain people: the museum’s coupes can
have rusty suspensions and damaged spindles.®

Let us therefore assume that in detecting properties we are interested
in those which are essential in respect to the textual topic, We shall thus
employ the term ‘essential’ to indicate those properties which are taken
pertinent in a given universe of discourse. The term ‘necessary’ will be
retained for different purposes (see 8.6.5 and 8.7.2).

8.6, World structures, accessibility, identity

8.6.1. Blowing up (and narcotizing) diagnostic properties as ‘essential’
A&.vmdmg to the previous chapter, the essentiality of a property is topic-
Sensitive. Now, we can say that it is the discursive topic which outlines
the world structure W o as 4 reduced model of the world of reference,

—

horse- top 2 4 front
receptacle moving drawn wheeled roof pass. wheels driver
-+ h + - - 0 0 -
+ + + - - - - -
- : . - + + + -
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8
Figure 8.6
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family of aciual individuals xq, xe, Xy ... 5

where the individuals and their properties are selected accordipg 4. i individuals;

: . 3 e B ; . . ., attributed to individuals;
question governing the textual course. This world structure J, cas b family of Pmpem‘?ﬁs F;i;ff or every individual, as to whether this
the globality (unattainable) of the world of reference, but just , . -

neily is or is not essential to it': ) .
‘on); between properties ( for instance, relations of entailment).

of it or perspective un it that we take as determinant for the i
and the generation of a given text.

Therefore we can say that, if my mother-in-law wonders what
have happened to her son-in-law had he not married her daughter.
obvious answer would be: in her W, T and her son-in-law are the &
person, but in her counterfactual world W, she is dealing with two diffe 8
ent persons, one of which is rather imprecise. )

!'Ili:l'pm .

o a W, with two individuals x; and x. and three pFopcrlics F ,C,;{ A
means that an individual has the corresponding property, U ?
F aeans tha: it does not, and the parentheses mark the essenlia

s, as shown in Figure 8.7.

If, on the contrary, one wonders what would have happened had i Wi | F c M
author of the present paper (W,) never married (W), the answer js =
. . L i i Xy ‘ + ] (+:I
probably this paper in W, would not contain the present example, bur + A {=)
this shift in kinship properties would not seriously affect the procedure of =
identification: the author of this paper in W, will be the same as the Figure 8.7

author of this paper in W,. ,

It has been objected (Volli,1978) that, if a possible world is never
complete and overlaps its world of reference, then, when considering
world of reference, one should take into account the entire content of the

imagine a W, in which are individuals with properties as
"_Figurc 8.8.

encyclopedia it represents, Therefore, when considering the W, of my Wa | F c M
mother-in-law’s counterfactual, where I exis: as borrowed from the 4 (+) (+) +
‘actual’ world. 1 should consider all the propositions holding in the s + - (=)
second one, namely, that the Earth is round, tkat 17 is a prime number, ¥3 (+) (=) (+)
that Hawaii is in the Pacific, and so on, L

This sounds preposterous when compared to the remarks of section Figure 8.8

8.5. The above counterfactual depends on a specific discursive topic. e J ] e y saiine individine

(my kinship relation with that lady) and this topic has made clear that An individual in W is the .I’_‘-"'ff”:;f “’D"“‘:_‘lic";f Eiif:;; 1_: ‘; o

among my properties only a few must be blown up (mainly those of -they_dlffer only in ﬂi;'d;“; va?-;-mi:of 2 in W),

being an adult male and being married to a certain person). All the: @ntofx, in W, and y: in W, s ms‘pect 1 the individusls in

others are narcotized and are potentially stored in the encyclopedia this dividual in W is a supernu il properties:(therelore 3. € Wi

specific topic indirectly trusts. T do not have to speculate whether in W& differs fror.n them a:sto mw eiscn P

I have two legs as in Wy, since in W, it is not requesied of me to defiﬂg B UL TESPECT, L0194 re thian one potential vatiantin W,

whether I have two legs (I am simply alerted to react should I be outlt!ld'f Sprototypein L4 ha—"_“lf . ATl teRnaworid Slantity,

in W, as a cripple or a cul-de-jaite). But this is always a psycholw' variance coincides wit S?-cthe example given in 8.6.1, where

picture of the situation. According to the topic the world structure “’;_- 1 ih come ;:-ﬂci: fcrn ;err:u\‘rfl}]c:l r:ight Save Heupeed it T -hat never
i iadivi : . g ! -in-law wo

i Bt o s propertis ks biedouiit Loie 2 ' heerr ]c];aunghler, we see that she refers to a world structure of the sort

itto the equally reduced H/,.'* Figure 8.9, where M is the essential property of being married to

8.6.2. Potential variants and supernumeraries ughter and P is the accidental property of being the author of this

Let me borrow from Rescher (1973) a series of suggestions to outlinﬁf -

simplified model of transworld identity and of aceessibility among worlds:
Let us define a possible world as a construct for which are specilié

the following:

the contrary, when one wonders what might have happened if
uthor of this paper had never married, one refers back to a world
Ucture of the sort shown in Figure 8.10.
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Wo | M B
X \ (+) +
Figure 8,9

Wo | M P
X2 | + (+)
Figure 8.10

It is clear that the x appearing in both worlds is not the same indj-
vidual. Whichever of the two worlds is taken as a world of reference in
respect to the other, the two individuals x; and x. will 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 textually diagnostic.

8.60.3. Transworld identity

The real problem of transworld identity is to single out something as
persistent through alternative states of affairs. That is nothing other than
the Kantian problem of the constancy of the object. But in making this
observation Bonomi (1975:133) remarks that the idea of the object
must be linked 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 the Husserlian notion of Abschattung, that is, of
the different profiles T can assign to the object of my experience. TO
establish a profile means to outline a textual topic.!

Chisholm (1967) proposes a supposed W, inhabited by Adam (who
lived 930 years) and Noah (who lived 950 years). Then Chisholm wit-
tily begins to outline different worlds in which the two individuals step
by step respectively increase and decrease their lifetime to reach a world
in which not only Adam lived 950 years and Noah 930 years, but in
which Adam is called Noah, and vice versa. Chisholm, once he has ar-
rived at the puzzling question of their identity, skims over the only posst=
ble answer, since he does not attempt to establish the essential properties
to be taken into account. The answer depends on the question, more €i=
actly on that implicit or explicit question which establishes the dis-
coursive topic. Had the experiment of Chisholm concerned the first mart.
no change in age or name would have altered this essential (or diag-
nostic) property taken in W, as the only point of reference.

Lector in Fabula [231

Accessibility

; established these criteria we can now define what we assume
ibility among worlds.

rding to current literature on the subject, accessibility is a dyadic
ion W; R W,, where W is accessible to W, To disregard any psycho-
a1 interpretation of the term /accessibility/ (of the type ‘can indi-
in W, conceive of W,7’), we can say that a W; is accessible to a
+n the world structure of W, can generate (through manipulations
e relations between individuals and properties) the world structure

s we have different relational possibilities:

W, R W, but not W; R W, the relation is dyadic but not symmetric;
: W, R W;and W, R W;: the relation is dyadic and symmetric;

W.R W, W,R W,, W, R W,: the relation is dyadic and transitive;
' the above relation becomes also symmetric.

two or more worlds these relations can change as to whether

e number of individuals and properties is the same in all worlds;
‘the number of individuals increases in at least one world;

the number of individuals decreases in at least one world;
properties change;

(other possibilities resulting from the combination of the above).

ink that apropos of fictional worlds an interesting typology of this
can be attempted to distinguish different literary genres (for a first
_,%ing approach see Pavel, 1975). For our present purpose we can
ider only certain basic cases.

us first examine a case in which (independent of any discrimination
mg essential and accidental properties) there are in two worlds the
 number of individuals and the same properties (see Figure 8.11).
evident that certain combinatory manipulations can lead the indi-

: _l'ﬁ. let us imagine that, according to a previous example borrowed
Hintikka, the properties in W, are to be round and red. In W, the

:Wl !

_ E. ¢ M We | F € M

X + 4+ = " SPINT e

2 o= = =t yz = + +
Figure 8.11
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Wy | round red Wz | round rted  whirling round red Wi | round red whirling Wa | round red whirling
1 i + = Vi + - + j -+ - N + — -+ 3 £ 5 - (+)
S + Yz + + - s+ + - k| 4 4+ )
Figure 8.12 Figure 8.14

from the structure of W, the other two worlds can be obtained,
these three worlds a dyadic and transitive relation can be recog-
W, is accessible to W, which in turn is accessible to Wy, while
etrical relation does not hold,

same properties are considered plus an additional one, to be a whit;
entity. &
\’?’c can say lh:at in W; it is possible to manipulate the world structure jp
viduals of Hr’l_ inside the world structure of W.. Individuals x; and x. cap
be evaluated in W., as shown in Figure 8.13, " ‘Necessary truths and accessibility

remark concerns so-called logical or eternal truths that seem

(Wa—> W1) | round red  whirling such an important role in the current literature about possible
V3 + L _ think that logically necessary propositions cannot be ranked as

Y4 + + = of property. A logical truth such as ‘either p or ~p’ is the very

on of possibility of the world structures presented above. Suppose

Figure 8.13 W, in which the individuals can both have and not have a cer-

soerty at the same time. 1 do not suggest that the possession of a
| property can remain undetermined; 1 simply mean that the signs
both have the same value, or none at all,

! I am outlining is obviously neither a possible nor an impossible
is the very impossibility of setting up a world on the bases of the
teria. These criteria depend on the principle of identification of
ticel symbols, or on the notion of presence and absence of &
y. Tn the terms we have assumed as primitives, it is impossible 1o
k of an :mpossible world.

‘would be possible to deal with this ghostly W, if we assumed other
a, as in physics it is possible to assume a different notion of time
of certain elementary particles that seem to travel backward in

and, from this point of view, y; can be said to be structurally identical
with yu, while yy appears as a braud new individual, '

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

lrlltuilivcly. this is the situation outlined by Abbott in Flatland, where
a being living in a tridimensional world visits z bidimensional one and
can conceive of the individuals 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 there is also @
third world W, where the property of whirling is essential for every indi=
vidual and where no individual can both exist and be nonwhirling at the
same time (as seems to be the case of the planets of our solar s.yst:m}-
We can say that in W, it is possible to manipulate the world structure if
Iwo ways:

this is a sort of game that need not be played as far & semiotics
ative worlds is concerned, at least not insofar as these worlds are
ed by human beings speaking to human beings who base their
on the principle of the recognizability and identification of
es through possible utterances.

jertheless, while the world-structure outlined above seems to fit the
ements of narrative worlds (we shall test this hypothesis in the next
n), what has been said apropos of logical truths does not seem o be
med by our narrative experience. It is possible to imagine a science-
| novel in which there are closed causal chains, that is, in which A
ause B, B can cause C, and C can cause A. In this novel an indi-
can travel backward through time and become his own father, or
tother self only a little younger, so that the reader no longer under-

(i) asfar as W, is concerned, it is possible to proceed as in the previous
case (W, R W;) except that the produced individuals ean be con-
sidered as supernumeraries;

(ii) as far as W. is concerned, y, in W, can be considered a variant of
k, in W5 simply by recognizing its property of whirling as essen i
(at least as far as it does not stop); y= in W, can be considered 2
supernumerary.
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stands who is the original character. Let me add that this characqe,
also discover that, while traveling backward, 17 is no longer g pri
number. Apparently, worlds where necessary truths do not hold ¢
imagincd and arc intuitively possible.

sionally analyzed.

To say that 17 is no longer a prime number does not say so much
one does not give the rule to divide it by a number other than itself,
playing the result. And if the principle of identity were denied, the st
could not be told, since the author
of the objects of his story, including the two-one individuals,

In fact, such a novel takes for granted a background W,, with all its
logical truths (if any), and simply introduces in its W, (accessible to H-’u)'
an individual (a fantastic machine, a spatiotemporal whirl) which has the
property of suspending (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
different logical systems of world construction (since our metasemiotic
instrument would be seriously affected), it is not impossible to introduce
into a narrative world the still unanalyzed property of being able to sus-
pend a logical law; as a consequence, the science-fiction world W, will
be one in which two variants of the same prototype in W, (or two tokens
of the same supernumerary in W,) are introduced. This affects transworld
identity, but does not affect the possibility of constructing such a world

by transformation of the world structure W,.

As a matter of fact, the proper effect of such narrative constructions
(be they science-fiction novels or avant-garde texts in which the very
notion of self-identity is challenged) is just that of producing a sense of
logical uneasiness and of narrative discomfor:. So they arouse a sense of
suspicion in respect to our common beliefs and affect our disposition 10
trust the most credited laws of the world of our encyclopedia. They under=
mine the world of our encyclopedia rather than build up another self-
e —y—

sustaining world.

8.7. Fabula and possible worlds

8.7.1. The worlds of the fabula

Now we can apply the previous theoretical assumption to our notiofl

of fabula as the selected aspect of narrative structures-in-process.
Insofar as the fabula is carried on by the discursive structure as

an be

However, this is not true, Such a world is in fact quoted, but it ig not
constructed, or—if you want—extensionally mentioned, bul no inten.

dis-

could not name and designate alg
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are a series of events constituting the only ‘actual’ world the reader
cerned with, we can say that a fabula encompasses the following:

The possible world Wy imagined and asserted by the author, W is
" an abstraction: it is not the text as a semantico-pragmatic device,
since it refers only to the level of fabula; it is not a simple state of
fairs, since it starts from a given state of affairs 5, and through
lapses of time ¢, . . . t, undergoes successive changes cf state, so as
' to reach a final state s,, each state shifting into the next one through
Ln;!apse of time.

if

erefore I shall represent a fabula Wy as a succession Wys, (where
. n), that is, as a succession of textual states. A Wy can at most
cribed as the final state of such a succession Wys,. Intuitively, we
‘Madame Bovary as a novel telling the story of a bourgeois lady
its adultery and then dies, and not as the story of a lady
y living with her husband, as the fabula in fact says at its first states.
tice that these textual states are not possible worlds in respect to
They are, rather, actual states of Wy. Once taken that there exists a
e world Wy inhabited by two individuals called Raoul and Mar-
, Raoul going to the theater and Raoul receiving a letter are al-
e same individual of the same world undergoing two different
just as the individual who has begun to write this paper is the
individual who is presently continuing to write it, living in the same
en though in two different states of it.

) The possible subworlds Wy, (where ¢ = any of the characters of
Wy) that are imagined, believed, wished, and so on, by the charac-
ers of the fabula. Therefore a given Wy, depicts the possible
course of events as imagined (believed, wished, and so on) by a
. given character within a given state of the fabula.
The possible subworlds W that, at every disjunction of probability
displayed by the fabula, the Model Reader imagines, believes,
j'!!?iz!hnu. and so on, and that further states of the fabula in Wy must
cither approve or disapprove.

“Re €an also be outlined where the reader imagines, believes, wishes,
on, that a given character believes, imagines, wishes certain things.
clude, one can say that the fabula is a possible world Wy which
sses its successive states. It also encompasses the possible worlds
the characters of the fabula, representing beliefs, wishes, and
of its characters,

Strategy of discoursive structures step by step elicits the setting
e part of the reader of possible worlds Wy which picture future

if le states of Wy. Since characters, Wy, and the reader’s Wy, can also
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be disproved by the states of the fabula, these worlds are not necessa
accessible to the world of the fabula, as will be shown in section g 8

rily sriain evening in Casablanca a man with a white jacker was sitting
k's bar. At the same time a man with a blonde woman was leaving
8.7.2. S-mecessury properties
The opening macroproposition of Drame is /Some time before 189
there was in Paris a man called Raoul/. Resorting to our encyclopedia
we single out Paris as an individual of W, and 1890 as one of its pagt
act}zal states (/1984/ would be instead a possible state of W,) By
what about Raoul? So far we have no elements to single him out cxoep-t
the fact that he was one of the men living in Paris around 1890,
Fortunately, it is also stated that he was married to Marguerite, This
is enough to single out Raoul without mistaking him for another indj-
vidual (as far as the fabula is concerned),
Racoul is that individual who in a world Wy (overlapping W,) in a
state s, has the property of being the one and only husband of Marguerite,
Using an appropriate symbolization to assign him an iefa operator of
individual identification, we can say that

(3x) [Man(x) * Marry (x.2,Wy.sy < 5)1+ (¥y) [Man(y) + Marry (y.2,
Wyse < 5) (z= 11:)] = (¥ = 1xy) - (7x; = 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 properties, 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.

This formula sounds strange since, in order to identify Raoul, one
needs the previous identification of that x, who is not constructed but 1S
taken for granted.

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

(3x) [Woman(x) * Marry (x,2,Wy,50 < 1)1+ (¥y) [Woman(y) * Marr¥
(viz,Wyso<s) (2= 15)]—(y =) * (122 = Marguerite).

st man is singled out as the one who stands in a specific relation
n bar (that stands in a specific relation to Casablanca) in an s
the starting state of the story. The second one is singled out by
ation to a woman and to another city. The specification that the
lationships hold at the same time is enough to make us sure that
. dealing with two different individuals. Specifications of this kind
cterize different kinds of narrativity: for instance, the roman-feuille-
ve a lot of incomplete descriptions which made a certain individual
ediately identifiable, later to provide the surprise of revealing
‘he is a well-known character of the story (topos of the ‘false
Y.,
» relation between Raoul and Marguerite or that between the man
e white jacket and Rick’s bar is a dyadic and symmetric relation
‘where x cannot be without y, and vice versa.
ver, this relation between the man in the white jacket, Rick’s
‘and Casablanca is dyadic, transitive but not symmetric. The man
bar are singled out by their mutual relation; the bar is also singled
ts being related to Casablanca. Transitively the man is identified
his relation to Casablanca. But Casablanca, as an individual of
not necessarily identified by its relation to the bar (or to the man).
Ye can say that we have symmetric relations holding between super-
aries and nonsymmetric relations holding between a supernumer-
and a variant of a prototype in W, When there are complex inter-
Anings of relations, they are transitive.

call these relations S-necessary or structurally necessary properties.
¥ hold only within the framework of a fictional world and are the
ial requisite for the identification of a supernumerary in any Wy,
ce identified as the husband of Marguerite, Raoul can no longer be
ated from his symmetrical counterpart. The story can very well as-
.. later that he has divorced, but he remains the one who at s, was
Raoul carinot be identified without Marguerite, nor can Marguenté usband of Marguerite,
without Raoul. This is not the way we single out individuals in the wul'f j
of our experience, but this is the way followed by a narrative text n
setting up its supernumeraries.

Imagine a text saying the following:

There is John, And there is John.

We would refuse it as a story. Nothing says whether there are one of two
Johns. A story might begin, but certainly not continue, this way. SUP-
pose, on the contrary, that the story says the following:

_ S-necessary and essential properties .

1s a man and Marguerite is a woman. These are essential proper-
J_f'ff:ﬂgnized also by the plot, and the fabula carries them on. S-neces-
 Properties cannot deny essential ones since S-necessary properties
also semantically bound. This means that the relation of necessity
g between Raoul and Marguerite (rSm) appears in the fabula as
tically bound gqua the relation of marriage (rMm). Were Mar-
te a man, too, since (according at least to the meaning postulates
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holding in the nineteenth century) /marriage/ is to be analyzeq
relation between two human beings of opposite sex, rMm could ngy b
(or /marriage/ would have to be intended as a mere figure of Spet ;;
introduced at the discoursive level ). o
Thus S-necessary properties, once established as a link producing the
syntax of the fabula, are also submitted to the requirements of lheir;w_i

mantic nature. Therefore they can belong to different semantic catego-
ries such as 3

of Clarissa, just as Lovelace is not the Villain of Oliver Twist. Meet-
ide their stories Fagin and Lovelace might be a very pleasant
s of good guys, and maybe the one could become the Donor of the

might. As a matter of fact, they cannot. Without a Clarissa on
press his attention, Lovelace is lost, Better, he is unborn.
summarize the remarks of paragraphs 8.7.2 and 8.7.3 one can
 the following:

W, individuals are identified through their structurally necessary
es (hereafter S-necessary properties). These are symmetrical
s of strict textual interdependence. They may or may not be iden-
those properties recognized as essential; in any case, they can-
: v them Accidental properties do not belong to the world of the
bl and are taken into account only by the discoursive structures.

relations of graduated antonymy (x is smaller than y);
relations of complementarity (x is a male as opposed to y who isa
female);

relations of directional opposition (x is at the left of y), and many
others, comprehending members of nonbinary oppositions (see Leech,
1974; Lyons,1977). 1

In any case, all these semantic relations in the fabula are structurally
linked by S-necessity, and this relation is symmetrical in the sense that
the narrative function of one element is established by the presence of
another (or of many others). '

Accidental properties do not interest the fabula, The fact that Raoul
took a coupé is accidental and, as far as the fabu'a is concerned, our two
heroes could have returned home walking.

Notice that, if Marguerite had forgotten or lost her purse in the
coupé and the fabula had been focused upon the quest for the mysterious.
coupé, we would have a story like Le fiacre n. 13, Le chapeau de paille
d'ltalie, or “The Purloined Letter,” in which the coupé could be a precisé ;
individual to be singled out through procedures of identification based i
upon S-necessity.

By S-necessity, supernumeraries in a fictional 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 Invisible Cities,
when Marco Polo tells Kublai Khan about bridges:

8.8. Accessibility among narrative worlds

Relation of accessibility between W, and Wy |
comparison of Wy to W, can assume different forms in different
'-and according to different decisions on the part of the reader:

i) He can compare every Ws, to W, looking for the versimilitude of
' the differcnt states of affairs taken as synchronic,

He can compare Wy to different W, (I can read the Divine Comedy
referring to the encyclopedia of a reader of the Middle Ages or to
my own). _
According to different literary genres the Wy suggests the right
reference world: a historical novel asks for a reference to the
W, of historical encyclopedia; a fairy tale wants the comparison
‘with the world of our direct experience just to make us feel the
_pleasure of the Incredible; a rich typology of genres is possible

from this point of view (Pavel,1975).

uppose, aowever, that the reader has established his reference world

In the case of Drame it should be a portion of the nineteenth-century

an milieu. :

us consider a world structure W, in which Raoul and Marguerite

L exist; rather, M. de Porto-Riche (1849-1930) and the Thédtre

plication (in the figure p and 1) do exist,

£t us compare it to a world structure Wy where Raoul (r) and Mar-

fite (m) exist as supernumeraries.

hen let us consider a third world structure W, — Wy showing the way
lich Wy can be constructed starting from W, (relation of accessi-

“But which is the stone that supports the bridge? . . ."

“The bridge is not supported by one stone or another. . . . but by the line.
of the arch they form.”

“ .. Why do you speak to me of the stones? It ic only the arch that mat-
ters to me."”

* . Without stones there is no arch.”™?

It is only because of this S-necessary relation that two or more char-
acters in a fabula can be taken as the actors embodying different roles.
Narrative functions & la Propp ( Villain, Helper, Victim, Hero, and so on)
can exist only by a mutual relation of S-necessity. Fagin is not the vil-




240] THE ROLE OF THE READER

Among the properties we consider the following: to be a male (M)
to be a female (F), to be a playwright (P), and a relational Properte
rMm that means that Raoul and Marguerite stand in a symmetrica] po.
lation of marriage. Note that a ‘similar’ property is formally scoregd alsg
among the properties of Wy, since it is fully acceptable there thay w
individual be in converse relation with another.

S-necessary properties are represented in Wy between square brackets,

The world structure of W,, this not being a fabula, ignores S-ne :
properties. Wy — Wy can consider properties which are S-necessary ln
Wy as normal relations (in this case a relation of converseness between
husband and wife) that can be scored either as essential or as accidental,

In W, there are two individuals that are accepted in Wy as variants
(as a matter of fact, because of the elementarity of the world structures,
they are identical), From W, is constructible a W which contains them,

In W, r and m are not considered. They exist in Wy as supernumerar-
ies in respect to Wy, It is not impossible from W, to shift to Wy so as to
set up Wy as a possible world, accessible from W,, where these super-
numeraries have as essential the property of being reciprocally related.
Notice that the relation of S-necessity holds as such only within the fie-
tional world, From W, such a relation can be constructed at most as an
essential property, I mean that in psychological terms an inhabitant of
W, can conceive of a possible course of events in which in Paris there
lived two persons to be essentially defined as linked by a kinship rela-
tionship. No more and no less.

Therefore W, R Wy. From the reference world we can produce the
narrative one, and the narrative world is accessible to the world of
reference.

However, this relation is not symmetrical, since, in the world struc-
ture of Wy, the rule holds that an individual cannot be identified as such
without its S-necessary property. The category of S-necessary property
does not make sense in worlds different from the fictional one. There-

fore to produce from Wy another world lacking this formative rul_e B'.
like trying to produce from our world a world in which 17 is not a prime

number or in which a is not a (see 8.6.5). In other words, we must

Wil M F P iRy Wx|M F P rMm Wews| M F EC

el (=)&) 0 p )=+ o r () (=) E
£ [t=) =)= 0 ¢ (=) =)=y o o |(=) ()
r |(#) (=) (=) 8 r ) &)
m | (=) (+) (=) [+] m |(=) (+)
Figure 8.15
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Wy as if in it the notion of supernumerary individual dissolved into
Orof of being necessarily and symmetrically related to another
o individual In Wy a supernumerary is the set of the x’s that satisfy

dition of being related symmertrically to another given individual.
fact that such a set has one and only one member makes the
ation of a supernumerary possible.

this is all these objects are, it is clear that, in another world in
this relation is not considered a necessary condition for the con-
n of the world structure, they cannot be constructed.

efore it cannot be said that Wy R W,.

e above demonstration can be taken as a mere game, since no one

interested in the question whether, from the inside of a fictional

our world W, can be reached (the hypothesis of a fictional text
h a character tries to deal with W, as in Pirandello’s Six Charac-
Search of an Author, represents a case of trompe-l'oeil: even the
r takes part in Pirandello’s Wy, a world that encompasses many

ver, a psychological experiment may be useful.

ider Dumas’ The Three Musketeers. There (Wy) we have cer-
dividuals also belonging to W, (such as Richelieu and probably
nan) who retain their essential properties as far as the historical
is concerned. Richelieu is a French Cardinal, the prime minister
s XIII, and so on. Then there are some supernumeraries, among
Athos and Lady de Winter. Besides their essential properties
the relational property of having been husband and wife (and
a stricly depends on this interidentification).

ow let us imagine Athos wondering how things might have been
lle not the husband of Milady. In this case, from Wy, Athos would
e able to conceive of a variant of himself. He is Athos only insofar
is the husband of Milady. Split from this relation he would disap-
thos knows this rule very well and cannot conceive of a world
h both *Athos exists’ and “Athos does not exist’ would be equally
sical, since the definition of Athos is nothing but ‘this x who is
to Milady'.

iously, this is a rather metaphysical game: Athos can have propo-
attitudes as an individual of Wy in a Wy, about the course of
events in Wy, but he cannot have propositional attitudes concern-
Wy set up totally differently. But this is exactly what I am trying
The world of a fabula cannot be otherwise. Were it otherwise,
would bs somebody else living in another Wy.'®

fact is that we are not so interested in speculating about our world
the point of view of a novel, but are, rather, eager to do the opposite,
alyze the world of a novel from our point of view (as happens par-
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ticularly when applying to novels the criteria of a strictly realistic aue
thetics). Thus our previous experiment seems to be Preposteroyg

But frequently we do use a fictional possible world to judge our o,
for instance, when saying with Aristotle that poetry is more phﬂ.;,snm?'i
than life, since in poetry nothing happens by chance as happens ip ed
(history), and in poetry everything appears strictly necessary (pomw%
1451b,1452a). So do we when, for instance, we chserve that 3 ?@'",
fictional character is more ‘true’ than its ‘real’ prototype or that fiction j
more ‘rational’ than life and its characters more ‘universally’ or ‘typi@m;}
rca’!_ihan their illusory empirical prototypes. Probably Don Quixote dig
8017

To conclude: The world of the fabula Wy is accessible to W,, but this
relation is not symmetric. i

gquence of sentences). Frequently, these attitudes produce possi-

ds which are inaccessible to the world such as is outlined by the
wever, these rules of accessibility being the same as those as-
8.6.4, when the W, of a given character’s belicfs scores more
jes than are considered by the W, of discoursive events, the char-
readjust his own wrong belief by doing as suggested by Figures
8.13 in 8.6.4. The character readjusts his own beliefs and ac-
e the world as it is outlined by the plot. He, so to speak, throws
w his wrong belief as soon as he recognizes that the (fictional) reality

question becomes even simpler when there is no differerce in
es between the real (fictional) world and the world of one
s beliefs.

chapter 2 Marguerite outlines a W, of her beliefs when thinking
aoul (who has the property of being essentially related to her by
also has the property of coveting Mlle, Moreno. Then she dis-
let us suppose) that it was untrue. The transformation between
worlds (where C = to covet Moreno) takes place as shown in
. ,16. Raoul in Marguerite’s world is a variant of Raoul in the
"_..of the plot. In the plot, therefore, relations between worlds fol-
‘the same rules as in the world of our common experience (see

8.8.2. Relations of accessibility among the subworlds of the characters
and the states of the fabula

The comparison between a Wy (with the globality of its states) and a
W, is always synchronic. Our reference world can be compared to the
entire course of events represented by the whole fabula or can be com-.
pared step by step to its states, each of them taken as a possible state of
affairs, On the contrary, a given possible subworld imagined by a charac-
ter at a given state of the fabula (let it be Wy s,) can be compared either
t;; a previous or to a further state of the fabula, that is, to a Wys, or to @

¥¥g.

A character can imagine or believe or wish either in the course of - Pa | ofm °
dmf:urswe structures or in the course of the fabula. Let us call the first ) + ro (+) =
series of propositional attitudes ‘events of the plot'—intending by ‘plot’

Figure 8.16

the whole series of events which take place in the course of the dis-
cursive development, but which are not strictly essential to the develop-
ment of the fabula. The plot is thus a series of micropropositions which
carry on the basic macronarrative propositions to be abduced by the
reader when trying to single out the fabula. So the fact that in chapter
2 Raoul wants to beat Marguerite concerns the plot, but is unessential
to the course of the fabula.

Normally, propositional attitudes displayed in the course of the p-lﬂt
concern both essential and accidental properties of the individuals 1
play, whereas the propositional attitudes displayed in the course of the
fabula basically concern S-necessary properties.

In the course of the plot, characters set up various imaginary coursés
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 of
she is telling the truth; and so on. These propositional attitudes are set
up by the plot to outline the psychology of the different characters &0
are frequently rapidly disproved (maybe in the course of the sameé

there are cases in which the propositional attitudes of the char-
make up part of the fabula itself. When Oedipus believes that he
ing to do with the death of Laius, we are facing a belief that has
acteristics: (i) it is indispensable to the development of the
i (ii) it concerns an S-necessary relation (Oedipus is fictionally
2 else but that individual who has killed his father and married
er withcut knowing it). Obviously, to be indispensable to the
¢ of the fabula and to be S-necessary are two facets of the same
Nal phenomenon.

4 certain point of the story, Oedipus believes that there are at large
E In dividuals: Oedipus (e), who has killed an unknown wayfarer ()
: MT: ago; and Laius (I), who has been murdered by an unknown
derer (m).

! _th'e world Wy, of his belief, Oedipus thinks that some properties
id, all S-necessary to identify the characters in play, namely,
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S ;]::e;el;::[?:i]c;?:::mg Oedipus the murderer, and the unknown ason to ﬁﬁ mad. Orfm mfikeb:sir;snclf hl‘:ld. As a matter of fact,
: . : ey such a story of tragic ‘blin ess’ that our world structures
E&;{mmn making a given person the murderer, and [aine u matically displayed: how was it possible to be so blind not to
> g .t extent e world of one's beliefs was so inaccessible to the
s, and vice versa?
worlds would have been mutually accessible if Oedipus had
the truth, This means (to conclude) that, when the Wy,
ofs (or wishes, or projects) of a character has the same world
of the world of the final state of the fabula, these worlds are
fly accessible. When this does not happen, these worlds are mu-
compatible. The final state of the fabula disproves and rejects
s structurally incompatible with itself.
smmarize the conclusions of this paragraph: as far as the S-
relations are concerned, when the world Wy.s,. is isomorphic
d structure with the Wys, of the state of the fabula checking it
her n > morn < m), then W 5., is approved by the fabula
o worlds are mutually accessible. When it is not, the WyeSm

i and the two worlds are mutually inaccessible.

mMi:

But the final state of the fabula i i
ut the ‘ a is less complicated. Th
rwo individuals, Oedipus and Laius, since the murderer and :?1” b
wayfaz:er were none other than Oedipus and Laius. Only on o8
taken into account by this world structure: -

eMl: the relation making Oedipus the murderer and Laius the vietim
k M,

ert;l:'cl mi-k? tt:::eutd?viduals dist'inguishabie, let us add an essential prog
i =] living. I_n Oedipus’ world the murderer is supposed
ive since he is the culprit to be discovered. At this point the t -
SIT:FWBS take the format shown in Figure 8.17. .
is easy 10 understand that (according to 8.8. :
are ma_r:ccssible to each other, since theirgwnrlcst 21:1:1:11:::: ;rweunot .
g?qr]::;c; Iit JSh not that‘onc f&forld has more individuals than the oth
e E:c that these individuals are identified by different S-neces
In his doxastic world Oedipus believes he has been the murderer o
unknown wayfarer. In the world of the fabula, he is identified as
murde:rer of Laius, Obviously, these world structures could have '-
comp]'lcated by also introducing the property of being the son of
(h91dtng only in W) and the one of having married the former
Ijams (holding in both). Since these S-necessary relations are sem
nlcally bound (see 8.7.3), in Wy it is entailed that Oedipus has ms :
his mother and Killed his father. The incompatibility of the ident
relation grows. Therefore not only does the final state of the fi
dlsProf'e‘thc beliefs of Oedipus, but it sets up a world structure
which it is impossible to produce the world structure of Oedipus’ beli
In the same way it is impossible to transform the world of Oedip
beliefs into the world of the fabula. Simply, Oedipus believed p and the
knows _that q and that it is not possible that p and ¢ hold together.
Oedipus cannot reformulate his world. He has to throw it away. )

3, Relations of accessibility among the subworlds of the Model
Reader and the states of the fabula

worlds of the reader’s forecasts seem 10 obey the same laws as
istemic and doxastic worlds of the characters:

e reader’s world can be compared to precise stales of the fabula,
cept that in this case both the approval and the disapproval always
.'|. e after the forecast (a character may aiso ignore what the fabula
as already said, but the Model Reader ignores only what the fabula
has to say);'®

the course of the plot, the reader may make many forecasis con-
ling minor sequences of events: when the possible world of his
ectation is not validated by the further course of everts, the
dalities of accessibility between his doxastic world and the tex-
world are the same as those concerning characters’ worlds

th 1, on the contrary, the possible world of the reader concerns
heoessary properties, his world is accessible to the one of the

Wxe 5
| M mE Wy| eml L tla (and vice versa) only if the reader has imagined the same
2 [+] (+) e +1 (+) iecessary properties. Otherwise he must get rid of his world so as
:, oy [+] ::} | [41 (=) ) ;nccpl the state of affairs established by the fabula as actual
m [+1  (+) il
as the S-necessary relations are concerned, when a given world
Figure 8.17 ader (let it be Wys,) is isomorphic in its world structure with the
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In chapter 5 only two persons attended the ball, a Templar and a
pirogue, identified only by their symmetrical S-necessity. In chap-
6 it is said that they are different from Raoul and Marguerite.
fabula has never identificd cither a lover of Marguerite or a
ress of Raoul.

e reader, for personal reasons, has imagined something differ-
it is his business. Raoul, with the S-necessary properties of
¢ dyadically related to the Moulin Rouge and of being sym-
jcally related to a Pirogue, does not exist in the final state of
e fabuia and has never existed in the previous ones. The same
olds for Marguerite. The same holds for those supposed adulterous
tners, necessarily related to our two heroes. All these are S-
essary properties introduced by the reader, and his world is not
essible to the world of the fabula.

246 THe ROLE OF THE READER

Wys, of the fabula checking it (let it be Wyss), the Wps,, is 4
by the fabula and the two worlds are mutually zccessible. Wh;:n
W s, is disproved and the two worlds are mutually inaccessible
It is enough 10 think of a reader who joins Oedipus in mallcin ¥
forecasts about the possible course of events, to discover that
tion of the reader is not different from that of Oedipus. Ope o
object that (as maintained in 8.1.2) all the forzcasts of the readc,._,
not only been foreseen but also elicited by ths text, and theref ."'
text should have taken them into account. e
But once more one must carcfully distinguish between (i) the fax
as a semantico-pragmatic process (which takes into account po ]
cooperation on the part of the reader), (ii) :he plof as a strategy of
semantic devices intended to elicit the pragmatic cooperation, and (ﬁg}
the fabula as a possible world with all its states and its structure of §-
necessary properties. a2
The text as a multileveled structure ‘knows’ that the reader will probe
ably behave in certain ways; it ‘knows’ that the reader will pmduné-f-'
necessary properties that the fabula will ignore. But the text is not a
possible world—nor is the plot. It is a piece of the furniture of the world
in which the reader also lives, and it is @ machine for producing pom!ﬁ! o
worlds (of the fabula, of the characters within the fabula, and of "
reader outside the fabula). !
We can say that, in setting up a fictional text, its author formulates
many hypotheses and forecasts apropos of the pragmatic behavior
his Model Reader. But this is a matter of the author's intentions.
intentions can be extrapolated from the text (as I am doing with Drame),
but they are intentions, wishes, projects belonging to the ‘actual’ world
and to this actual speech act which is the text. :
One can say that the phrase /today it is raining/ is a speech act with
a particular perlocutionary effect when uttered to convince somebody
not to go out. And one can speculate about the possible world of the
wishes of the utterer of such a phrase. But the phrase in itself does
outline a possible world, and the two levels of analysis must be kept
independent of each other.
Therefore, between the world of the fabula and the world of rea k
wrong forecasts, there is no accessibility. If they are wrong it is O S Duasio aL s ghost Chapsers
cause the reader has imagined individuals and properties that the Wore: Easy directions
of the fabula could not conceive of. When the reader realizes his mistake: follow the interaction between the states of the fabula and the ghost
he does not manipulate his possible (wrong) world to come back to the ters, let us outline a shorthand presentation of Drame as fabula. In
story. He simply throws it out. i outline I shall consider only the events and the propositional attitudes
Obviously, all this does not seem to fit the picture of Drame. In fact nsable to the development of the fabula.
does and it does not. Apparently, the accident can be summarized 8% tead of setting up the various world structures | shall represent
follows: for the sake of economy, through textual macropropositions, where

Ppro ed
it is peg

ut beyonc this apparent innocence, the fabula does something more
rse: by making the Templar and the Pirogue become astonished
. making, in chapter 7, Raoul and Marguerite learn something
\ the accident of chapter 6, it reintroduces into its final states in-
als and necessary properties that belonged only to the world of
forecasts—and just after having proved that these forecasts
wrong.
1 short, the reader has produced a world (or more worlds) inacces-
o and from the world of the fabula. This illicit production has been
ked by the plot. But the fabula, instead of ignoring it, reintroduces
its world.
In order tc understand the strategy of the plot, we have to come back
text and follow step by step the states of the fabula, comprehend-
Wy of the story, the various Wy, of the beliefs and wishes of the
s. and the W s, outlined by the reader as ghost chapters. Only
 way can we understand the strategy of a plot that displays two
the one of the story as such and the one of the reader, so as 1o
jine them at the end and to show that, though the fabula cannot
‘the plot worked very well.
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P = the propositions describing the states of Wy,
Q = the propositions describing the various W,
R = the propositions describing the reader’s forecasts in W,,,

Z = the propositions describing prupusitional attitudes W ,,_ an
Wy

. Marguerite was planning Z», that is, to go to the ball as said iI-l th'e
| ietter received by Raoul (thus the Z. planned by Marguerite is
{he same as the Q, stated by the letter); _
- Raoul knows the possible course of events expressed by proposi-
- tion Q2
. - : i / i ts expressed by prop-
Whte ﬂ?e 5“‘;'35:‘»510:1 of Py, P:...and Qy, Qs .. represents the unjvaant = .Margucgte knows the possible course of evenls exp ¥ P
succession of the states of the fabula, R, R, and the de ivoca] Saition O o A 4
' . nt alternati e ; individuals, Raoul and his mistress, linked by the
i-:s]'ab 1; a 5}1]:;111 sdtatelof Wy represent alternative hypotheses as 1o th;r:ssa;; FT:; ;Eg:gifuméoumeﬁng e b T
: bl o . ‘ i i i is Marguerite, while
Therefore the fabula of Drame can be represented b plar and bc.[l-cve% 2 :11}5; is, that the Pirogue is g
. e thi n is untrue; )
7 St s ' t&]:;: L(:z(::g?ndividuals, Marguerite and her lover, hnkn.?d by t'h.e
S-necessary relation of encountering at the ball; the P:_nngue is
"Marguerile and she believes Z;, that is, that the Templar is Raoul,
while this proposition is untrue: S
_ there are two individuals, Raoul and Marguerite, linked ky the S-
necessary relation of encountering at the ball; they are th? ssigat:
as the Templar and the Pirogue; Raoul bcl;cvcs Z:, that is, al
Marguerite is the Pirogue and that she believes Zg, that 1s, that
the Templar is her lover; Marguerite believes .?37, that is, lh[at the
'Tcmplar is Raoul and that he believes Zy, that is, that the Pirogue
is his mistress; _ . ‘
" — if the Templar knows that the Pirogue 15 not Margqemc and cries
~out in surprise, then in a previous state he believed that the
Pirogue was Marguerite; . :
o = if thE Pirogue knows that the Templar is not Raoul and cries out
in surprise, then in a previous state she believed that the Templar
was Rezoul; . _ _
Ry, = R, is impossible because the identity of Marguente with q;e
. Pirogue was a piece of the furniture of the W, of l.he reader, while
their irreducible difference is a piece of the !urru?ure of the Wy.
Since these two worlds are not mutually accessible, Re cannot
hold; )
Ry, is impossible because the identity of the Templar v.ztl:} Ram_ﬂ
was a piece of the furniture of the Wg. of the reader, while t}mr
irreducible difference is a piece of the furniture of the Wy. Since
" the two worlds are not mutually accessible, Ry, cannot hold;
Ry; = the ghost chapters can be rewritten by assuming that there were
) only two individuals, different from Raoul and Marguente, linked
by the S-necessary relation of encountering at the ball, respec-
tively disguised as Templar and Pirogue, and the Te_-mplar he.heved
Z,, that is, that the Pirogue was Marguerite, while the Pirogue
believed Z,, that is, that the Templar was Raoul.

¥

y the following

P, = there are two characters identified by the S-necessary relation of
being married together, of loving each other, and of being %
ciprocally jealous;

P, = in agiven state there is an x who asserts Q,;

P; = in a given state there is an x who asserts Q.;

@, = Marguerite will go in a further state to the ball and will be the
same as the Pirogue; 1

(2. = Raoul will go in a further state to the ball and will be the same as
the Templar; 4

Py = Raoul asserts that he wants Q,, which is untrue;
P; = Marguerite asserts that she wants Q,, which is untrue;
(3 = Raoul will go to Dunkirk;
@, = Marguerite will go to Aunt Aspasia’s home;
s = there are two characters identified by the S-necessary relation of
encountering at the ball;
P; = the Templar and the Pirogue cry out in surprise;
Ps = they do not recognize each other;
Py = the Templar is not Raoul;
Py, = the Pirogue is not Marguerite;
P11 = Raoul learns something by knowing the atove propositions Py .«
Pyo;

Pys = Marguerite learns something by knowing the above proposiﬁoﬂﬁ
qu P P1r|.

Macropropositions P: . . . P;; do not, however, make sense if ﬂ“
fabula does not take into account three ghost chapters written by the
reader and described by the following propositions:

R, = there are two individuals linked to Raoul and Marguerite by the
S-necessary relation of being their respective lovers;

R. = Raoul is planning Z;, that is, to go to the ball as said in the Jetter
received by Marguerite (thus the Z, planned by Raoul is the
same as the Q. stated by the letter);
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The following symbolic representation of the fabula will make gy, ] , The fabula and its ghost chapters -
the difference between various propositions outlining different 1 W,
worlds. The symbolization of the states of the fabula takes for granseq P.: tMm, rLm, rim
all the results of semantic disclosures and inferences OCCUTTing at the
level of the plot, or of the discoursive structures, « Ner4  Wys: W xeS2 B
The following symbols will be used: i Ps: 3xA.0Q1 Qi: Gm,sy m_- P
Py 3xA0s Qu: Grggr =1
Individuals T Wy
r = Raoul; ) P, AW.Qs Oy Dr
m = Marguerite; Po: AuWnQs Q. Hm
t = Templar;
p = Pirogue;
b = the place where the ball takes place (Moulin Rouge); ter I Wass W ieess
x; = the supposed lover of Marguerite; Ry: rLx: - mLx, .
xs = the supposed mistress of Raoul. R.: W.Z, Z, = Q2
Ri: Wz Z:=Qh
Epistemic and doxastic operators . . Ry KOs
B = believes (B.P, = Raoul believes that P; is the case); Ry: KnQ1
K = knows (K.P; = Raoul knows that P, is the case);
W = wants (W.P; = Raoul wants P; to be the case); 5 Wys
A = asserts (AP, = Raoul asserts that P; is the case). Py: tEp
World structures | Wae
Wys; = states of the fabula (the progression of states representing & W sy Wiess sl
progression in time); Ry rEf” e nZi Zaip=m
Wy.s; = possible worlds outlined by the characters; : t =r*BZy* ~2y 8
Wpes; = possible worlds outlined by the reader; R:: m!ix; BT mZy Zol=r
W .s; = possible worlds of characters’ propositional attitudes imag ‘ pE_ PUSmea §
in the possible world of the reader; Ry:r Y J# Ziop=m'BuZs Zsit=%
W re.s; = possible worlds of characters’ propositional attitudes as im k= & B'ZSZ ziz t=rB.Zs Zyip =22
ined in the possible world of another character’s propositio 5 L Fen 2
attitudes imagined in the possible world of the reader. 6 Wyss
1 P';': St Sp
S—necessary.reiaifc.:ns . . i Pus ~K(t.p) * ~K(@.0)
M = to be identified by a reciprocal relation of marriage; P mi(ie 1)
L = to be identified by a reciprocal relation of love; p i )
J = to be identified by a reciprocal relation of jealousy: A 18
E = to be identified by a reciprocal relation of encounter in a given place. [
er 3 Wpsy

Nonrelational predicates
G = to go to the ball;
D = to go to Dunkirk;
H = to go to aunt Aspasia’s home;
§ = to show stupor;
~K = not to recognize.

Ryt (KiPyo " P;) —B.Z3s:
Ryo: (K,Ps* P7) —BZ;s4
but

RII: [z‘ E Wm-_. *Pe WN) = NW\RWN.I --impoSSible Rg
Riz: |Z€ Wp.PE Wy) * ~WyRWg]— impossible Ry,
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gut both have been proposed under just the pressure of intertextual-

Tentative T T=E obably the reader shifts from one hypothesis to another, and the

rewriting ' s calculated this uncertainty.
of ghost ice that in any case Raoul and Marguerite have been inserted into
chapter 2 Wps, scessary relation which gives birth to two individuals that the
Ris: x;Ex, does not know and that the plot has never ideniiﬁu}, namely, the
t=x,*B.,Z, pposed lovers. In fact, as far as Sv_newssary r:elauons are con-
P = X2t B.oZ, , in chapter 5 the furniture of Wy is actually increased by two
——— d-new individuals, linked by the mutual relation of meeting each
Chapter 7 W Wcsa rin a given place. Since the fabula does not say that other people
;:": g’%‘ Qs: (Ps--.Pr) * (Ry...Ry) e same disguise meet at the ball, and since the jabula does not

12- i

 that Raoul and Marguerite are at the ball, any other inference is
ithout support.

——

host chapter 2. However, the reader has too many intertextual clues.
forced o believe (or to believe that it is possible to believe) four
ative possibilities:

8.9.3. Ghost chapters
The :%ymbolic schematization of the fabula shows how the ghost chap-
ters intrude upon its states to make false forecasts and how the last
sltates of the fabula ambiguously disprove and accept them at the same
time, so as to lead the reader to an impossible reassessment of his ghost
chapters,

Let us read the ghost chapters again to follow the desperate attempts
of the cooperative reader.

1) Raoul is the Templar and believes that Marguerite is the Pirogue,
‘while it is false.

Margucrite is the Pirogue and believes that Raoul is the Templar,
while it is false.

) Raoul is the Templar and rightly believes that Marguerite is the
Pirogue, but he also believes that Marguerite believes that he is her
~ lover.

v) Marguerite is the Pirogue and rightly believes that Raoul is the
Templzr, but she also believes that Raoul believes that she is his
mistress.

Provided that the suppositions of ghost chapter 1 were true, each of
‘suppositions of ghost chapter 2 can hold. All together they are
ly contradictory.

he reader seems to have naively trusted Hintikka (1967:42): “The
that a character in a ‘complete novel’ reacts and behaves precisely
same way as the member of another possible world is strong evi-
ce for their identification.” What he has not learned from Hintikka
62) are all the precautions to be taken when one wants 10 quantify
opaque contexts governed by an epistemic operator.

all cases the reader proceeds to a false identification by S-necessary
s: Raoul and Marguerite (either or both) are the individuals
have the property of being in that place at that moment in a spe-
relation of encounter with someone else. We can suppose that the
r makes one of these four forecasts, or all of them together, await-
g the further state of the fabula to get more clues, We could also

Ghost chapter 1. The reader imagines that there are two imprecise in-
dividuals linked by an S-necessary relation respectively to Raoul and
Marguerite. Then he attributes to Raoul and Marguerite the project of
going to the ball. It remains vague whether they go because they have
planned this with their respective lovers or because each of them wanis
to catch his or her own marital partner in the act !

In the first case the reader supposes that Raou! has really plotted with
an X, to go to the ball (he as a Templar and she as a Pirogue) and that
Marguerite has plotted with an x, to go to the ball (she as a Pirogue and
he as a Templar). It should thus be assumed that the two adulterous
couples have chosen the same disguise. .

In the second case the reader is obliged (or virtuaily so) to assﬂlﬂﬁ d
that both Raoul and Marguerite knew the contents of the letter they did
not read—that is, the reader assumes that each main character knoWws
what is said in the letter received by the other. In doing so the -
1s assuming as a matter of (fictional) fact what was referentially opaque
n W;uj’g. s

Both inferences are preposterous: the first is logically incorrect; the
second, intertextually improbable.
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anisage more (and maybe less organized) suppositions, but th
have listed are enough to explain the solution of chapter 6.

ally astonished was the fabula ‘in person’, since it represents the
tous result of an unsuccessful pragmatic cooperation.

a second, critical reading, one is tempted to rationalize the story.
are many ways to do that. For example, the two maskers are the
wers of our heroes, each of them expecting to meet his or her
rous pariner. But this is a kind of supposition one can make only
world of our everyday experience, where there are many individ-
large that one still does not know. This, however, does not hold
‘where only the individuals explicitly named and described exist.
the supposed lovers have never been singled out as such (we still
know who the Pirogue and the Templar really are; however,
o evidence that they are the lovers of our heroes).

ermore, to think this way one should imagine that two adulterous
had devised to use the same pair of masks. This sounds repugnant
sense of narrative etiquette (and to the most credited inter-
frames) : the text should have given some previous clues to sug-

Ghost chapter 3. The fabula says cleaily that the two individualg
Raoul and Marguerite. But it adds that the two are surprised or astons
ished because they do not recognize each other. The reader trieg ‘,
elaborate a tentative ghost chapter 3 in which he must take into ﬁcm;t:?
the following argument: if the Templar knows that the Pirogue is ;
Marguerite and if the Templar is astonished, this means that form 5
the Templar believed that the Pirogue was Marguerite (and the same
holds for the other character). -
But the reader also realizes that the propositions ‘the Pirogue is
Marguerite’ and ‘the Templar is Raoul® were not propositions of the Wyl
but propositions outlined by the characters in a subworld of the world
Wy of reader's expectations, The reader should also realize that the
world of his expectations is not accessible to the world of the final state
of the fabula. (Obviously, the naive reader of Drame has not at this outcome, and it did not. By a sort of narrative implicature, we
point read 8.8.3, but the present paper has triec to present in motq at no author can so blatantly violate intertextual frames and
rigorous form what every reader unconsciously knows very well.) _consequently, he wanted to suggest something else—also because
At this point the reader is obliged to recognize that in his ghost chap- very rational explanation is challenged—in any case—by chapter 7.
ter 2 Raoul and Marguerite were furnished with the S-necessary property o learn from what happened means to be informed about every-
of meeting at the ball, which property is exactly denied by chapter 6. that happened in chapter 6, including the propositional attitudes
Therefore Raoul and Marguerite are absolutely nonidentifiable with the ill mysterious Templar and Pirogue. It is true that someone
Templar and the Pirogue, since they have different S-necessary prop= have told everything to our heroes. But this hypothesis is sxcluded
erties and since the two world structures cannot be mutually transforr stylistical overcoding. To say that /cette petite mésaventure
The logic of the fabula follows the Leibnizian principle: “If, in the life de legor a Raoul et Marguerite/ means, according to common
of any person and even in the whole universe, anything went differently usages, that Allais is speaking of rheir unlucky accident and
from what it has, nothing could prevent us from saying that it was an= ‘misunderstanding.
other person or another possible universe which God had chosen. i loreover, chapter 7 is mixing up the textual world of chapter 6 more
would be indeed another individual.”"® Replace “God” with the final e with the possible subworlds of the ghost chapters. Raoul and
state of the text, and this principle will hold perfectly. ite are here behaving as if they had read all the preceding chap-
But what the reader cannot definitely understand is why, since uding the ghost ones. Otherwise, why the title of chapter 7—
suppositions were wrong, the characters of chapter 6 react as if ¢ denouement for everyone except the others? Semantic inco-
were Lrue. . comes to support and to reinforce the fictional one. No semantic
The reader is eager to accept the revelation that he had not the gk of /tout le monde/ (everyone) can-allow one to consider sorme-
to take incorrect inferential walks. But the fabula seems 10 A¢€ S left out. This title is really a challenge not only to semantically
the inferential walk just after having severely disproved it. In SH intensional habits but also to commonsensical extensionality. It is

were the Templar and the Pirogue Raoul and Marguerite, they W 4 2t epitome of the whole story, a sort of condensed allegory of in-
- ce and inconsistency—unless /rout le monde/ (everyone) were

have recognized each other. Were they not, they would not have
' individuals in Wy and /les autres/ were the readers, unfortunately

to be astonished. :
In fact, at this point the fabula assumes upon itself the astonis Bing to & W called the ‘real” world, where the laws of a well-
ed logic still hold. Which seems a nice moral to the story. Do not

of the reader (the only one to have a right to amazement). Thus 4
febula demonstrates that the only one to be structurally and ‘PrESS & upon a story’s privacy. It is a crazy universe you can feel uneasy

are not

o i 8
[TIL-RA%
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in, I}m there is also the opposite moral: Drame has shown hg
stories request a cooperative intrusion and cannot live withoyt i:w s
[ 1

I‘tenam G.iovannoli, and _Dauie’ee Barbieri wrote a first, tentative
Hjon to which I am greatly indebted (I like to refer to the title of their
“How to Castrate Oneself with Ockham’s Razor™). A third and more
al approach (a three-month analysis) was developed at New York
y during the fall semester of 1976. Conducted for a class of graduate
< in French literature, the seminar helped me to clarify many stylistic
orical paints of the text. Although it is impossible to mention all the
nts, | want particularly to thank my colleague Christine Brooke Rose,
< one of the best auditors T have had in my academic life. Finally, the
month of July 1977, spent with a consistent group of students and
< at the Center of Semiotics and Linguistics in Urbino, was devoted to
alysis. Peer Age Brandt, who attended one of the seminars conducted
that period, gave an exciting personal reading of the story. An inter-
draft of this paper was widely discussed with Lucia Vaina, whose
on literary possible worlds has been revealing to me. Her criticism
y influenced the final draft—for which, however, she is not respon-
1 have received many suggestions from my students in the course in
s at the University of Bologna. During the courses | taught at Yale
y in 1977, Barbara Spackman wrote a paper on the second draft of
sis, which gave me some suggestions that I have incorporated into the

8.10. Conclusions '

At this point we can
o comprl,exity. leave the fabula and come back 10 the texy jg all
The disgrace of this fabula, its final contradi =
readfar that there are different types of ﬁciiona:lllfci:?tg. g?r:l:.a t;ld UEJ
maximum of intrusion, and not only at the level of the fabula ; fﬂn—_ﬁ
?alled ‘open’ works. Some others are mealymouthed and while' anmd;mmﬁ i
mg to elicit our cooperation, in fact want us to think I.h;!ir wa s dar.
:2;1 ‘41:1;51:(: and repressive. Drame seems to stay half-way: if li:::uai:'::
el Reader into i s e
o —— an excess of cooperation and then punishes him for
In this sense Drame is neither open nor closed: it belongs to a third
category of works, to an exclusive club whosz chairman is pmhahi_f:
Trfsrram Shandy. These works tell stories about the way stories nrs.
built up.2" In doing so these texts are much less innocuous than thqy
seem: their deep theme is the functioning of that basic cultural mnchin'ei'jf:-
w.hu:h, through the manipulation of our beliefs (which sublimate our
wishes ), produces ideologies, contradictory world visions self-delusion.
Instead of describing this process from an uncontaminated critica poiﬂr‘
of view, these texts reproduce the process in their own rheturical-m&@
logical structures (thus becoming the first victim of themselves). "
But- perhaps we are going too far away. Drame is only ﬁ mclmn!i";
sﬂpeakmg about the cooperative principle in narrativity and at the same
time cha!le:nging our yearning for cooperation by gr;m:fully puniShiliEi
our pushiness. It asks us—to prove our penitence—to extrapolate from
it the rules of the textual discipline it suggests.
\;fhich I humbly did. And so should you, and maybe further, gentle :
reader, 4

e shall see that to postulate such a double interpretation does not mean
ust the coaperative possibilities of the interpretet. what is postulated
 first naive interpreter expected to commit various alternative mistakes
second critical reader who can make different explanatory decisions (of
e one T propose at the end of this essay is only one among the possible
its). Thus to say that it is possible to recognize the fype of reader postu-
by the text does not mean to assume that it is possible to completely
his final and definitive interpretation. The two Model saders of
e are two general interpretative strategies, not two definite resuls of these

While in the course of this essay the profile of the Model Reader will be
polated exclusively from textual strategy, in Appendix 1 T present the
s of an empirical test which validates the above extrapolation.

Appendix 2 comprises a faithful and witty translation expressly made
edric Jameson, Since the translation is faithful, one could ask why it is
‘used for the purpose of analysis instead of the original. Apart from any
ntic discussion about the theoretical possibility of a really ‘faithful’ transla-
the difference has been maintained for' reasons strictly relaed to the
research. Even though as ‘faithful’ as possible, a translatior is still an
wretation, in Peirce’s terms- it substitutes some words or groups of words
their interpretants in another language. In doing so it realizes the first
tion of any interpretation: it fills up given expressions with their content
content being witnessed by other expressions). In this process what was
ied, presupposed, implicated, and suggested (I use these expressions non-
nically) by the original expression comes to be diselosed. This happens
With the translation of Drame, and the behavior of the translator will be used
insome cases as a lest as to what a ‘model” interpretative behavior could be.

NOTES ;

1. The essay has been prepared through a series of seminars in which T have.
been variously helped by the suggestions of my students and colleagues:
Alphonse Allais” story was brought to my notice by Paolo Fabbri. A first a8~
proach to the analysis of the story emerged during a seminar condu ‘t
the University of California, San Diego, in 1975; Fredric Jameson and Al
Cohen took active parts in the discussions. A second approach develope®
during a seminar conducted at the University of Bologna in 1976; Etore
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5. See Appendix 2: the translator has actualized the complete action (
intention) of Raoul by translating “hand raised to strike.” e

6. On fictional possible worlds see Schmidt (1976: 165-73) and
(1973: 39911.).

7. Philosophically speaking, a more atomistic view is even possible. But Jet
us assume the notion of property as a primitive (thus following the Ccurrent
literature on possible worlds),

8. See the notion of ‘actual’ world as a relativized semantic apparatus j
relation to a single user outlined by Volli (1973). See also Van Dijk {[5|q|r|5,:t.1
31f.) and his notion of S-worlds (speaker-hearer possible worlds) . g

9. According to an example of Hughes and Cresswell { 1968) _ if we suppose
_:hal W. contains two individuals x, and x, while W, contains only x,, then W
Is ‘conceivable’ from W32 while the opposite is not possible: “We can mnceiv:
of a world without telephones . . . but if there had been no telephones, it might

Thwe

surely have been the case that in such a world no one would know what a tele-

phone was, and so no one could conceive of a world (such as ours) in which
there are telephones; i.e., the telephoneless world woulc be accessible to ours
but ours would not be accessible to it" (p. 78). Such an approach seems to me
still exaggeratedly ‘psychological'—even though probably proposed by its
authors as a mere metaphor.

10. The lexical information on carriages comes from The Encyclopedia
Americana, Grand Dictionnaire Universel du XIX siécle (Paris: Larousse,

I89), The kncyclopedia Britannica (1876), The Oxford English Dictionary,

and Webster's Dictionary (1910).

1I. See .al?u :{'Ie :Iil’ft?nance between Sigma and Pi properties in Groupe g,
1970-—a distinction which falls under the same strictures.

_ 12. One can wonder whether there is still a point of no return where a
given property cannot be judged as accidental and cannot be denied. Even in a
naval museum a brigantine, to be complete, should have at least potentially the
property of keeping afloat. This happens since people usually consider &
brigantine as a traveling device. But a scuba diver looking for submerged
treasures can still consider a sunken brigantine a brigantine even though it is
no longer a fully functional ship but a piece of wreckage.

For the director of Buchenwald, a human being had the sole necessary
property of being boilable to produce soap. What we have to judge is his meral
right to disregard all the other properties and to blow up this sole one; what
we have to object to is the ideology governing his ethics, not his formal
semantics. As Allais once said, “La logique méne 2 tout, & condition d'en
sortir.” According to his frame of reference, the directer of Buchenwald was
semantically correct. The political problem of the free world was only how 10
destroy that frame of reference and to show its ideological partiality (see E<o,
1976, 3.9).

13. This problem has already been debated in discussions on logical analysis
of knowledge and belief (see, for instance, Hintikka, 1970). Can we say that

# = that E Ry &
e ———— or a
de --'K.n,q Bﬂp E"q
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whenever someone knows or believes anything he knows or also believes all
logical consequences)? One of the ‘ideal’ answers is that this rule theoreti-
y holds independently of any idiosyncratic case of ignorance or insufficient
ation. Bat it has been persuasively shown that the correct znswer de-
ds on a given definition of what it means to understand what is known or
eved. There is a difference between what is semantically presupposed by
encyclopedia and what is pragmatically presupposed in the process of
mterpretation of a text. To ask whether knowing that a given individual is a
1 also means knowing that he has two lungs depends on the quantificational
h of a sentence, that is, “the maximal complexity of the configuration of
iduals considered in it at any time, measured by the numbers of individ-
involved™ (Hintikka,1970:170). This refers us back to the notion of
world structure of reference (see 8.4.4).
'.1'4. When Hintikka (1969b) says that if T see a man without being sure
whether he is John or Henry or somebody else and that nevertheless this man
be the same in every possible world because he is the man 1 see in this
cise moment, our problem is solved. As my question is, Who is this man 1
actually perceiving? his only essential property has already been established
by my perspective on the world and by my material or empirical needs.
5, Quoted apropos of my book A Theory of Semiotics (1976) in Teresa
De Lauretis, “Semiosis Unlimited,"” Journal for Descriptive Poetics and Theory
of Literature 2, no. 2 (April 1977).
- 16. One might object that it is untrue that a W is accessible w W' vnly
n the essential properties in Wo are maintained. We can imagine a fantastic
svel in which Richelieu is not French but a Spanish secret agent. As a matter
of fact, it is also possible to imagine a story in which Richelieu is not French,
a Cardinal, did not live in the seventeenth century, and, furthermore, is
ot a man but a guinea pig. If this is a joke, it represents a case of homonymy
(a friend of mine called his dog Beckett). But it can be something more se-
rious. All things considered, Kafka imagined a situation in which Mr, Samsa
omes a bug. But in these cases there is a strong textual topic concerning
inner identity of the Self. In the structure of Wo it is assumed (under that
ption) that the unique essential properties of a human individual are
hose concerning the constancy of his mental identity under every condition.
‘To have a body, to have a sex, or to have two legs becomes merely acci-
dental. Our guinea pig would think i la Richelieu.
17. Tt may be objected that in fictional texts S-necessary properties can be
altered. Literary parodies are the proof of this. We can imagine a Broadway
musical in which Richelieu is a tap dancer and D’Artagnan happily marries
Lady de Winter after having sold the pendants of Anne of Austria under the
€ounter. There are four answers: (i) The parody is not dealing with a given
_ﬁ’n but with individuals who, because of the influence of that Wx, have been
absorbed by the encyclopedia in Wy as mythological characters. (ii) The
Parody works as a piece of structural criticism showing that certan relations
Were not so strictly necessary to the fabula or that the real fabula was another
one (‘*how to win with a blow below the belt') and can survive to a different
Plot. (iii) All of the above discussion mainly concerned accessibility among

-
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worlds, not transworlds identity. There is no difficulty in saying thay ; Appendix One
Broadway musical d’Artagnan is another individual who differs both ir a:

Chevalier d"Artagnan who wrote his mémoires in Wo and from d'Ara Dl'llt[:g_:
Dumas' II-'VI\-‘. The three are linked by hamonymy (iv) Even uuricnm;-f:anm
up certain properties of real individuals and drop out many others gbim
nizability is due to the fact that they are telling us that (under a ce;ta_ﬂﬂﬂg
scription) these properties were the only ones that essentially deﬁ“,;: dﬂ.
individual in question. ' g

18. There are some exceptions: (i) The reader has not attentively reag the
previous parts of the text (empirical accident, not to be considered). (ii) The
previous parts of the text were purposely ambiguous, the events only vaguel
suggested: in this case the reader must read twice and look backwards 1o fi :
the previous proof or disproof of his hypothesis, 2

19, Letter to Arnauld, 14 July 1686,

20. This reader is thus able to focus Drame as message, so actualizing its
poetic function (Jakobson). See also in this book the essay on Edenic language
[_chupler 3). Drame is purposely ambiguous so as to elicit the reader’s atten-
tion as focused upon its textual structure; in this way, Drame represents an
aesthetic achievement (see also Eco, 1976, 3.7).

The Model Reader of Un drame bien parisien:
An Empirical Test

In the course of Chapter 8 of this book, the profile of the Model
der of Alphonse Allais’ Un drame bien parisien has been extrapolated
1 the textual strategy itself, It is interesting, however, to see whether
ther, more empirical approach is able to lead to the same results.
The experiment described below supports the hypotheses made pre-
viously at a purely theoretical level and thus proves that it is possible
ely upon the notion of Model Reader as a textual construct.

A sample of readers was tested in 1977, first at the Istituto di Dis-
line della Communicazione e dello Spettacolo (University of Bologna)
sd then during the summer courses at the International Center for
miotics and Linguistics (University of Urbino). The subjects read
ers 1-5 and were then asked to summarize them. In a second
hase they read chapters 6-7 and were then asked to summarize them.
" In scoring the summaries we were concerned with some basic ques-
s such as the following; (i) Are Raoul and Marguerite remembered
yusband and wife obsessed by mutual jealousy? (ii) Is the basic sense
the two letters in chapter 4 correctly understood? (iii) Are both Raoul
‘Marguerite (or at least one of them) supposed to have the secret
pose of going to the ball? (iv) Are either or both of them planning
o assume the disguise of the supposed adversary? (v) Are either or both
of them identified with the Templar or with the Pirogue attending the
‘ball? (vi) Does anybody suspect that the characters involved in chapter
'5 are more than two? (vii) Does anybody expect Raoul to discover that
‘Marguerit is the Pirogue, or vice versa? (viii) Is Raoul expected to dis-
\Cover that the Pirogue is not Marguerite (and/or vice versa)? (ix) Is the

'solution of chapter 6 in any way anticipated by some subjects before

lay (perplexity, attempt to give rational explanations, awareness of a
tftchug textual strategy, total inability to catch the paradoxical aspect
of the story).
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The sample included both undergraduate and graduate students traingd
in semiotics, It has been assumed that, given the social conditions of ji
circulation in 1890 and its stylistic sophistication, Drame was direcieq
(o an wudience of middling-high culture. In any case our subjects proyegd
that even a cultivated reader gives at first reading a typically naive o
sponse. One of the subjects vaguely remembered having already read the
story, but reacted as a Model Reader.

In short, a consistent majority identified rather well the two main
characters (909 ) and strongly believed that they plan to go to the bajj
or effectively go (82% ). The content of the letters was correctly remem-
bered by 72%. About 42% were convinced that Raoul and Marguerite
are respectively the Templar and the Pirogue. Only 25% made a forecast
as to a possible denouement, and only 15% tried to anticipate a con-
clusion.

In the second phase 70% recalled the scene of nonrecognition exactly
and the fact that Raoul and Marguerite learn something from the epi-
sode. The sample becomes oddly fractioned as far as a critical attitude
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 sorls of rational explanations (of the following type: Prob-
ably the Templar was the one who wrote the letter to Marguerite and was
convinced he would find Marguerite disguised as a Pirogue . . .). Less
than 20% proved to be completely lost, All the rest of the sample gave
imprecise summaries, However, if a good summary demonstrated satis-
factory comprehension, the opposite is not true: one can have under-
stood something and can have formulated expeciations but not have
been able to verbalize correctly, maybe because of the abrupt reaction
asxed for,

Interesting suggestions for this test were given by van Dijk (1975).

Appendix Two

A Maost Parisian Fpisode

Alphonse Allais

Chapter [

In which we meet a Lady and a Gentleman who might have known
happiness, had it not been jor their constant misunderstandings.

At the time when this story begins, Raoul and Marguerite (a splendid
name for lovers) have been married for approximately five months,
Naturally, they had married for love.

One fine night Raoul, while listening to Marguerite singing Colonel

‘Henry d’Erville's lovely ballad:

L'averse, chére & Ia grenouille,
Parfume le bois rajeuni.

.., Le bois, il est comme Nini.

Y sent bon quand y s'débarbouille.

Raoul, as [ was saying, swore to himself that the divine Marguerite (diva

Margarita) would never belong to any man but himself. _
They would have been the happiest of all couples, except for their

awful personalities. _

At the slightest provocation, pow! a broken plate, a slap, a kick in

H1e ass.

At such scunds, Love fled in tears, to await, in the neighborhood of

@ great park, the always imminent hour of reconciliation.

O then, kisscs without number, infinitc caresses, tender and knowing,

ardors as buming as hell itself,

~ You would have thought the two of them—pigs that they were!—had

fights only so they could make up again.

Translated by Fredric Jameson. The epigraphs have not been translcted because
they play upon elements of slang, phonetic analogies, and so on.
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Chapter 11 you would like just once to see your wife in a good mood, go on

day to the Bal des Incohérents at the Moulin-Rouge. She will be
with a mask and disguised as a Congolese Dugout. A word to the

A short episode which, without directly relatin .
P ¥ g 1o the act B2 fficient!

clientele some notions vf vur herves' way of fife. ‘on, gives A FRIEND,"”
Ong day, however, it was worse than usual.
Or, rather, one night.
They were at the Thédtre d’Application, where, among other thin
play by M. Porto-Riche, The Faithless Wife, was being given,
“Let me know,” snarled Raoul, “when you're through lookis
Grosclaude.” N
“And as for you,” hissed Marguerite, “pass me the opera g
when you've got Mademoiselle Moreno down pat.” :
Begun on this note, the conversation could end only in the ma
fortunate reciprocal insults. '
In the hansom cab that took them home, Marguerite delig
plucking at Raoul’s vanity as at an old, broken-down mandolin.
So it was that no sooner back home than the belligerents took u
respective positions.
Hand raised to strike, with a remorseless gaze, and a mo
bristling like that of a rabid cat, Raoul bore down on Marguer
quickly stopped showing off.
The poor thing fled, as hasty and furtive as the doe in the north 1
Raoul was on the point of laying hands on her.
It was at that moment that the brilliant invention of the &
anxieties flashed within her little brain. "
Turning suddenly about, she threw herself into the arms of
crying, “Help, my darling Raoul, save me!™

same morning, Marguerite received the following message:

you would like just once to see your husband in a good mood, gc on
ay to the Bal des Incohérents at the Moulin-Rouge. He will be
ith a mask and disguised as a fin-de-siécle Knight Templar. A word

wise is sufficient!

A FRIEND."”

missives did not fall on deaf ears.
their intentions admirably dissimulated, when the fatal day

- dear,” Raoul said with his innocent look, “I shall be forced to

ou until tomorrow. Business of the greatest urgency summons me
Lt 1"

hy that's perfect,” said Marguerite with delightful candor, “Izve

ived a telegram from Aunt Aspasia, who, desperately ill, bids

bedside.”

Chapter V

h today’s wild youth is observed in the whirl of the most illusory
itory pleasures, instead of thinking on eternity.

cial column of the Diable boiteux was unanimous in proclaim-

 year’s Bal des Incohérents as having unaccustomed brilliance.
shoulders, no few legs, not to mention accessories.

of those present seemed not to take part in the general madness:

e-siécle Knight Templar and a Congolese Dugout, both her-

masked.

stroke of three A.M, exactly, the Knight Templar approached the

d invited her to dine with him,

the Dugout placed a tiny hand on the robust arm of the

and the couple went off.

Chapter 111

In which our friends are reconciled as I would wish you @
frequently reconciled, smart-alecks.

Chapter 1V Chapter VI

As to how people who get involved in things that are none of i the plot thickens.

would do better to mind their own business.
One morning, Raoul received the following message:

ve us for a moment,” said the Templar to the waiter, “we will
* choice and call you.”
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The waiter withdrew, and the Templar locked th :
room with care. ® door of the privg

Then, with a sudden gesture, having set his ow ;
snatched away the Dugout's mask, " helech osides

Both at the same instant cried out in astonishm i

- L ent, Fee s

nizing the other. neither one recop.:

He was not Raoul.

She was not Marguerite.

They apologized to each other and were not long in making a
tance on the occasion of an excellent supper, need I say more

!

Bibliography

How to Do Things with Words, Oxford: Clarendon Press.
1, Yehoshuz
“Communication and Argumentation in Pragmatic Languages™ In
AA VV, Linguaggi nella societd e nella tecnica. Milan: Comunita,
e 1E rom della . Olivetti & C., er il
Thus little mésaventure was a lesson to Raoul and Marguerite, ﬂg;ﬁ”}:ﬁ:mmﬁ, oﬁv;:lf‘hﬁimo Qﬂnt:r 19.52;:]7 £
From that moment on, they no longer quarreled and were atterly y Roland '
happy. - e 6§ “Introduction A I'analyse structurale des récits.” Communications 8.
They don't have lots of children yet, but they will, : ) §/Z. Paris; Seuil,
| Le plaisiv du texte. Poria: Seuil.
Gregory
55 “A Theory of Play and Fantasy.” Psychiatric Research Report 2
(and in Steps 1o an Ecology of Mind [New York: Ballantine, 1972],
~ pp. 177-93).
“On Various Solutions of the Problem of Presuppositions.” In Petdfi
~ and Rieser, eds,, 1973.
Le vie del riferimento, Milan: Bompiani.
i, Massimo, and Grazia, Roberto
“What is the Immediate Object in Peirce?” Communication to the
C. 8. Peirce Bicentennial International Congress, Amsterdam, 16-20
~ June 1976. Manuscript.
b “Teoria della conoscenza e funzione dell'icona in Peirce.” V'S 15.

Chapter VII

Happy ending for everyone, except the others.

La filosofia pragmatica di C. S. Peirce. Turin: Edizioni di “Filosofia.”
Claude
.ogigite du récit. Paris: Seuil,
e, Christine
i ace Structure in Narrative.” PTL 2, no. 3.
#09 A Grammar of Motives. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press.

[267]




268 THE ROLE OF THE READER Bibliography [269

Caprettini, Gian Paolo
1976 *“Sulla semiotica di Ch. S. Peirce e il nuovo el i .
s enco di categorje
Carnap, Rudaf
1947 Meaning and Necessity. Chicago: University of Chicago Press
1952 *Meaning Postulates.” Philosophical Studies 3, no. 5. f
Chabrol, Claude
1973 Sémiotique narrative et textuelle. Paris: Larousse.
Charniak, Eugene
1975 “A Partial Taxonomy of Knowledge about Actions.™ Institute for
Semantic and Cognitive Studies, Castagnola, Working Paper 13 G offman, Erving
Chisholm, Roderick M. E - 1974 Frame Analysis. New York: Harper.
1967 “Identity Through Possible Worlds: Some Questions.” Nois 1, no, 1 Goudge, Thomes A.
Cole, Peter and Morgan, Jerry L. : " 1950 The Thought of C. S. Peirce. Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1975 Syntax and Semantics. 3. Speech Acts. New York: Academic Press. imas, Algirdas J.

ich, Victor

' 1954 Russien Formalism. The Hague: Mouton.

Fillmore, Charles

1968 “The Case for Case.” In [Tniversals in Linguistics Theory. Edited by
E. Bach and R. Harms. New York: Holt.

Feibleman, Jamzs K.

1946 An Introduction to Peirce’s Philosophy. Cambridge: M.IT, Press,
2d ed., An Introduction to the Philosophy of Charles §. Peirce, 1970.

Fokkema, D. W., and Kunne-Ibsch, E.

' 1977 Theories of Literature in the Twentieth Century. London: Hurst.

Culler, Jonathan 1966 Sémantique Structurale. Paris: Larousse.
1975 Structuralist Poetics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 1970 Du Sens. Paris: Seuil.

Dayidson, D., and Harman, G. 1973 “Les actants, les acteurs et les figures.” In Chabrol, ed., 1972.
1972 Semantics of Natural Language. Dordrecht: Reidel. 1975 “Des accidents dans les sciences dites humaines. V'S 12.

Dijk, van, Teun A. 1976 Maupassant—La sémiotique du texte: exercices pratiques. Paris:
1972a Some Aspects of Text Grammars. The Hague: Mouton. _ Seuil.
1972b Beitriige zur generativen Poetik. Munich: Bayerischer Schulbuch- Greimas, A. I,, and Rastier, Frangois
Verlag. 968 “The Interaction of Semiotic Constraints." Yale French Studles 41,
1974a “Models of Macro-Structures.” Mimeograph. enlee, Douglas
1974b “Action, Action Description and Narrative.” New Literary History 5, 1973 Peirce's Concept of Sign. The Hague: Mouton,
no. 1 (1974-1975). ce, H. P.
1975 *“Recalling and Summarizing Complex Discourses.” Mimeograph. 1967 ‘“Logic and Conversation.” William James Lectures, Harvard Uni-
1976a Complex Semantic Information Processing. Workshop on Linguistic versity (and in Cole and Morgan, eds., 1975).
and Information Science, Stockholm, May 1976. oupe d’Entrevernes
1976b *“Macro-Structures and Cognition.” Twelfth Annual Carnegie Sym= ~ 1977 Signer et paraboles: sémiotique et texte évangélique. Paris: Seuil.
posium on Cognition, Carnegie-Mellon University, Pittsburgh, May Gros
1976. Mimeograph.
1975¢ “Pragmatics and Poetics.” In van Dijk, ed., 1976.
1977 Text and Context. New York: Longman.
Dijk, van, T. A., ed. S
1976 Pragmatics of Language and Literature. Amsterdam-Oxford: North,
Holland and American Elsevier.
Dresslzr, Wolfgang
1972 Einfiihrung in die Textlinguistik. Tiibingen: Niemayer. 3
Eco, Umberto » 19692 “Semantics for Propositional Attitudes." In Philosophical Logic.
1962 Opera aperta—Forma o indeterminazione nelle poetiche conte , Edited by 1. Davis et al Dordrecht: Reidel.
poranee. Milan: Bompiani. dthed., 1976 (contains the first version. 1969b *'On the Logic of Perception.” In Models for Modalities. Dordrecht:
Eco, 1966). } Reidel.
1964  Apocalittici e integrati. Milan: Bompiani. 3 .- 1970 “Knowledge, Belief and Logical Consequence.” Ajatus 32 (revised
1966 Le poetiche di Joyce. Milan: Bompiani. English tr., The Aesh version in J. M. E. Moravesik, ed., Logic and Philosophy for Lin-
of Chaosmos. Tulsa: Oklahoma University Press, fo : =2 guist;, The Hague: Mouton-Atlantic Highlands, Humanities Press,
1975 A Theory of Semiotics, Bloomington: Indiana University Press: 1974).

" =

70 Rhétorique Générale. Paris: Larousse.

es, Terence
Structuralism and Semiotics, Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press.

1, Jaakko

1962 Knowledge and Belief. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

1967 *“Individuals, Possible Worlds, and Epistemic Logic.” Noiis 1,

no. 1.




_Koch, Walter A, ed.

270] THE ROLE OF THE READER Bibliography [271

1973 Logic, Language-Games and Information. London:
versity Press. + Oxford Uni.

Hirsch, Eric D., Jr.

1967  Validity in Interpretation. New Haven:
Hjelmslev, Louis

Lewis, David K. e I
" 1968 “Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logic.” The Journa of
Philasophy 65, no. 5.

g 1) ; i i H *
Yale University Pross, 1970 “General Scmantics.” Syathése 22 (and in Davidson and Harman

eds., 1972).
1943 Prolegomena to A Theory of Language. Reprint ed, Madisone : nsky, Leonard, ed. ) :
versity of Wisconsin Press, 1961, B U“.i‘ 971 Reference end Modality. London: Oxford University Press.
Hughes, G. E., and Cresswell, M. J. nan, Ju. M.
195;3 An Introduction to Modal Logic, London: Methuen. " 1970 Struktura chudozestvennogo teksta. Moscow.
Thwe, Jens ns, John . . P
1973 “Text-Grammars in the ‘Study of Literature." " In Petéfi and Rieser. 977 Semantics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
eds., 1973, y Minsky, Marvin M.

Jakobson, Roman

1957  Shifters, Verbal Caregories, and the Russian Verh, Russian Language
Project, Department of Slavic Languages and Literatures, Harvard
University. )

1958 “Closing Statements: Linguistics and Poetics,” In Style in Language.
Edited by T. A, Sebeok. Cambridge: M.IT. Press, 1960,

7--1"9?4 “A Framework for Representing Knowledge.” MIT Artificial Intel-
ligence Laboratory. Al Memo 306.

Montague, Richard !

"l_*_'lﬁﬂ “Pragmatics.” In Contemporary Phifosopf[y: A Survey. Edited by
b Raymond Klibansky. Florence: Nuova Italia.

1974 Formal Philosophy. New Haven: Yale University Press.

1970  Main Trends in the Science of Language. Reprint. New York: Har- a, Eugene A.
per, 1974, 1975 Componential Analysis of Meaning. The Hague: Mouton.
Karttunen, Lauri Pavel, Thomas G.

1969 “Discourse Referents.” Preprint 70. International Conference on

Computational Linguistics (COLING), Sanga—Sibry/Stockholii,
1969,

4 1975 *“ ‘Possible Worlds' in Literary Semantics.” Journal of Aesthetics and
Art Criticism 34, no. 2.

rce, Charles S. ) 2 2
Kempson, Ruth M. 31-1958 Collected Papers. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
1975  Presupposition and the Delimitation of Semantics. Cambridge: Cam- 56i, Janos S.

bridge University Press,
Kerbrat-Orecchioni, C.
1976 “Problematique de I'isotopie.” Linguistique et sémiologie 1.
Koch, Walter A,
1969 Vom Morphem zum Textem, Hildesheim: Olms.
51973 Das Textem. Hildesheim: Olms.

1974 Semantics, Pragmatics, Text Theory. Urbino, Centro Internazionale
1 di semiotica e linguistics. Working Papers, A, 36.
1975 Vers une théorie partielle du texte. Hamburg: Helmut Buslif.c. .
1976a “Lexicology, Encyclopacdic Knowledge, Thcory_ of Text." Cahiers
' de Lexicologie (special issue edited by A. Zampolli) 22,n0.2.
' 1976b “A Frame for Frames.” Proceedings of the Second Annual Meeting
. of the Berkeley Linguistic Society, Berkeley, University of Cali-
fornia.
1976c “Structure and Function of the Grammatical Component of the
: Text-Structure World-Structure Theory.” Workshop on the Formal
Analysis of Natural Languages, Bad Homburg. Mimeograph.

1971b “Semantical Considerations in Modal Logie,” In Linsky, ed. ., 1976d Some Remarks on the Grammatical Component u{ an Integrated

. : Semiotic Theory of Texts. University of Bielefeld. Mimeograph.

1972~ “Naming and Necessity." In Davidson and Harman, eds., 1972 sd.  “A Formal Semiotic Text-Theory as an Integrated Theory of Natural
Kristeva, Julia 1 L““E'm?i':-" Mll':llll;l:’il'uph-

1969 SEnpewrva—Recherches pour une sémanalyse, Paris: Seull. ‘Petffi, 1. S., and Rieser, H. eds, )

1970 LT;BI“?;O"MH- The HJ:;ue: Mouton. 1973  Studies in Text-Grammar. Dordrecht: Reidel.
e b ‘ike, Kenneth ; jces.™ ic Linguistics 3

1960 Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik. Munich: Hueber. 19::8 “Ejis::uurse Analysis and Tagmeme Matrices.” Oceanic Linguistics 3.
Leech, Geoffr Plantings, Alvin

1974 Semzn‘c:. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1974 The Nature of Necessity. London: Oxford University Press.

1976  Texisemiotik und strukturelle Rezptionstheorie. Hildesheim: Olms.
Kripke, Saul
1971a “Identity and Necessity." In Identity and Individuation. Edited by
M. K. Munitz. New York: New York University Press,




——*

ibli [273
272] THE ROLE oF THE READER Bibliography
Pricr, A. N. Sini, Carlo . 3 )
i “ ioni triadi i i fane che di
) 1962 “Possibe worlds.” Philosophical Quarterly 12, no, 45, 1976 pL'e ;ei?:’.g::gmadzche dei segni e le categorie fan roscopi
utnam, Hill; eirce. .
1970 -*]:gmamics Possible?" In Language, Beliefs, ang Mefﬂph),ﬂ:‘ Stalnaker, Robert C.' . s
Edited by H. E, Kiefer and M. k. Munitz, Albany: State Univeui‘ : 1970 “Pregmatics.” Synthése 22.
of New York Press. ¥
Quillian, Ross M.

1976 “Possible Worlds." Noiis 10,

‘Thomason, Richmond
| 963 "Semanlic Memﬂr)’.‘

" In Semantic
by Marvin Minsky,

Information Processing, Ediy
Cambridge; M.LT. Press, =

1974 “Int:oduction” to Montague, 1974.
o Titzmann, Manfred ) ‘
i AL N 1977 Strukturale Textanalyse. Munich: Fink,
1951 “Two Dogmas of Empiricism, " Philosophical Reviey, 60 (and jn ‘Todorov, Tzvetan
From a Logical Point of View. Cambridge: Harvard Uni-.-cr,;,,_
Press, 1953),

1966 “Les catégories du récit littéraire.” Communications 8,

1969  Grammaire du Décameron. The Hague: Mouton.

Vaina, Lucia ‘ _

4 1976 Lecture logico-mathematique de la narration. Institut c_le Recherches
Ethnologigues et Dialectales, Bucuresti. Ph.D. dissertation, Sorbonne
v

Rescher, Nicholas

1973 "Possihle Indjvfduals, Trans-World Identity, and Quantified Moda]
Logic." Noiis 7, no, 4.

1974 “Leibniz and the Evaluation of Possible Worlds.” Studies
—American Philosophicaj Quarterly,
Riffaterre, Michael
197]  Essais de stylistique structyrale, Paris: Flammariop.
1973 “The Self-Sufficient Texy Diacritics (fal] 1973),
1974  “The Poetic Funetion of | ntertextual Humouyr,” Romanic Review
65, no, 4.
Salanitre, Niceols
1969  Peiree e i problemi deﬂ'r’merpreraziam. Rome: Silva.
Sceglov, Yu. K., and Zolkovskij, A, K.
1971 “Kopisaniyu smisly SVYaznogo teksta" (Institut russkogo yazyka
ANNSSSR. predvarir.el‘n}'c publikatsii), Vypusk 22, English tr.,
“Towards a ‘Theme-(Expression Devices)-Text’ Model of Literary

Structure.” Russian Poetics in Translatioy 1, 1975. (“Generati ng the
Literary Text™)
Schank, Roger C.

1975 Conceptual Information Processing. Amsterdam-New York: North-
Holland and American Elsevier.

Schmidt, Siegfred J.
1973 “Texttheorie/ Pragmalinguistik.” Jn Lexicon der germanistischen
Linguisti%. Edited by H, P, Althaus, H. Heune and H. E, Wiegand,
Tiibingen: Niemayer,

1976 “Towards a Pragmatic Interpretation of Fictionality.” In van Dijk,
ed., 1976,

Scholes, Robert, and Kellogg, Robert
1966 The Nature of Narrative New York: Oxford University Press.
Searle, John

1958 “Proper Names. " Mind 67,

1969  Speech Acts. London-New York: Cambridge University Press.
Segre, Cesare

1974

I ) 4 "
Monograpt Series :.Mwm‘ 1977 “Les mondes possibles du texte. ¥517.
' Valesio, Paolo

1977 Noventiqua: Rhetorics as a Contemporary Theory, Manuscript,
Volli, Ugo

1973 “Referential Semantics and Pragmatics of Natural I anguage.” 1/ 4.
1978 "Mondi possibili, logica, semiotica.” V5 19,
- Winston, Patrick H,

1977 Anrtificial Intelligence. Renﬂing,Mass.:Addimn-Wes]ey.
Wykoff, William

1970 *“Semiosis and Infinite Regressus.” Semiotica 2,no. 1,

“Analisi del racconto, logica narrativa e tempo.” In Le strutture ¢ il
fempo. Turin: Einaudi.



	Role_of_the_Reader_001
	Role_of_the_Reader_002
	Role_of_the_Reader_003
	Role_of_the_Reader_004
	Role_of_the_Reader_005
	Role_of_the_Reader_006
	Role_of_the_Reader_007
	Role_of_the_Reader_008
	Role_of_the_Reader_009
	Role_of_the_Reader_010
	Role_of_the_Reader_011
	Role_of_the_Reader_012
	Role_of_the_Reader_013
	Role_of_the_Reader_014
	Role_of_the_Reader_015
	Role_of_the_Reader_016
	Role_of_the_Reader_017
	Role_of_the_Reader_018
	Role_of_the_Reader_019
	Role_of_the_Reader_020
	Role_of_the_Reader_021
	Role_of_the_Reader_022
	Role_of_the_Reader_023
	Role_of_the_Reader_024
	Role_of_the_Reader_025
	Role_of_the_Reader_026
	Role_of_the_Reader_027
	Role_of_the_Reader_028
	Role_of_the_Reader_029
	Role_of_the_Reader_030
	Role_of_the_Reader_031
	Role_of_the_Reader_032
	Role_of_the_Reader_033
	Role_of_the_Reader_034
	Role_of_the_Reader_035
	Role_of_the_Reader_036
	Role_of_the_Reader_037
	Role_of_the_Reader_038
	Role_of_the_Reader_039
	Role_of_the_Reader_040
	Role_of_the_Reader_041
	Role_of_the_Reader_042
	Role_of_the_Reader_043
	Role_of_the_Reader_044
	Role_of_the_Reader_045
	Role_of_the_Reader_046
	Role_of_the_Reader_047
	Role_of_the_Reader_048
	Role_of_the_Reader_049
	Role_of_the_Reader_050
	Role_of_the_Reader_051
	Role_of_the_Reader_052
	Role_of_the_Reader_053
	Role_of_the_Reader_054
	Role_of_the_Reader_055
	Role_of_the_Reader_056
	Role_of_the_Reader_057
	Role_of_the_Reader_058
	Role_of_the_Reader_059
	Role_of_the_Reader_060
	Role_of_the_Reader_061
	Role_of_the_Reader_062
	Role_of_the_Reader_063
	Role_of_the_Reader_064
	Role_of_the_Reader_065
	Role_of_the_Reader_066
	Role_of_the_Reader_067
	Role_of_the_Reader_068
	Role_of_the_Reader_069
	Role_of_the_Reader_070
	Role_of_the_Reader_071
	Role_of_the_Reader_072
	Role_of_the_Reader_073
	Role_of_the_Reader_074
	Role_of_the_Reader_075
	Role_of_the_Reader_076
	Role_of_the_Reader_077
	Role_of_the_Reader_078
	Role_of_the_Reader_079
	Role_of_the_Reader_080
	Role_of_the_Reader_081
	Role_of_the_Reader_082
	Role_of_the_Reader_083
	Role_of_the_Reader_084
	Role_of_the_Reader_085
	Role_of_the_Reader_086
	Role_of_the_Reader_087
	Role_of_the_Reader_088
	Role_of_the_Reader_089
	Role_of_the_Reader_090
	Role_of_the_Reader_091
	Role_of_the_Reader_092
	Role_of_the_Reader_093
	Role_of_the_Reader_094
	Role_of_the_Reader_095
	Role_of_the_Reader_096
	Role_of_the_Reader_097
	Role_of_the_Reader_098
	Role_of_the_Reader_099
	Role_of_the_Reader_100
	Role_of_the_Reader_101
	Role_of_the_Reader_102
	Role_of_the_Reader_103
	Role_of_the_Reader_104
	Role_of_the_Reader_105
	Role_of_the_Reader_106
	Role_of_the_Reader_107
	Role_of_the_Reader_108
	Role_of_the_Reader_109
	Role_of_the_Reader_110
	Role_of_the_Reader_111
	Role_of_the_Reader_112
	Role_of_the_Reader_113
	Role_of_the_Reader_114
	Role_of_the_Reader_115
	Role_of_the_Reader_116
	Role_of_the_Reader_117
	Role_of_the_Reader_118
	Role_of_the_Reader_119
	Role_of_the_Reader_120
	Role_of_the_Reader_121
	Role_of_the_Reader_122
	Role_of_the_Reader_123
	Role_of_the_Reader_124
	Role_of_the_Reader_125
	Role_of_the_Reader_126
	Role_of_the_Reader_127
	Role_of_the_Reader_128
	Role_of_the_Reader_129
	Role_of_the_Reader_130
	Role_of_the_Reader_131
	Role_of_the_Reader_132
	Role_of_the_Reader_133
	Role_of_the_Reader_134
	Role_of_the_Reader_135
	Role_of_the_Reader_136
	Role_of_the_Reader_137
	Role_of_the_Reader_138
	Role_of_the_Reader_139
	Role_of_the_Reader_140

