REVIEWS

~Principles and methods for historical linguistios.

- By Robert J. Jeffers and Ilse Lehiste. Pp. XI[+-209. Cambridge, Massachusotts,
and London. England: The MIT Press, 1979.

~Reviewed by Arleta Adamska-Salaciak,
Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

" As its authors state in the foreword, the work (heneeforth PMHL) was intended
as a t{.xtlmok for an introductory course in historical linguisties, Thus, the following
summary and a couple of critical remarks are ineant to provide an answer to the question
of how well the book under review is likely to serve this purpose.

The main body of PMHL consists of ten chapters (each followed by a list of recom:
men ded r(‘admgs} and a glossary; these are accompanied by a list of uhlmww,tmn«a of
lanig uage names, a foreword, a bibliography and an index. :

' C’faapter One, “Phonetic change”, deals with the most common types of phonetic
(inc ﬁ‘dmg prosodic) clanges and introduces the traditional terminology used in their
description. As is the authors’ custom throughout the book, all types of prrarcﬂ\q dw
(u‘-sod are illustrated with examples from numerous languages. .

Chapter Tuwo, “Comparative reconstruction”, presents the hypotheses underlying
the method, as well as its main goals and procedures. To illustrate the latter, two examples
of ﬂll‘ application of CR are given. Apart from making the reader acquainted with the
tcrmmoloi__y, these exercises serve the purpose of indicating some typical problems
encountered in the comparativist’s work. The Stammbaum and wave theories are then
briefly discussed, to be followed by a seetion on distinguishing cognates from borrowings.

In Chapter Three, “Internal reconstruction”, the method in question is described
from the point of view of its relationship to CR. Having adduced a fow instances of
the successful application of IR to the study of sound change, the authors go on to
discii ss its most scrious limitations. viz. the usclessness of the method in cases of com:
plete merger and the general impossibility of recovering fine phonetic detail. On the
whole, however, IR is advocated as a valuable means of complementing the other kind of
reconstruction. . .

.From the point of view of those readers for whom the book has been written in
the first place (i.e. beginner students of diachronic linguisties with some basic know ledge of
general linguistics), Chapters Two and Three are undoubtedly the best ones. It is here
that -the authors’ experience and competence as teachers manifest themselves most
digtanetly. They seem to answer virtually all kinds of questions that beginners usua.lly
asky, this is, for example, the case with the.explicit formulation of the relations holding
betsgeen internal and comparative reconstruction (ef. the corresponding chapters 'in
Lehmann).

A substantinl part of Chapter Four, “Morphologica 1 systems and Iinguistic'c'lumgu"'i.
is devoted to the concopt of analogy, its history and commonly 1_1.~cqgnizod”typ:*s. It
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is worth noting that Jeffers and Lehiste make a point of explicitly stating the condition-
ing context for each analogical devclopment they discuss.! As a consequence of tho
authors' classical understanding of the term “gnalogy” (i.e. of restricting it to instances of
change characterizable within the proportional model), a distinction is drawn between
Jevelling and analogy, following Paul’s differentiation between “stoffliche Analogie-
bildung” and ‘“formale Analogiebildung™ respectively. Subsequently, Kurylowicz's
laws of analogic change are quoted. The concluding section deals with syncretism and
morphologization.

In Chapters Five and Six (“Phonological change” and “Explanation in linguistic
change: the case of sound change™), the subject matter is in turn presented from throe
different theoretical standpoints: the Neogrammarian, the structuralist and the genera-
tive ones. As the authors rightly claim, the various biases associated with these different
approaches serve to highlight important aspects of change, but also unavoidably result
in accounts of change which, in each case, are in some respects inadequate (p. 74). There-
fore. what PMHL aims at, in addition to presenting a concise critical survey of the
treatments of change by the three schools, is to offer a kind of synthesis of their merits
and weaknesses, integrating the most compelling suggestions coming from particular
theories. What adds to the value of Chapter Five is the author’s suggestion that changes
in the makeup of the phonological system be distinguished from changes in the phono-
logical structure of morphemes and labelled “restructuring” and “relexicalization”
respectively. Tt is argued that this distinction is appropriate for a deseription of phono-

logical change within any framework (for a more detailed discussion sec Jeffers 1976).

It is only to be regretted that, while discussing various ways of explaining language
change (chap. VI), PMHL fails to provide the reader with at least some rudimentary
information about Andersen’s much acclaimed theory of abductive and deductive change.
The mere inclusion of two of his papers® among the recommended readings after Chapters

Four and Siz (with the author’s name misspelled as Anderson on p. 105)? is certainly
not enough. One can speculate that even a most sketehy discussion of Andersen’s idoas
would apparently have *‘spoiled” the neat picturc of the developments of attitudes
towards change, which the reader finds in PMHL. If this was the idea behind the omission,
it is @ bit difficult to understand; after all, much of Andersen’s thinking goes back at
Jeast to Jakobson and thus the presentation would not have detracted from the sense of
continuity just mentioned. Most probably, however, Andersen’s model was simply judged
10 be above the level of an untrained reader. This is truc, but still does not justify the
complete negleet of a theory which is quite commonly felt to be the theory of change.

Another weak point of the chapter discussed is its last scction, dealing with the
explanation of morphophonemic and morphological change. Due to its superficial charac-
ter, it is likely to suggest to the reader that the explanation of this particular aspect of
change is not a matter of controversy or even interest. Although what constitutes the

1 This is in accordance with the ideas elaborated on in Jeffers (1974).

2 One of them is the famous 1973 article in Language (sce the references here);
the other one (“Towards a typology of change: Analogy”) never appeared in print in
the form and under the title referred to in PMHL. Thus, it is & mistake on the part of
the authors to place it in Christie (1976). The reader may be interested to know that the
ideas presented in the original paper, which was delivered at the conference in Tueson,
Arizona, were later developed in the work “Morphological change: towards a typology”.
presented at the conference at Boszkowo, Poland, and available now in Fisiak's 1980
anthology.

* Two other apparent misprints arc:

p t p k¥ for p t k k¥ (p. 25) and Principien for Prinzipien (p. 192).
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author’s main concern int i
T at that point is “‘the case !
of sound change”, and not morphological

cha it see 1
nge, 1t seems reasonable to ask more of their treatment of the latter, once they

taken up the issuec. have

In Chapter S i ith “S 1
dag e :::; i;b;:e;tdteahng fu ith h_\_"nmcmc change™, attention is called to the fact
indocumenten stagts Ut:ylii o c]m:}gc in general, @ nd the syntactic reconstruction of
Andort ki i (e o o gl}:agt-elt in particular, is much less advanced than similar
o ealanis In the ara: mp ::;) ogy and morphology. Before a tentative Jjustifieation
vtz of comtantie Cha.n " pTlp.o. . ,-t-he aut-h?nla stop Ito ponder over the question of the
orie ,-m],(.; e o S;., u mpl:y elieve that it is not in the transformational component,
Popular s the “j(.“-l his b‘;elc patterns that we .ah(mld seck motivations for change.
postulated in Lightfoot ]979),:: i:at(j;lrtl.lg;n::\f.;‘lsfgi\:n E;:ﬂ?cet t:;e Trm;s}mmncy B
P ” . i ; n fact, the mechanism of s stic
" ,?:llﬁfcl\), r]'a};)z;lui;:-;e ic::.nlillr’lply be taken to const.ita_lt.e a special case of the operati::r?;t l:
genem“;, e [IQ?'Tnﬁ::l:ge ci}augc a long time ago and labelled perhaps most
enerally by Ant (19 earlier) as the movement towards “one meaning — one
" hms ll "];::;y tt:zat the authors of PMHL do not scem to be aware of tlr::t o
‘ & y been mentioned, the chapter centres around the issue acti
:;Lg;l:ti,::(.‘t:i(::].ﬁl‘ﬂnll;;: is e:gmlt-t‘cd th.a.t- IR may be of considerable use }1(;;, (;fl: ‘:;;?(?:tt)(:
compatibiis Ofyﬁ;{}e X i:;l{: d. 1t is believed that reasons for it are to be sought in the in-
procedures of reconstructional iv
the very nature of syntax.* 7 comparatiy
Cha, Sight, *Lexi o
o 3,‘:;8:] I:C i:‘::_:; . iI;:xltc a?b(;harfu‘:_:c » illustrates the notion of change in the meaning of
rence. The so(!tior.u; on \Eﬂﬁl foiia:::; :E:;nc:hr‘;r?ngc ﬂ!i).o“‘rml‘entH it o e
ence. Th ; : ymology abound in fascinati X D
:,:f‘(:::l(;::”\ n,clﬁ}f;’* _Of lexical change. 'Fhf.-_ chapter eloses with a brief disctilsﬁo(: ?:fnlr)l];.:t:f
gy, where the authors agree with the majority of linguists in quoat,ioni}:‘lg the

reliability of the method on the
rliabil 1e grounds of the extremely doubtful status of its theoretical
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Chapter Nine, ** . . s, ,
of the eg‘e«ts of ]unl;:f:gﬁ:fa:“e LOI?tmb aud l,mg.ul_st'""' change”, starts with an examination
introducing and — :.; ontact on..t-he mdfwdua.l and on the linguistic community
linguistic alliance 1‘:\.11dlnl''m.fgvm-c}l notions as interference, sub-, super- and a-dstru.tmn,
rccbnst:-llot.ing N Hubstm‘:‘bmstlc affinity. .Later on, an interesting attempt is made m:
The experiment s mes t-'utm0 Zolt']_»« from its effects on the bilingual's second language.
by other methods, is ofnh- } e]-nqmm“e that reconstruction of this sort, if not aidT\;I
ity which the ‘ml‘n-:tr. : ighly limited value: it does not enable us to recover the areas
adopted one. ;ince t: (:ll::ﬁlu:gflfmu was characterized by greater complexity than the
ating or reducing coutmsts:ti::(:]'l: 11:(}'-1(1 ;:;':slt::;m c"i“ﬁiﬂf omtan'y i either elimin.

; ) Lo . e age. Finally, the pr: g sdoinis

:::::;:: :;Ld :hr:?lhzatwn are mentioned, as manifestations of tﬁ; nnrl:;:‘*’:i‘:;;flpldgfnu-

2 hange due to contact. juences of

Chapter Ten, ** i » .
usually fi)’fmdq::l;herll')lm-m fdcnce., pmv]dgs the reader with the kind of information
from 1 abont dhe | eginning of mt-lroduot.mm to historical linguistics. Thus, one learns
testing ground for spporiancs of written records as a source of data and an empirical
d"“iPﬁer'il"l of exti 1es of change, as well as about some problems i nherent in the
‘ 4 xtinet writing systems and in the philological study of texts.

T . -
intereattrl(i-(r\)c :lhﬂ-pe} worth m(_!ntlonmg that the issue has been a matter of considerable
the non-ox m:- v, ln‘::\;, for ln!'-lt-tl-.nca, Winter (1981) gives an excellent argument for
nee of ‘“‘reconstructional comparative syntax”, carried out along simila
] 14 nr

lines as in PMHL. A slightl irnisti P
Mithun (1980). ghtly more optimistic perspective is sketched in Campbell and
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summary will have made obvious some of the

i imi i i speciall
wavs in which PMHL relates to some earlier works of a similar ()r}clltar10.11 (ef. c‘tl .m(.f:i
L{‘].'lmaun. 1973). In addition to the skilful organization of material and its most care

(1
i ] y is what the authors call “its
and articulate presentation, the book’s major advantage is v

i \ i systematization and tentative
relati ) ture’” (p. X). The comparison, s}
T enebon ot the. thros o o lems of language change not

i JOW. aches to the prob

svaluation of the three best known approac gy : v
t0‘;11 add to their fuller understanding by the student, but also make himn amu:jot:t; . (1){
ﬂrcztest achievements of historical linguistic thought, as well as of the enormous at
. 1 .

/ hich is still to be done in the arca. . -
' nrk.A‘: wo have already mentioned, the core of tho book is supplemented b)_ a s?z:‘l.rgs
alossary. It contains 165 entries which, except for a few terms from gi-al-;u;)r?l ]n:_r,l::“ :S:S,

in t i history. The definitions are bricl and neess=

\rtain to the basic concepts of language . i rict [
E;il - oversimplified, but appear to fulfil their refercntial funetion pretty \\L“.f :?peclzrlg.

. i " 3 H H - - o
that more information on a given topic is always available in the main body of the w

. i > see ther objectionable: .
Nevertheless, the following three scom ra ; . | _
1) the definitions of counter-bleeding and counter-feeding orders (p. 175 T }l]atrf':{ t::e:) :::‘ 5? o
statement that the order which is being discussed is B then A (for the TC Ii‘l :;”‘ (’,,l(ung
A and B as specified earlier in the definitions): strangely cnough, the corresp
definitions in the text are quite straightforward. ‘
9) the definitions of substratum and superstratum (p. 180) appoar
little clumsy; let us quote:

““gubstratum _ e
Former primary language of a group of spoakers who haw
secondary language. -
superstratum . . |
Former primary language of a group ol spea o have
community and have been absorbed by that community, giving
primary language”. ) o .

{Again, nothing is to be desired of the deseriptions of the sa .
Nine). . ‘ . N
3) the strikingly incomplete definition of taboo (p. 186) runs as follows: A
“Word that is avoided becauso of the sacred status of its referent or b 8
fear inspired by the roferent™. . . .  detrach
i\lthouéh the few exceptions just mentioned do not in any serious ;“ By ;Iil [:m
fmm‘ the total value of the glossary, something should definitely be done about ther
further editions of the book. : ‘ ‘ ‘ -
’ n all. both students and teachers may be grateful for this exceedingly \11 ‘f“ r:l::i?(-r
]mlldbook,— the more so that it constitutes quite an a..btmc.t.wtf piece o(fl' rea ::.1:,1 o ti.m
Special respect is due to the authors of PMHL for their qumtl.nt-y an ;:,: ‘ .m. o
untrained reader (the latter being manifested, fo1: ms‘mfmej. in t-}llc ]o {.b‘.riw.nf 0o
instrictive examples), as well as for the intornal logie, diseipline and the 3 3

which characterize their work.

Tt is hoped that this rather lengthy

— at best — to be &
shifted to their formerly

cors who have entered a linguistic
up their formerly

no notions as given in Chapter

of
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Historical linguistics. By Theodore Dynon. Pp. X4 301. Cambridge: Cambridge
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Principles and methods for historical linguistics. By Robert Jeffers and Ilse Lehisto,
Pp. X 4 209. Cambridge, Massachu setts and London: The MIT Press, 1979.

Reviewed by Grzegorz Kleparski,

Maria Sklodowska-Curie University, Lublin.

It can hardly be said that beginning students of historical linzuistics have been
nearly as well provided for as beginning students of logie, phonology or general linguistics
in the way of introductory texts. That is the major reason why we are ready to reco:n-
mend these two recently published books to thoze who seck an up-to-date introduetion
to the scicnee of historical lingnisties,

As has bcon mentioned, not much has been written that provides a comprehensive
introduction to this branch of linguisties. Lohmann (1862), King (1969), Goyvacris
(1975), are the titles that come to mind as introductions to historical linguisties which
attempt to comprise more or less all the dominating approaches to the science. Anttila
(1972) could also be included here. Tt appears, however, that while the former three ro-
main relatively unbiased and systematically introductory in nature, Anttila’s work is
more individual and ean profitably be studied only after an carlier exposure to some
general and historieal linguisties,

To these, two recently published books must now be added: Historical linguistics
(HL) by Theodore Bynon, leeturer in comparative linguistics at the School of Oriental
and African Studies at the University of London, and Principles and methods for historical

dinguistics (PMHL) co-authored by Robert J. Jeffers and Ilse Lehiste, both from the

Department of Linguistics at Ohio State University.,

Similar to the three texts mentioned above, the books under examination do not
aim to be polemic or faultfinding but rather to supply an clementary introduction to the
problems of historical linguistics without attempting to present definitive answers.
It may be well to add that only the most representative schools of historical investig-
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ation have been chosen for discussion and the discussion itself is limited only to the most
important issues, contributions and shortcomings. This, among other things, points to
the introductory nature of these works.

HL, as noted in the Introduction, makes no attempt at presenting a historically
unified account but rather a description, arranged chronologically, of three major models
that have been proposed to account for the phenomena of diachronic change. Jeffers
and Lehiste based their work on the lecture notes which they had developed for an
introductory course, and they assure the reader that the material included covers only
those phenomena which can be easily understood without any earlier linguistic training.
Therefore, neither of the books argues any particular standpoint or methodology, but
rather the authors’ objective is to present the accomplishments and the muin results
achieved in the field of historical linguistics over the past 150 years or so.

To give an idea of the content, HL is formally divided into two main sections the
first of which offers a neat prescntation of the three models of language evolution, while
the second proposes an investigation of the actual process of change as an ongoing pheno-
menon and resorts to the methods of sociolinguistic analysis. A lengthy discussion is
afforded to the neogrammarian model, the one which still remains the basis of historical
linguisties. The discussion focuses upon two main questions of Leipzig linguistics: syn-
chronic irregularity within a particular language and the problem of resemblance among
related languages. Somewhat unexpectedly, the structural model of language evolution
is treated rather laconically, in spite of the multitude of materials available for presenta-
tion. The value of this section, however, lies primarily in the systematic and illustrative
criticism of the structuralist model: lack of any adequate syntactic theory, neglect of
semantics, as well as multiple limitations resulting from the basic structuralist concept of
“une systéme”. The section pertaining to the generative transformational model at-
tempts to be a synoptic view of its basic issues following Chomsky (1965), Chomsky and
Halle (1968) and King (1969). The extensive discussion evolves around two basic tenets:
the representation of phonological change within the theory of non-autonomous phonology
and the concept of syntactic change in terms of deep structure and transformational rules.

As has been noted earlier, part II purports to present the actual process of sound
change through the methods of sociolinguistic analysis: the neogrammarian dialect
geography, the social motivation of language change and language contact. The final
section gives a glimpse at lexicostatistics, language typology and classification of language
history. The whole work is put together by combining summaries and paraphrases of
ideas expanded in detail elsewhere. Skilfully done, as it is, this scissors-and-paste com-
position produces a reas onably reliable summary of the most important tenets of historical
linguistics.

The other book, PM HL, differs both in voluminousness and in methodological
organization. It is formally divided into ten chapters which, as the authors claim, provide
enough material for fifty class units. The first three chapters pertain to the presentation of
phonetic change, both conditioned and unconditioned and also to the two basie methods of
historical enquiry, viz. comparative and intornal reconstruction. It is worth pointing
out that their mutual interrelatedness and shortcomings are neatly and convineingly
.exemplified. The following section deals with morphological change including such pro-
cesses as paradigmatic levelling, contamination, changes in grammatical categories
and finally analogy. Chapters five and six discuss the main contemporary models of
historical investigation, viz. structuralis m and the generative transformational grammar.
Chapter seven takes up tho question of syntactic change and discusses such issues as
the role of perceptual strategies and syntactic analogy. The next two sections comprise
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topics including lexical change, formation of new lexical items, lexicostatistics, languago
contact and its consequence on language evolution. The final chapter entitled “The
Lvidence” traces briefly the history of writing systems and broaches the problem of
deciphering cxtinet languages,

Even cursory survey of the two handbooks produces the impression that both of
them are addressed to the same reading public. PMHL seems somewhat less advanced
both in quality and quantity of the highlighted material. All the issues presented by
Jeffers and Lehiste are pigeon-holed in small, clear-cut sections, their examples are well-
chosen if not very numerous, the style plain and straightforward. It is noteworthy that
in the discussion of phonological change the authors contrast American and European
structuralism thus showing ways in which these two trends differ, which also allows
them to bring out the theoretical richness of the European tradition (Prague School).
The scarcity of examplos is one of the shortcomings of this book. While too many ex-
amples might make the general presentation vague and less clear, relative paucity
tends to give a simplified and hence distorted picture of the linguistic situation. Although
the two authors try very much to remain non-committal throughout, some of their
statements (eg. those concerning Postal) eannot be said to be completly unbiased. Unlike
Jeffers and Lehiste, Bynon seems to be argumentative at times. Although the content of
her book resembles very much that of Jeffers and Lehiste’s, cortain issues are dealt with
in a more elaborate and extended manner. The diction is plain and direct and the selec-
tion of examples adequate.

Negleet of sociolinguistics is undoubtedly the greatost deficiency of PMHL. In
contradistinetion to HLL where an attempt is made to maintain a balance between the
sections pertaining to the traditional linguistic standpoints and those featuring the socio-
linguistic analysis of language development, PMHL lays particular stress on showing
how the representative schools interpreted the same historical phenomena. One could
also fault the authors for the cursory treatment of neogrammarian postulates in the
discussion of phonological change. It is also to be regretted that while Stampe, Wang
and some other conteinporary researchors are alloted at least a sinall amount of space.
Henning Andersen’s contributions are hardly mentioned at all. In particular, one could
expect his 1974 paper on bifurcating changes to be given some attention. The discussion of
lexical change could then be brought into agreement with other types of change since,
in the present shape, lexical change is discussed along completely traditional lines.

Unfortunately, the book is marred in many places by typographic errors. The mis-
spellings and misprints, even in the presentation of such concepts as Grimm’s Law or
The Great Vowel Shift contribute to an accuracy which is far from remarkable. Also, in
th e bibliography, the authors refer to Andersen’s article which according to them appeared
in Christie (1976). In actual fact it was never printed at all but delivered orally at tho
Second Conference on Historical Linguisties, Tueson, Arizona.

On the other hand, glossary is one of the things that one clearly misses in HL.
This shortecoming is, however, matched by clear d efinitions and apt references. HL is
most advantagoous for its organization, which is intelligent and attractive, as well as
for its8 accuracy. The three linguistic framneworks are presented separately thus giving
the impression of clarity and comprehe nsivness. It is almost free of typographic errors
and all abbreviations are explained at the outset.

All these details notwithstanding, I feel that the publication of these works was
most desirable primarily because that there are so few textbooks in the field of historical
linguistics. Both books will help beginners understand the processes involved in language
evolution and appreciate some of the complexities they present for theoretical frameworks.
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In surn, although neither of them will be of great use to the professional historical linguist,
they are worth careful attention of any student who needs a lucid introduction to this
science. :
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Dutch morphology. A study of word formation in generative grammar, By G. E. Booij.
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Reviewed by Anna Malicka,

Maria Curie-Sklodowska University, Lublin.

Duteh morphology, the second monograph devoted to the morphological component
within the generative framework (the first one being Aronoff 1976) consists of two parts:
the first constituting & critical review of various generative morphological medels, along
with the presentation of the author’s cwn approach (Chapter 1: The nature of word
formation rules); the sccond consisting of specific linguistic problems, whose analyses
unphold more general linguistic assumptions (Chapter 2: Phonological evidence for non-
phonological properties of complex words, Chapter 3: Competence restrictions on the produc-
tivity of word formation rules).

The two competing trends in generative morphology — the transformationalist
and the lexicalist positions — are rcconsidered in the first part. It begins with arguments
taken primarily from Lees (1963), Botha (1968) and Schreiber (1972) illustrating the
trans formaticnalist appreach, which are interspersed with Chomsky’s (1970), Bresnan’s
(1971) and Booij’s (1977) own eritical remarks attempting to undermine the transforma-
tionaliet position. The advocated trend, the lexicalist approach, as postulated by Halle
(1973), Jackendoff (1975) and expatiated upon by Aronoff (1976), is also interwoven
with eriticism, Despite Lis objections Booij’s (1677) iscnograph continues to supporb
Aronoff’s (1976) assumptions, especially concerning the overgenerating morphological
“model (non-existent grammatical forms, as well as existent ¢rammatical ones, are gene-
rated by the component}, word-based derivat jonal processes (words coined from words,
not from stems or morphemes) along with cppropriate truncation rules, which turn
out to be, indispensable in such an appreach. In a few points, however, Booij’s model
diverges from the paragon: his WERs (Word Fornwation Rules), in contradistinetion to
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Aronofi”s (1476, pp. 64—70), posscss no transformational power and may be based on

more than a single word (compounding, cf. Aronoff’s 1976: 21).

" Nevertheless, Booij's morphology is not a simple extrapolation of the best parts
from the existing generative models of morphology, but should be viewed as o step for-
ward in the development of the morpholegical theory thanks to a serutinizing interpret-
ation of several linguistic problems taken for granted or by-passed by his predecessors.
The seec nd part of the work supplies two groups of such problems (whose value for the
general theory is unequal): one concerning the inner organization of complex words,
the other — productivity of WI processes.

Complex words as discussed by Booij display two types of organization: they may
consist of morphemes together with merpheme and/or word boundaries scparating them
or, additionally, they possess internal hicrarchical structures signalled by labelled bra-
ckets. In earlier studics the first type of structurc was postulated on phonological grounds
and its importance for the morphological component was not investigated as a separato
problem. On the other hand, brackets, judged to be indispensable for morphological
purposes, were redundant from the point of view of other components of grammar. Booij
shows that the two notations are justifiable both on morphological and extra-morphologic-
al grounds, at least within the system adopted for his Dutch morphology.

As argucd by Booij, the Dutch stress system in simplex and complex words, syllabi-
fication pattern and schwa deletion phenomena set the phonological bases for posbu-
lating the two kinds of inner word boundaries: “-+™ and “#”. However, Booij states
that such a differentiation in Siegel (1974), for instance, is redundant from the morpholo-
gical point of view since her model assumes the ordering of “~+* affix attaching rules
before the rules for “# affixes. Consequently, the “+’ formatives cannot be attached
to the “# ones, which is in accord ance with empirical data. The regularity having been
accounted for by adequate ordering, tl e diffcrentiation into “+-” and “#7 formatives
may be considered superfluous. In Booij's model, however, the division plays an esesntial
role because the order of subcomponents put forward for Dutch morphology is based on
different assumptions tested by the above mentioned stress, syllabification and schwa
deletion phenomena (p. 153). The system of WRYFs, together with interrelated stress
processes, applies cyclically:

Derived words Underived words

! !

Suffixation Rules

— e i

Word Stress Rules

|

WF-rules for unstressed prefixes

Flexion Rules
i i
J Derived words

!

i e e e e e e

The suffixation rules above arc not divided into extringically ordered subcomponents
which add “+ and “#" suffixes. Hence there arises a need for another mechanism
gecuring the preper order of affixes. Booij’s solution assumes the existence of general
conditions on WF-component making use of the differentiation into “+4-" and “#”
affixes. The three conditions formulatcd in the monograph state what follows: truncation

rules concern ‘- suffixes before other ““4-”" suffixes (Booij, p. 146, takes this condition
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from Aronoff 1976:88); a 4" suffix cannot be attached to a “#" suffix by means
of a WF-rule (p. 148); the sequence of two identical affixes cannot result from the opera-
tion of WFRs unless the affix has the form XVY# (this condition is valid for Dutch
(p. 154)). In the three conditions the differentiation into “4" and “# " boundaries
plays an essential role. The above analyses of the boundary problem, apart from a detailed
study of the Dutch affixes (p. 108) and interrelations among certain word formation and
phonological processes in Dutch, may contribute also to the universal theory of mor-
phology by supporting the validity of “+ ' and “#" differentiation for this component
and stating general conditions on the work of WFRs.

The other level of organization of complex words marked by the labelled bracket
notation is also discussed in great detail. It reflects the derivational history of complex
words and brings about the proper semantie interpretation of forms, e.g.: (p. 140)

dijk/dike/ —»be[dijk]x (to provide with a dike)
Vs,
loop/to walk/—be[loop]y (to walk on)

Using stress phenomena and vowel reduction in complex words, Booij shows that
brackets, triggering the cyclic application of stress rules, are indispensable for phonolo-
gieal, apart from morphological purposes.

The other group of analytic problems included in the monograph is connected with
the notion of productivity of WEFRs. Booij (p. 120) differentiates two methods of evaluat-
ing productivity:

“The quantitative productivity of a WF-rule can be measured by counting the
number of complex words derived by that rule. The qualitative or potential produ-
etivity of a WF-rule is inversely proportional to the amount of competence restric-
tions on that WF-rule”,

It is stated that only the second ewvaluation is of real linguistic importance. Hence
competence restrictions constitute the author’s main interest. Restrictions are classified
into general (valid for more than one Wl'-rule) and rule-specifiec (p. 121). According to
their content they can be divided into phonological (phonological form of basoes), mor-
phological (morphemic build-up of bases) and syutactic (syntactic conditions on bases).
The restrictions are illustrated by Dutch data (pp. 122 —142).

Dutch morphology follows the investigations undertaken by the author's predecessors,
especially by Aronoff (1976), sometimes supporting the earlier considerations by illustrat-
ing the assumptions included in earlier works with the Dutch material analogical to the
English data used by other authors. However, his contribution is not limited to verifica-
tion. Apart from analyses of some Dutch phenomena, the work throws more light on the
problem of coinplex word structure, interrelations among morphological and phonological
subecomponents and on competence restriction scutting off WRTs.

Nevertheless, one could be misinformed by the very first piece of information suppliod
by the work, i.e. its title Dutch morphology, the wmplication being that the monogzraph
encompasses the main issues of the Duteh morphological structure. This, however, is not
true. The only aspect of the language system discussed is a set of affixes with associated
boundaries. Although Booij himself acknowledges that WFRs constitute the core of WF
component, yet he formulates not a single complete WE'-rule for Dutch (a step back in
comparison to Aronoff 1976:63). He also seems to overlook the fact that WF procossas
affect two levels of linguistic reality: formal and semantic. Dutech morphology is exclu-
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sively phonologically orientated, semantie changes having been left out, (e.g. even
though competence restrictions are discussed at great length, no semantic conditions are
mentioned).

Apart from the faet that large parts of morphology are by-passed, some of the
solutions presented are implausible. For example, while discussing the boundary evidence,
Booij rejects the boundary insertion mechanisms operating on complex words which
are offered by Chomsky and Halle (1968: 366) and Selkirk (1974: 578). Instead his own
model introduces word internal boundaries by means of WI'Rs. This proposal (pp. 91 —93),
however, seems untenable, at least within the framework of word-based morphology.
The following forms are undoubtedly complex ones (cf. Aronoff 1976, pp. 13—14), with
internal boundaries, which ean be illustrated by means of phonological processes and
morphological alternations:

permit — permission - permissive
remil— remission — remissive
nnderstand — understood

withstand — withstood

Contrary to the evidence, there exists no possibility of introducing necessary morpheme
boundaries into these words either by means of WI'Rs operating on words or by means
of any WRFs at all. Consequently, Booij’s boundary theory cannot be viewed complete.

One more objection conce rning the boundary system offered by Booij may be put
forward, although this reservation may not hold true for Duteh, Allen (1978, pp. 73—T7)
supplies extensive evidence from English showing that three types of internal boundaries
are necessary to reflect the structure of complex words adequately (*+7, *#” and the
double word boundary ‘‘# # '), whereas Booij's svstem excludes the third possibility.
considering it superfluous (p. 93).

Another controversial aspecet of the work concerns Booij's treatment of flection
viewed as the phenomenon kindred to derivation, accounted for by means of rules essen-
tially resembling WEFRs, and not by the transformational component (pp. 46 -53).
In support of the thesis he enumerates several cases in which ostensibly inflectional
elements oceur inside compounds. However, his evidence is weak and scarce as constrast-
ed with the evidence illustrating the regularity that inflectional units oceur always
outside derivational affixes (for the discussion see Allen 1978, pp. 122, 176 —-178, 262).

The next argument in favour of the unitary treatment of flection and derivation,
as well as placing forms along with their inflectional paradigms in the lexicon, is taken
from Halle (1973). The argument is based on idiosyneracies of inflected forms in Russian.
Unfortunately for the model offered, Laskowski (1977, pp. 111 —113) considers the ana-
lysis to be partly erroneous and partly misinterpreted, arguing at the same time against
the idea of including flection in the lexicon, cspecially for such highly inflectional languages
as Slavie. Consequently Booij’s evidence is weakened or even downright unacceptable.

Also Booij’s treatment of the second central issue — productivity — should be
questioned. He strongly opposes the statistical approach to the notion, and offers his
own definition of productivity based on competence restrictions — more interesting
from the linguistic point of view than pure numbers. Consequently, one could expect
that Booij's eriticism should not refer to his own theory. This, however, is not the case.
In this opinion the number of restrictions is decisive in evaluating productivity; the
fact that various restrictions differ in generality is overlooked. For instance, (Aronoff
1976:51) in English ““4-ity” attaches only to latinate bases, so one must postulare a power-
ful restriction excluding all [+native] forms. Another restriction concerning “- ity
<uts off all bases of the form Xferous (Aronoff 1976: 55), whose number is highly limited.
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-
That is why the sccond restriction is of miner importance for productivity of =+ ity ™
WE processes. Henee, it scems that a fully adcguate definition of productivity remains
a research wrea for the future.

The above discussion suggests that, spait frem unquestionable value of Booij’s
analyses of complex word structure and  preduetivity, some of these issues have not
been investigated to their utmicst onid some aspeets of his model are still disputable.

Additionally, mincr objections to the content of the monograph can be raised:
syllabification viewed as the main argument for distribution of Loundaries (e.Z., pp
79, 85) may be challenged, and lack of translations of some examples (c.g., pp- .Ll 148)
is & hindrance to readers not acquainted with Dutch. Placing Allen. M. R. as “Recee
Allen, M. in thLe bibliogrephy is alco somewhat confusing.

The few points mentioncd above (some of them still arguable) should not obscure the
importance of the monoygraph, whose content continues and develops the assumptions
of the lexicalist appreach to generative morphology.
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This long-awaited volume contains nine papers, arranged alphabetically, which
relate in various ways to the notion of the juncture. In this review I will comment briefly
on the contents of the papers, departing, however, from the order in which they appear
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in Juncture. T will also (liscuss at some length one contribution (by Allen) which seeins
to me to offer an explieit discussion of a significant and well-defined problem.

The scene is set by Aronn!f's brief sketeh of the hist »ry of the problem in the linguistics
of the New World. His easay “The treatment of juncture in American linguistics” traces
the origins of the notion in the techniques of phonemie analysis; the concept of the june-:
ture was necessary there it a superfluity of segmental phonemes were 1o be avoided. Other
questions discussed involve the relation between junctures and grammatical boundarics
and also the status of junctures as phonemes (segmental or suprasegmental). Aronoff
views many of the diffizalties conaected with junctures, in particular the untrammelled
use of this device, as dae 1o their being put on a par with sexments (p. 33) or segmental
phonemes and thus being allowed to make up linguistic signs. He also claims that this.
fuilure has not been overeome in generative phonology which uses the features [-segment],
[ £ formative boundary] and [4-word boundary] to characterise the various boundaries.
What brings this approach close to the stractural interpretation of junctures is the fact
that these boundary [atures have no universal phonetic correlates (in contradistinetion
to segmental features). Aronoff stresses in conclusion that while affecting segmental
strings, boundaries are not segmental phonemes but rather “part of the organization
of language” (p. 36).

The most interesting part of A, M. Dovine and L. D. Stophens’s paper “Oathe phonolo-
gical definition of boundaries™ is the devastating eriticism of Natural Ganerative Phono--
logy as developed, among others, by Vennemann and Hooper and presented most fully
in Hooper (1976). Tt is shown that the boundaries which this framework recognises
exclude from the domain of phonological regularities certain processes which, on other.
grounds, ean he argued to belong there. An argument is made (p. 59—60) to show that.
Natiral Generative Phonology has maintained, despite its claims to the contrary, a co-
vert # boundary in its analyses. The paper also provides an interesting discussion of:
some: low-level, hence uncuestionably produetive processes with a view to showing
that the classes participating in junectural correlations exhibit a substantive prﬂee-ﬁu al
unity an:d are intentionally definable.

"Two papers resort to psycholinguistic data and oxperiments, viz. D. Bradley's
“Lexical representation of derivational relation™ and M. F. Garrett & M. —L. Kean's
“Levels of representations and the analysis of speech errors™. Bradley studies simplifica-
tions in the lexical inventory which reflect derivational relations while Garrett & Kean
make an argument that the phonological level is a level of representation in languago
processing (thus casting doubt on the major elaims of Natural Generative Phonology)

D. Kahn in “Syllable-structure specifications in phonological rules” goes again
over the well-ploughed ground of aspiration, glottalisation and t-flapping in American
English to argue that syllable boundaries allow the most adequate deseription of the
phenomena. Some prineiples of the syllabification of English words and phrases are
discussed, with the coneept of ambisyllabicity playing a major role. Readers familiar with
Kahn's carlier work, in particular Khan (1976), will find little that is now here.

D. Siegel’s mini-contribution “Why there is no boundary™ is quite annoying.
Taking the SPE version (Chomsky & Halle (1968)) of the Alternating Stress Rule, which
requires the presence of the — boundary, Sicgel shows that the facts can be accounted
for in a way which does not require =, This is perfeetly possible. even if Siegel does not
endarge on her solution preferring to call it Theory X, but the Alternating Stress Rule
was shown to be dispensable as early as 1973 (Halle (1973a)). Secondly, there are cases
of other languages where it has not been possible to eliminate the — boundary o casily,
notab ly the Slavie data discussed by a number of authors (e, Anderson (1974: 246 —7);
Halle (1973b), Kenstowicz & Kisseherth (1977:100)). Showing, ¢ven conclusively; that
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the = Loundary is not necessary in some specific case is a far cry from answering the
question quoted in the title of the paper.

A. M. Stevens in “Formative boundary in phonological rules” provides evidence
from the Austronesian language Madurese to show that the morpheme boundary must
be part of the environment of a late (low-level) rule. This further undermines the position
adopted by Natural Generative Phonology where morpheme boundaries are not viewed
as legitimate participants in phonological processes. Similarly Hyman’s (1978) position
comes in for criticism where only the # boundary is recognised as entailing phonological
consequences.

The papers discussed go far present various modifications of and departures from the
standard theory of generative phonology. None of them launches a whole-sale attack on
boundaries. This is attempted in Selkirk’s intriguing study “Prosodic domains in phono-
logy: Sanskrit revisited” where a radically new approach to delimiting the domain of
phonological rules is presented. Surface syntactic structure falls into stretches called
prosodic domains, each domain being associated with prosodic domain rules. Four sorts
of prosodic domains are postulated: the word, the phonological phrase, the intonational
phrase and the utterance. Selkirk stresses that prosodic domain rules are not isomorphic
to syntactic domains (labelled bracketing). She isolates three types of domain sensitive
rules called domain span rules. domain juncture rules and domain limit rules. Domain
#pan rules apply throughout a particular prosodic domain (e.z. utterance: Sanskrit
vowel contraction, phrase: Vedic ruki, word: classical Sanskrit ruki). Domain juncture
rules involve phenomena arising in contact with other domains (final voicing in Sanskrit
18 & word juncture rule on the utterance domain). Finally domain limit rules apply at the
left and the right limit of a domain (the visarga at pause, devoicing and deaspiration
at word limit in Sanskrit). Selkirk’s theory is only given a rough outline in the paper
and frequent references are made to a forthcoming monograph where, hopefully, it
will be presented in much greater detail. As it stands the model appears the most radical
and, in fact, the only radical departure from both the structural and the generative
modes of discussing boundaries. Obviously it is a notational variant of the more tradi-
tional theories to a considerable extent; the extent to which it is a truly original theory
remains to be seen.

M. R. Allen in her contribution “Semantic and phonological consequences of bound-
aries: a morphological analysis of compounds™ attempts to formalise the often-noted con-
vergence in compounds of phonological regularity (stability) with semantic transparency
on the one hand and phonological irregularity with semantic unpredictability (or limited
predictability) on the other. The argument involves primary compounds, i.e. forms such
as mouse-trap, river-mouth which do not contain a deverbally derived element (as for
example truck-driver, tax-evasion, which are called verbal nexus, or synthetic, compounds).
Primary compounds are largely predictable semantically even if the range of meanings
can be quite substantial; thus firc man, in addition to the conventional meaning, can also
stand for ‘man who worships fire’, ‘man who walks on fire’, ‘man who sets fire’ ete, The
observation that primary compounds display a range of possible meanings is undoubtedly
valid; Allen’s formalisation of the variability in meaning as the Variable R Condition
(p. 10) is largely incomprehensible as it is based on notions which are themselves any-
thing but established or obvious (feature slots, feature hierarchy, the filter ete.). We can
assume, however, that primary compounds such as rese-bush or hand-gun are semantic-
ally transparent (predictable). Against these is a class of compounds with erratic semarn-
tics such as buttercup or cranberry, which are entered as units in the lexicon — they are
the lexicalised compounds. (A side question which Allen formulates and tries to answer
¢oncerns the trend towards lexicalisation, i.e. towards stabilising specific and idiosyneratic
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meanings with individual compounds.) Phonological diatincti‘mls{ coinciding with the
separation of compounds into semantically predictable and Iexlm.hseq are s.ubsequenh!y
discussed. Thus wovel reduction ig either obligatory or at least possible with words in
A whereas it is ruled out with the words in B:

A B

bear-land [leend]
field-berry [beri]
tax-man [mean)
river-mouth [maw0]
hill-town [tawn]

(1) mainland [land]
strawberry [b(a)ri]
fireman [mon]
Dartmouth [mo8]
Newtown [ton)

The question here is how to differentiate structurally between A and B in order for the
vowel reduction (or, actually, the stress-placement) rule to apply correctly. Allen puts
forward the suggestion that the second elements of A words should be treated as suffixes
which, just like other word-boundary suffixes (e.g.: -ness, -ful, -less), are t-hi?msut‘l\'es both
stressless and outside the scope of stress-assigning rules. The morphological structure
of group A words — termed suffix-like compounds — would hu.\:t: the form [WORD)]
[# SUF] while of the that true compounds of group B would be [WOI{I.)j [WORD]. The
boundaries separating the elements would be identical in both groups, viz. #][#, a con-
clusion which Allen rejects. The rejection is justified by three phonological u.rgu.lnu:lls
which appear to show that there is a juncture difference between [\\:ORD][W().I\DI
true compounds and [WORD)][ # SUF]lexicalised, suffix-like compoum‘ls. The first of th.u
arguments concerns the tense-lax alternation with high front vowels in \\'Ol'd:ﬁlml posi-
tion, an alternation which appears in a number of dialects (but not in :R-P). The vowel
18 tense word-finally, e.g.: beauty, merry, happy, it is lax in the suffix-derived forms, e.g.:
beautiful, merriment, happily but then it is again tense in true co:npmmd‘.q: beauty-treat-
snent, merry-mint, happy-hour. In other words, the word-final (prepausal) Juncta!m soems
identical to that found in the true compounds as against the juncture present in suffix-
derived forms. Allen’s second argument runs along the same lines: syllabification of
/1/ and /r/ oceurs word-finally (angle, travel, wonder, anger), in true cmnpo_uuds {mrgi’e-i-rwb.
travel-itch, wonder-ape, anger-abuse) but not (or, at most, optionally) in forms (lorw(?d
by word-boundary vowel-initial ruffixes (angling, traveller, wondering, angry). Thus again
the presence of double # # boundary conditions the application of a rule. o

The third argument is different in that the process is prevented from a.p;?] yingin the
presence of the # # boundary. Fricative voicing takes place before vowel-initial suffixes
but not in word-final position or in true compounds.

b

. louse louse-eaten ve. lousy
worth worth-adjustment worthy
calf calf-eye calving
house house-ant housing
elf elf-anvil elven
thief thief-orgy thievish
north north-east northern

Again the word-final and true compound juncture opposes the one found in 5uﬂix-derive:d
forms. Allen encodes the difference in juncture by requiring a single # houndm'-y.m
suffix-like compounds and double # # in true compounds; merciful and m-kal!eﬂg
have the structure [#[WORD][#SUFFIX]#] and [#[# WORD# )[# WORD#]#]
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respectively. Tensing and syllabification is said to oporate before a single nght-bracketed
word-houndary — #], while fricative voicing is restricted to a sin gle left -bracketed word-.

boundary —[#.

That there is a junctural distinetion between true compounds and suftix-like com=
pounds is beyond dispute. Here Allen's arguments are flawless; whether the types of
junctural structure that Allen posits is the required or even the desirablo one is another
story. Having rules which depend on whether a boundary symbol appears before or
after a bracket amoants to playing around with diacritics, quite apart from the fact
that, if taken seriously, such a proposal would enormously inerease the power of phonolo-
gical rules. Note, however, that the linguistic data Allen’s analysis tries to handle can be
dealt with in a straightforward fashion without any modification of the typus of bounda-
ries she postulates, namely tensing and syllabification take place before double # #
while fricative voicing before single # followed by a vowel. The direction of the brackets
is irrelevant. Serious objections must be raised, however, with the boundaries that Allen
postula’.t{‘ﬁ in her interpretation of the compounds. .

Part of the difficulty created by the interpretation summarised above stems from

Allen’s failure to address the issue of the rationale behind brackets, or actually labelled
brackets. There is also the question, not mentioned by Allen or any other of the conbri-
butors to Juncture, of the relation between boundaries and brackets. Roughly, labelled.
brackéts should correspond to and reveal the derivational history of a word while boun-
<aries merely reflect morphologieal complexity. That both mechanisms are necessary was
recognised by Halle (1973¢: 10) but curiously forgotten by later authors. Thus one can
claim that Iceland or strawberry are morphologically complex: to provide them with
vl .;l)(”(d brackets under the false pretence of  constituent structure (see p. 17 whero
?immfand and bear-land show no differences in their morphological composition) is to
mmnt(lm that some word-formation rule(s) is/(are) involved in their derivation. Since
the forms are lexicalised units, this is hardly feasible and in some cases direetly impossible.
lntu'pretmg Iceland seems simple enough, but how about England or Poland? Arc we to
take wriousl\, the idea that these words are compounds with the following constituent
-«tm(‘tum [#[PO][# LAND]#] [#[ENG][# LAND]# ] where land is a suffix while the
natare of the first element remains vet to be discovered? Likewise identifying [mo6]
and [ton] of Dartmouth and Newton with mowth and town of river-mouth and hill-town
(p. 16) is arbitrary, to say the least. Putting aside the se mantics of these putative com-
pounds, there is also a major phonological problem: the tense vowel of mouth, town would
have to be laxed in an ad hoe manner to allow it to undergo vowel reduetion. It seems much
more realistic that the lexicalised nouns are provided with a minimum of morphological
structure, i.e. they are shown to consist of two (or more) morphemes; since they are not
compounds, there is no possibility or need to rogard them as exhibiting the constituent
strueture of true compounds. Consequently the elements of such lexicalised formations
may be viewed as separated by morpheme boundaries (+), while true compounds could
be supplied with a single #.

Let us now look at the arguments that led Allen to the postulation of different bound-
aries (respectively # and # #). Since the second elements of words such as Iceland,
strawberry ete, do not affect stress-placement, they must be treated as other word-bound-
ary suffixes (-ness, -ly, ful, -less). Observe, however, that there is no evidence that the
suffixes in lexicalised formations are in fact stress-neutral: were they to be ineluded in the
domain of stress rules, the results would be. exactly what we expect. - "Thus strawbsrry
would have the stress assigned in‘the same as Ameriea, while policeman in the same way
a8 ‘proposal. For the remaining phonological arguments: vowel tensing and the 11/
syllabification cant be regarded as taking place: befare # while, fricative voicing might
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be restricted to the - boundary. In actual fact, however, the fricative voicing argumcnt
is totally misleading. Note first of all that, contrary to Allen’s claims, there is no fricative
voicing in housing and calving where the bases are the nouns house and calf. Rather the
spirants are voiced in verbs derived from nouns, i.c.

house /haws/x — house [hawz/vy,

The subsequent addition of the -ing suffix has absolutely no influence on the quality of
the preceding spirant. Much more importantly, however, the fricative voicing process
is & minor rule applying to specified lexical items. Thus paralleling the forms in (2) consider
those in (3)

(3) mouse mousy
earth earthy
cough coughing
kiss kissing
ox oxen

stand off  standoffish

Thus fricative voicing is a non-argument for boundary distinctions since in one way or
another the rule has to refer to a list of items. We are thus left with tensing and sylla-
bification applying before a single #. Elements of lexicalised compounds are separated
by morpheme boundaries, which accounts for their idiosyncratic semantics as against
true compounds whose semanties is largely transparent and whose elements are separated
by # and consequently undergo the same phonological modifications as the words in
isolation. Allen’s theoretical conclusions relating distorted phonology with specific se-
mantics must be endorsed; her interpretations of the data and, in particular, her analysis
of the nature of morphological complexity as reflected in boundaries and brackets must
be rejected.

As can be seen from the foregoing discussion, Juncture arouses rmxed feelings.
The contributions vary both in length and in quality. What they all share is an awareness
of the relevan ce of the problem of boundaries both for formal grammar and for psycho-
linguistics. In this sense Juncture is an important book even if it can be doubted whether
most of its conclusions will stand the test of time and further research.
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Fabulation and metafiction. By R. Scholes. Pp. 218. Urbana- Chicago-London: Uni
versity of Illinois Press, 1979.

Reviewed by Janusz Semrau,

Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan.

Robert Scholes is undoubtedly one of the most influential active critics and theore-
ticians of fietion in the United States. He was among the first to discover such acclaimed
present day writers as John Barth, John Hawkes, and Kurt Vonnegut; also, he has been
at the foreground of the American research into the poctics of the novel, structuralism,
and semioties. In particular, his book of 1967, The fabulators, was a major event in the
contemporary investigations of the narrative art and has since proved to be a reference
field as well as a point of departure for a rich body of critical and scholarly thought.
With the book apparently out of print by now, there was a tangible need for a new edition
or another study on the subject.

In fact, nearly half of Fabulation and metafiction consists of the material that went
into The fabulators. Still, it is quite considerably rearranged and introduces a number of
new concerns; on this account the jacket blurb advertises it as a “sequel” to, rather than
simply as a reissue of the former work. More specifically, Prof. Scholes undertakes to
“attend more thoroughly to the experimental or metafictional dimension of modern
fabulation” (p. 4). The whole project is clearly motivated by the author’s attempt to
reconcile his thesis idea of “ethically controlled fantasy’ with artistic sclf-awareness
which over the last decade or so scems to have established itself as a major tendeney in
postmodern fiction.

Admittedly, the first version of the reviewed book sets a congenial context for a
discussion of metafiction since there are several affinities between literary self-conscious-
ness and the temper of fabulation. What is common for them is, fundamentally, a sense of
the novelistic world as an artifact and the resulting disavowal of the commonly entertained
principles of probability and verisimilitude. Most immediately, this is to assert the
command of the author/fabulator over his construct/fable. In both cases it brings about a
shift of emphasis onto the dynamics of fiction-making/story-telling itself and produces
such characteristies as technical and verbal “dexterity”, “delight” in design, as well as a
prevailing spirit of “joy” and “playfulness”. Ultimately, the idea is to induce apprecia-
tion of the “infinite’” horizon of creative imagination and, what is even more essential, to
provide for the imaginative “well-being’’ of the reader.

Fabulation and metafiction opens with a short introduction (pp. 1—4) and its
main body is organized into six parts of which the last one performs the function of a
general epilogue; as for the formalities of scholarly documentation, the book lists in an
appended index cited authors, works and periodicals. Of the entire contents of The
fabulators only two sections from its preliminary chapter are not included in this volume —
the total of but seven pages. Otherwise, the remaining section of Chapter 1 (Of fabula-
tors and fabulation) enters into the Introduction of the present book, Chapter 2 is accomod.-
ated within the part The nature of romance, Chapters 3 and 4 form a substantial measure of
Comedy and grotesque — finally, Chapters § and 6 constitute the whole of Modern allegory
part. Almost without exception, all these excerpts retain the phrasing and paragraphing of
the original.

Basically, the publication owes its status of a separate study, and indeed all of its
thrust as such, to the three following new essays: Metafiction, The reality of Borges, Re-
Jlections on self-reflexive fiction, excepting the fact that, as seems to be the practice,
most of the arguments they contain had appeared in some place or other before. Another
significant addition is a fairly extensive discussion of Jo hn Fowles, two short sections
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devoted, respectively, to Bernard Malamud and Ishmael Reed, an enlargement on the
analysis of Kurt Vonnegut, and an incisive, self-contained piece entitled The orgastic
pattern of fiction which dwells on the nature of the meaning of fiction, the reader’s relation-
ship with it and the role of critics in facilitating the experience. Also, Prof. Scholes
marks the appearance of and gives some attention to Th. Pynchon’s Gravity’s rainbow,
R. Coover’s The public burning, and E. L. Doctorov’s Ragtime as the most notable Ameii-
can achievements of the fabulative aesthetic in the 70’s.

To show ‘‘the range of contemporary metafiction and the depth of the problems
confronted by it” (p. 114), the central part of the study deals at length with four selected
worke: J. Barth's Lost in the funhouse, D. Barthelme’s City life, R. Coover’s Pricksonys
and descants, and W. H. Gass's In the heart of the heart of the country. As we are told,
the fact that all of them are collections of short stories is not “merely a matter of sym-
wmetry”. It is one of the most definitive pronouncements of this study that metafiction
naturally “tends toward brevity” beeause when extended it “must either lapse into a
more: fundamental mode: of fiction or risk losing all fietional interest in order to maintain
its intellectual perspectives” (ibidem)..

"Eike all his other books, Fabulation and mtaﬁc!'wﬂ is distinetly individualized and
distifignishes itself by the author’s perceptive erudition as well as engaging: manner of
diseourse, and #s such is'bound to ¢cnjoy a wide readership. Besides, ingeniously eonugh,
Préf: Scholes seems to embody in the very style of his writting the values and qualitics
he-champions. This is eertainly a positive résponse to the dilemma of postmodernistic
criticism since it offers an answer to the wideéspread call for a kind of approach which,
ingtead of -striving rabidly to -impose upon literature the exceedingly inadequate
strategies of traditional ‘interpretation, would paitake of the examined works and thus
shape and éxparid the possibilities of fietion itself. I1lustrative in this respect mhay be the
“little exermnplum™ on the relations of allegory and realism to fiction (pp. 49— 50); it comnr-
ences-as follows: “Onee. there was a. eountry called Fietion, bordered on one side by the
mountains of Philosophy: and vn. the other by a great bog called History'— and, predic-
tably, the whole argument. develops neither more nor less than into a quasi fable.itself,
Anaother.case in point ig the closing section of the book: “Imagine a literary conference.

-. there might be people like Raymond Federman, W. H. Gass, Thab Hassan, Jerome Klin-
kowitz, and Robert Scholes;:1magine them, too. And finally, imagine that ...” (p. 210).

Even if Fabulation and metafiction gains full acceptability as a welcome sequel to
The fabulators and deserves praise for its particular-aspeets or individual insights the
author comes up with, it falls short of attaining its intended import as a new full-scale
study.~.Given the headings of the pertaining sections The nature -of erperimental
fiction, The range of metafiction, The limits of metafiction, Reflections on self-reflexvive
Sfiction) as well as the declaratory remarks quoted earlier, one might cxpect un
illuminating and exhaustive examination of contemporary self-consciousness in lite-
rature. Still; the book skims it far too lightly to satisfy a serious student -of the subjeet.
Actually, Fabulation and metafiction cpitomizes in many ways the current state of its
eriticism. Apart from-“self-consciousness’” and *“metafiction” (“metanovel”) there are
in circulation several other, more specific, terms informing the intensity and particular
techniques of the ereative orientation in question (viz. ‘‘self-reflexiveness”, “self-reflec-
tiveness™, “self-begetting fiction™). However, to the knowledge of the present reviewer,
they have not so far been unequivoeally defined — especially in relation to each other —
and are very often used indiseriminately which is one of the major problems ageravating
the perplexities of the considered sub-genre. Although Prof. S8choles commits himself
firmly to “metafiction” he also seems to be employing some of the above catchwords
interchangcably with it (e.g. p. 112, p. 212, p. 218). Besides, while it can indeed be commis-
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sioned to funetion alongside ‘“‘self-consciousness”, being almost equally broad- to S-d.tl.lit
various kinds of literary self-awareness, it is, likewise, not specific enough to satisfactorily
denote any individual one of them. )
The prototypal concept “metalanguage’ as well as the very idea of ‘“metaness
advice that a work of fiction be identified as “metafiction” when it includes cotrfrpentary
on itself (usually on the creative process and/or reading pro_cedurea), 'and utilizes the
“tale-within-tale” principle. Endowed witli paramount cpn.abcmologwa.l and‘ formal
implications, these strategies have instituted a distinet generie development; its rooi:a
¢on be traced as far back as Don Quixote, with — to risk a random choice — A. Huxley's
Point counter point and L. Durrell’'s The Alevandria quartet as its exe‘rnp]ary n.'l(?d‘em
progenies. Interiorization of the novel’s structure and introduction of l?mmry Cl'lt-lc:l“!l:l’l
into it can certainly effectively ventilate the all-important problems of inner belletristic
ontology and the confusing multiplicity of reality at large. Hoqucr, what has been
established in the history of the genre as a typical metafictional dlsOOlll'?.ﬁ secms to .ba
crippled in the above capacity by highly contrived plots and strong narrative lines which
a= a rule dominate and indeed overshadow it, as is the case, to cite a more coutempom
sample, with J. Fowles’s The French lieutenant’s woman. Very often the nove!s which
have been labeled with the term prove to be no more than stories about a novelist or, at
hest, about a novel, and in general they rely on the conventional technigues (?f “telling"
rather than “showing’’. What they lack to fully live up to the expectations ralsad }'Jy t.he
coneept in question is the technical (typographical and especially topologlcal) vitality
of self-reflectivencss, i.e. “mirror-effect™ of turning the work back upon itself to expose
its working parts. This is precisely the quality informing such recent radically self-con-
scious fietion as IR. Sukenick’s Out and T'he long talking bad conditions blues, t.he. novels
of R. Federman, or, to a lesser degree, some of R. Geover’sstorics in his collection Pricksongs
aid descants.

* Regretably, the study under review here does not ad\mn_me in any radical degree our
appreciation of “metafiction”. The most wo get resp‘m?ing its definition are 1:;ha two so-
mewhat uningpiring observations: “mnetafiction assimilates all the perspectives of cri-
ticism into the fietional process itself” (p. 114), “metafiction tends (...) to assault or
transcend the laws of fiction” (ibidem). Still, apparently in an attempt to broaden .the
applicability of the term, Prof. Scholes introduces four tentative m.to;.g:oriea of metafiction:
formal (as exemplified by Lost in the funhouse), stractural (Pricksongs and fiemn&s).
hehavioral (City life), and philosophical (In the heart of the heart of the :"mmtry). Wll‘lch seorns
to be the only tenable theorctical accomplishment of the book in its exploration of the
snbject. Int-ri;guing and potentially relevant as it is, the suggeste- typology appears to be
overwhelmed and in fact obscured by what the author himself fears is “an ovar—elabo.ratﬁ
discussion” of “the whole order of fiction and its rolation to (our) conditions of being
(p. 103) within which it is presented. As tho essay argues, each catngo::_\: ‘A‘m‘v be T?l&tﬁd
to one of the aspeets of fiction and criticism™, namely: formal mct:x.lref.mn to ﬁctfon of
forms (e.g. romance) m_ul henee formal eritieism, structural lﬂ(.‘bl-lflcbl()ﬂ t-(’) fiction of
ideas (myth) — structural eriticism, bohavioral metafiction to ﬁctl-\‘.)ll of existence (no-
vel) — hehavioral criticism, and philosophical metafiction to ﬁf-.tmn_uf' e8sonCo (alle-
wory) — philosophical eriticisin. Furthermoro, the analyses contained in this foeal ]?ar'b
of the work are not as thorough and instruetive as one might wish them to hei' I.n partm{m-
lar, they do not penetrato deeply enough into formal properties of metnfiction w.htc.h
very often is precisely what novelistic self-consciousness is all about. _-\lt.-hough it 18
central to the above proposition that works like Lost in the funhouse and Pritksongs and

. e . o .
descants are, as opposed to the other two modes of metafiction, “‘more imm dliately inte

rested in the order of fiction itself” (p. 118), Prof. Scholes’s serutiny of thom is, all _t.hn
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same, governed by traditional and selective hermeneutic approach. [t is especially evi-
dent in the case of the latter book whereof we got comments like: “This gingerbread
house is a garden of sexuality, with its phallic chimney and cherry door”, or “Granny is
witeh and wolf, wife and mother; she is the old Beauty who married the Beast” (p. 121).
This line of interpretation can be further illustrated by the final appraisal of the four
“paradigmatic” metafictionists which reduces them to a few facile and rather worn out
formulas: “Barth and Barthelme are the chronieles of our despair (...) Coover and Gass
arc reaching (...) for some ultimate values, some true truth” (p- 123).

Even more disappointing is another crucial section of the book: T'he limits of meta-
Jiction. Its title as well as the very number and sheer variety of the authors it embraces
(A. Warhol, N. Mosley, N. Sarraute, I>. Brouder, W. 8. Merwin, J. Charyn, B. Dylan,
R. Federman, J. M. G. leClezio) scem to betoken sweoping inquiry and definitive con-
clusions. Instead we are offered a disjoined eollection of eight short and uneven reviews
of individual works by the listed artists which the eritic had originally published in the
Saturday review in the years round 1970.

It is somewhat ungenerous to say this of an anthor who has done so much to promote
the cause of the New Fietion but, even though the biographical data do not aotually
substantiate it, there appears to be something of a generational gap between Prof. Scho-
les’s views on literature and the innovative fiction of D. Barthelme or R. Coover, let alone
the whole group of much more avantgarde self-conscious writers such as R. Sukenick,
R. Federman, G. Sorrentino, C. Major, S. Katz. Basically, the ecritic requires that con-
temporary novelists still acknowledge the traditional social responsibilities of the genre,
that, specifically, they try “to bring human life back into harmony with the universe”
(p. 217). What he fails or is unwilling to consider is that belles-lettres can be refreshingly
meaningful by asserting its validity within its own right, without the tedious recourse to
instructing, moralizing and revealing all sorts of hidden “truths” about human life.
On the whole, then, despite the striking similarities between ethically controlled fantasy
and fictional self-awarcness, Fabulation and metafictivn does not quite manage to bring
thein into one ken. Also, although the book in itself indicates growing recognition of
self-conscious fiction, the author pictures it fundamentally as a mere “feature” of the fabu-
lative aesthetic, labours to point out “the important fact that not all (metafictional)
experiments are successful” (p. 4), and in general castigates it for its “‘narcissistic self-en-
volvement” (p. 218). Finally, the expected sympathy towards the subject seems to fall
# vietim to Prof. Scholes's specinl fascination with science fiction in which he sees. the
ultimate future of the movel since, allegedly, it “brings both a concern for the traditional
values of story-telling and a fresh vision of human problems -and aspirations” (ibidem),
whereas “what we have been ealling solf-reflection in fiction is essentially a short-term
trend which is nearing its end.” (p. 212).

If the present work does not fill in any gaps in the study of literary self-consciousness,
it is, nevertheless, a useful introduction to several of its current moot points, and it may
be only hoped that it will serve as an impetus to further examination of this massive and
important area. As for a more immediate overall assessment of Fabulation and metafic-
tiost, its most impressive feature is, all things considered, the author’s very performance
in making a new book from an old one.
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Shakespeare’s speaking pictures: studies in iconic imagery. By J(_)hn Dochler. pp.
X1V 236, Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1974

Reviewed by Andrzej Jankowski,

Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznaii.

Shakespeare’s speaking pictures is an iconic {-'tndy of Shakespearc’s verbal and statim
imagery. Doebler based the study on three premises, nfamely t-.h:?t: 1) ITIays are not onr y
htrcl'lll'sf artifacts but also. or rather above all, material for living !l(‘,t-l.(l'll fo‘r the B.tag,e.
92) Renaissance readers.and spectators lived in a 'world ﬁat-lll'.ﬂt-f‘(l‘“’lt,h visual ;1'0903_
carrying conventional symbolic meaning, meaning ina great part since ]ns-:t.-;. 3) Drama
is one of the most comprehensive artistic forms uniting language a.m_l spectacle, and
therefore particular seenes of a play might have been t-nnst-rnct.c.\d and staged so u.-! t?
present allegorical tableaux which, being stage events, vmm:z_m_ncat{__-.d also sore extra
mealiiﬁg,to an audience aware of the symbolic conventions, Since the sy:lnl.ml.lc moal'u:ng
was an 'i'mpo'rt.a.nt part of the whole meaning of a plu);, wo can fully nnd(-r.--.ti,f_u"\.(llq.1 _igu -I n
play only after we have recovered and analysed its Hylllll}-ﬂll(‘- ‘t']_vn?v;nts‘ De n._eblor calls the
details of staging carrying conventional symbolic meaning iconic stage images. Ic()f:.l(‘f
sthge ?imagﬂ:y '('f'n;_m-ﬁ f-l!llS’lpﬂ)pH, gesturos, b]ocki.ng and soulnl(l (-ﬁ‘m:__'.:t:s_ but 1_1; also 1t_n]ay
embrace all the fnét-ﬂnus. prbp_(_‘lrti_es, {jnu_l .l’l(‘-tiﬁllﬁ \f]giblc or fludﬂ?le on -sm:.):: “l:;'l\:l,f‘- 12;_1.3;
is __in- production. This _;;f-(eossit;r__lt_us,: of course, that the \v?rba] imagery | taken” undor
consideration for (1) it is almost the only reliable source in the oo (‘)f iconic: images in
Shakespeare’s plays, (2) l;ﬁ.-(ébﬁ:n[-il)u"{-{_‘(] to the c,-!.at.io_l_'} of th‘f"’_";’;’l?"m‘.?c pictures and the
rige of symbols comprehensible to an Elizabethan audience. - r o

“In order to find the iconic images and recover the syl_nbcli_hc,gneanmgs which t-lil_!.;}:
had or could have had for Renaissasice audiences it is necessary to relate Shakespeare’s
drafna to contemporary iconography. The ivm_nogr::ph@ mmloguclsl.l_n_]')g_cblor s S_t'l‘_l__dy‘ a—re
mediacval and Renaissance sculptures. paintings, and engravings and e.?mbl('m l}(m.]\s.
The recogn ition of the iconic images and their R}'I‘nbﬂ.]i(: m_c-a-n.ings_ls in eacli ease a starting
poiht for a critical reinterpretation of the entire play in \_v]nch .trhf‘}' appear. o

©*Thus the récognit.ion of the iconie images of the wrestling match and the killing
of the lioness menacing Oliver in the forest in As you like it makes of Orl.a.nd.o a Htrrf‘.};hﬁu;l
hero of virtue and helps Doebler recover the main theme of the play which is the triumph
of virtue over vice. The masque of Hymen in the conc]uding_._scr-no' of the P]f‘-‘f' in tIquL,
regarded as an embodiment of the Renaissance ideal of connubial _]?vc as p_mt:ud cl m::} ity
an"d the conflict between nature and nurture, i.c. bat}veeﬁ' that Ix.\'lmzl: is Ina..f._\_zral rft
court and strange in the country and that which is appropriate in naturc and ouit of place
at comt, roso]véii'by the nurture Orlando develops for himself by na‘t.urc and .111 nature,
leads to the ‘récognition of the union of contraries being Shakespeare’s t-hmnnt.lc purpose
g the play.

thm"i‘f::):z;l?:: ts::):nc irF The merchant of Venice scen as an expression of the theme of
appearance and reality, Antonio and Shylock interpreted as contrasting paal.rfxllels f'to f"i‘!('* :
other symbolizing, respectively, the magnanimity of the Church as a rc-h;zurn 0‘ lov T“'L
fi nr’give;mas and salvation and the Synagogue as a religion of selﬁsl‘u}oaf_’. and j.\lsli 1ficatm_n_
reveal the main issue of the play which is the paradoxical reconciliation of justice and
merey.

Reviews 183

The iconie verbal and stage imagos of the Plac» of Skulls, the Crucifixion, and the
ecce homo in Richard 11 that sugzest a parallel between Richard and Christ show the king
as having the authority of Christ (the anointed king's d ivinely ordained place is upon the
throne) on the one hand, and a man suffering like Christ, and in that way undergoing
human maturation, on the other. The image of the falling Phaeton in Act ITI of the play
sy mbolizing a destruction of cosmic order and suggesting at the same time another popular
Renaissance iconic image, that of a fall from the top of Fortune’s castle to its base ground,
refers to Richard’s fall and stresses the parallel destruction of political and cosmic orders
in Bolingbroke's usurpation. R

The mirror — a popular Renaissance emblem of the Platonic conception of appeararice
and reality and the theological theme of vanity and truth — shattered by Richard in the
deposition scenc adds yet another stage image of fall and introduces the theme of vanity
developed later in Richard’s meditation in the prison eell — an emblem of hig mind con-
taining the “little world” of his thoughts — where he reaches the conclusion that “man”/
With nothing shall be pleased, till he be cas’d/With being nothing”.

“Mousetrap for the devil” and “Pilgrimage of life™, titles of sections of the chapter on
Hamlet indicate the main iconic images in the play, suggesting at the same time their
gymbolic meaning. The mousetrap, which in mediaeval and Renaissance allegorical
religious works of art was a symbol of cither a trap for the devil made by Christ with his
own body crucified or a trap for sinners made by the devil, is the title of the play within
the play. It is designed by Hamlet to — as Docbler has put it — “‘catch the conscience of
the king”. Apart from that the title brings another association as mice, particularly the
white ones, were considered in Renaissance bestiaries and emblem books to be “above
all other most lascivions and lecherous animals” (The historde of foure-footid beastes,
London, 1607). Thus, the function of the title of the play in the play is to make the audienco
see, by means of the symbolic associations, Claudius as “the gluttonous, erotie devil
who infeets the whole body politic ... with poison” and a sinner who had swallowed the
bait and was caught in the trap of vice by the devil.

Hamlet’s struggle with himself and the metam orphoses he undergoes throughout
the play are related to a popular Renaissance image of the dangers and joys, sins and
virtues, awaiting man on his spiritual journey through life. According to this interpreta-
tion Hamlet is, contrary to the Romantic opinion of him as a unique individual — a type
of a young man — any man — tested by time and eircumstance before reaching maturity.
In the course of the play Hamlet develops his character, overcom ing his sins and spiritual
lapses he was alluding to in Act IT so that when, in t he concluding scene of the play, he
meets death, he behaves as a mature man ought to, he is completed as a man. Horatio’s
last words to Hamlet, “flight of angels sing thee t o thy rest”, confirm — in Doebler’s
opinion — Hamlet's triumph over his sins and weakne sses. i

The main iconic stage images in Macbeth are the witches, the cauldron, the dagger,
hellcastle, and Macbeth’s decapitated head. The witches inter preted as Fates (or Parcae)
symbolize the unified opposites of destiny and free will. In th e Renaissance the opposi-
tion was regarded as seeming for it was held after Boethius that since God only foresees
human deeds and does not cause them, man alo ne is responsible for his sin. God is capable
of redeeming it if man will accept God’s invitation to atonement. Macbeth does not accept
the invitation. Furthermore, it is clear that he is awaro of the fact that all the crimes ho
commits are the acts of his free will, for what he blames the witches for is not tempting
him into the crimes but a false sense of security they offer.

The cauldron the weird sisters use is a popular image of hellmouth symbolizing in

the play their origin and suggesting at the same time the place Macbeth will be cast
into in the other world.
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The dagger is an emblem of the deadly sins of Wrath and Envy.and, as it was tradi-
tionally regarded as the weapon Cain used to kill Abel, it makes a parallel between the
assassi d Macbeth who is Duncan’s kinsman. ‘ .
firet Variotz: ama.fsssa.ges in the play referring to Macheth’s castle — be it Inver ness, Forrc.;s
Dunsinan.ep— suggest it to be an iconic stage image of hellcastle. Seen against !;ln.s
::ckgmmd Macduff’s arrival during the porter scene in Act 11 is mmlagtous to Christ’s
Harrowir c;f Hell. It is a prophetic foretaste of the eschatological conclum_on to the play,
when Ma.cl%luﬂ' kills Macbeth and thus “frees the time’’ from its bondage to il[n. ’:t[)‘;afhl’mrl'?lh:il
F ist i ‘there he iconic stage image of Mac s hea
y Macduff and Christ is furthered by t ] ‘ A .
:;t:il?zword of Macduff which makes an association with the passage in the Bible that
S i he seed of Adam.
the head of the serpent (Satan) bruised by t ) _
relt Ic.)li; ;']:e Tempest the iconic stage images central for our understanddn;f of tll:e i’ymbolw
eaning t, and the magic circle drawn by Prospero
of the play are the storm, the banquet, the > draw
::'ound the a:hipl\)vrecks. The storm, which is the beginning of the a{,t::llon, c;a rt.agar:ii:dwll)})‘;
iconi i o vicissitudes of life. Ferdinand and Miran
bler as an iconic stage image of the vicissi : ho
aD: i.n:roduccd to each other by the storm are allegorical figures of conata.flcy and_ love'
the opposites whose cooperation is necessary to survive the tempests of life. Their union
I i in Act V.
i bolized by the love-game of chess in A ' .
B Byg.‘lha :::nquztr, rightly called by Doebler the banquet of sense, le an ec;aimi:acllem cl))f :31.
i i 1 meaning but as a metaphor of greed and am dition
Gluttony, however not in the literal mi ! _ reod end smbition
; is 1i he sin Prospero’s enemies are accu of by s
for more than is rightfully ours, t ero o accuse by Arel, i
i i ing is stressed by Ariel’s appearance in the shape o rpy
the particular sin. The meaning is s . : > the thiape Y
i : harpies were in some emblem books presen :
an emblem of self-consuming greed ( ° mb onted os
i i i suici Alonso’s suicidal despair is a proper em
driven by their greed into suicide). : . is por omblomatic
is mi i Ariel as harpy. This is precisely w
to his mirror image shown to him by Arie : ‘
:;slzoi?:endad — to make him reach a depth of psychological helplessness from which
true repentance will be possible. . '
The cirele was an emblem of harmony and — in some books - of }ove m;d1 nt:m:
melting into eternity. The magic circle drawn by Prospero is thus an 1c;>{mc st,af e :i
i ich i i ’s loving forgiveness. However, -
tion which is meant to sym bolize Pmapef-o s lovi 1 .
Oift(;ﬁ?n;oamused in the audience by the symbolic meaning oi.' the circle are only parmall‘y
gllﬁlled by the subsequent events — of Propero’s three enemies fmly one — Alonac; ; i
really repentant. This means that true repentance cannot be imposed on man an
i i vill,
always an expression of his fre e wi ' ’
32:33( giving an insight into the deep structure of Shakeapaa.f'es p_lays ana(il dr:ve:l::ﬂg
meanings hidden in the iconic stage images, Shakespeare’s speaking pma;s;ea’ d t,ea : -
portant: econtribution to Shakespeare scholarship. However, some c:if 1]))oealit.:r 8 in Fgenca
t sufficiently supported by literary evi .
tions are too far-fetched whereas others no . ¢ arary evidance.
i hasized the symbolic level of the play
It seems that in some cases Doebler overemp e e e
i i iconic i ings hey lacked. Thus, althoug!
find in the iconic images meanings which t ¢ i
::Solt;oin As you like it suggests a parallel between Orlando 3'.-nd .Her{it.lle;a, the mt.?rl"l];:ei:;
i ssi 'restler, as a symbol of vice is entirely uncony .
tion of Charles, the professional wrest . noenvinoing.
i i d accepts his challenge only after
Charles is reluctant to fight with Orlando an : . e hos
i . In the light of this Charles is no
ted him as a malefactor unworthy of merey .
:;.:)21 but a victim of vice and if the match is to be treated as Orlando’s victory over
vice at all, it is a triumph over vice personified by his brother. . .
Tt is not necessary to share Doobler’s view of Charles as a symbt(:: o; .lm:i: t}) i:ilim
i i > W it is impossible not to objec 1 -
:cept his analysis of the whole of the play, bu.t-1 ¢ for-
;;:;p:io;sof H?mlet regarded as a symbolic image of a sotfl st.rw_?;ghng i:or p:hrZactm.n
Through at least half of the play Hamlet is seeking revenge, i.e. acting against Chris
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tian principle of merey and therefore Horatio’s com
Doebler interprets as an evidence of moral ambig
wishful thinking on his side than an expression of his, let alone Shakespeare’s, convietion.
Doebler’s interpretation of Hamlet’s spiritual development is particularly surprising when
compared with his explanation of the important role of the theological conception of
merey in As you like it, The merchant of Venice, and T'he tempest. If Hamlet's inner meta-
morphoses can be regarded as a literary analogue of the iconographic image of the pilgri-
mage of life, then — we must agree — the pilgrimage

is unsuccessful.
A general objection that Shakespeare's speaking pictures arouses is that Doebler takes
Shakespere’s Neo-Platonism for gran

ted. It is impossible to deny that the N eo-Platonic
conception of the visual symbol due to which we can contemplate in the symbol the
whole of au idea, as it were, in a flash and through which we can gain an intuitive non-dis-
cursive knowledge of the mystery of the world was — as E. H. Gombrich proved in
“Icones symbolicae” — one of the main reasons for the unprecedented popularity of the
symbolic images in the Renaissance, but it was not the only reason. Gombrich devoted
his study to the Neo-Platonic tradition, but he stressed the fact that this trend never
held undisputed sway in this field and pointed out that some important Renaissance
books on iconography, e.g. Ripa’s famous Iconologia, were based on the doctrine of Aristo-
tle. Moreover, the emblem books were so wide

ly spread and so fashionable that artists
felt it almost their duty to use symbols and allegories supplied by the books in their works,
Therefore the mere fact that an author

uses symbolic images and refers to emblems in
his works does not have to be evidence for his adherence to Neo-Platonism. Likewise the

theme of the union of contraries stressed by Doebler, although undoubtedly characteris.
tic of Neo-Platonism, can be sufficiently explained in terms of traditional Christian theo-
logy without tracing it back to parallel Neo-Platonic sources. Certainly, one should not
neglect the possible impact of Neo-Platonism on Shakespeare, but it seems that unless
this impact is demonstrated by a detailed and decisive analysis of his works, it is safer
to regard all the Neo-Platonic traces in his works as hypothetical or superfluous.

ment on the death of his prince, which
uity in the play, is rather a display of
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THE FIRST NORDIC CONFERENCE FOR ENGLISH STUDIES

The first Nordic Conference for English Studies was held at Lysebu, Oslo, 15-17
September, 1980. The conference attracted as many as 120 participants from all the Nor-
dic countries and about 40 scholars contributed papers on various aspects of English
language, literature and civilisation. Two papers were given by guest lecturers especially
invited from England: Barbara Hardy ‘“Shakespeare’s dramatic narrative” and Chris-
topher Brumfit “The contribution of applied linguistics to the teaching of English at
an advanced level”.

Most of the papers from the conference (including those by Barbara Hardy and
Christopher Brumfit) have now been published in: Papers from the First Nordic Conference
for English Studies, edited by Stig Johansson and Bjern Tysdahl, Institute for English
Studies, University of Oslo (456 pp.). The book can be obtained from: Universitets-
bokhandelen, Universitet i Oslo, Blindern, Oslo 3, Norway. Price: 90 Norwegian kroner.

Another lasting result from the conference was the formation of a Nordic Association
for English Studies. Its aim is to ‘advance research and study of English language, lite-
rature and civilisation in the Nordic countries’. The newly formed association invites
the cooperation of English Studies organisations in other countries. For further informa-
tion, contact the members of the executive committee: Arne Zettersten, University of
Copenhagen, Bjern Tysdahl, University of Oslo, Hikan Ringbom, Abo Akademi, Julian
D’Arcy, University of Reykjavik, Gunnel Tottie, University of Lund.



