REVIEWS

Lexicalist phonology of English and German. By Steven L. Strauss, Pp. 180, Dordrecht
— Hollard /Cinnamin:on — USA: Foris Publications, 1982, Reviewed by Edmund
Gussmann, Catholic University of Lublin,

S. L. Strauss™s Lexicalist phonology of English and Qerman (henceforth LPEG) is
an atternpt to link more elosely than before the regularities in the sphere of sound struc-
ture with those in the domain of word structure, i.e. morphology.* Stranss argues that
for phonologieal rules te be properly and adequately formulated, recourse mmust be had
to properties of word structure and not enly to morphelogical features. In other words,
LPEG tries to reduce phonological arbitrariness by relating phonology to independently
necessary morphological properties which include, in particular, different bracketing
geccompanying mdividual types of morphological processes, i.e. inflection, derivation,
and compourding, where derivation spocifically separates prefixation from suffixation.
If phonological rules can be shown to depend erucialiy on this sort of hicrarchicsl morpho-
logical organisation, then Strauss can be said to have suceceded in developing a theory
of "Natural Word-Structural Phonology™, which ho also calls lexicalist phonology.

The way Strauss sees it, “lexicalist phonology ie concerned with elsborating an
autonomous, internally justificd theory of word-formation™ fp. 5) and it further “sceks
to analyzo and explain how the word-structures gencrated by the theory of word-forma-
tion influence the form and applieation of phonological rules™ (p. 6/7). Quite cbviously,
lexicalist phonclogy as defined hero goes far beyond what is normally understood by
phonology since it covers both phonology and morphology, This is no aceident or over-

“sight since of the two types of phonological rules that Strauss recognizes — cyelie and
word-level — the former apply each time a new affix has been appended, while the lutter
apply once to the word structure es & whole. Specifically, Strauss claims (p. 149} that
“the ¢ycle is just the outward appearance of a phonologieal rule that applies after each
new suftix is added™.

The pheonological rules that Strauss construets follow the general SPE formst as
modified by Mascaré (1976), Kiparsky (1973) and Halle {whose significant 1979 paper
i3 gingularly absent from Strauss’s bibliography).

The morphology doveloped in LPEG is in linc with the dominant model of the 1970%
initiated by Sicgel’s 1974 dissertation (published in 1979) and raised to a significant
theoretical modsl by Aronoff’a (1976) seminal monograph, with additional contributions
from Allen {1978) and othors. Strauss reviews thesc carlier proposals with a lot of per-
Bpicacity and some eriticiem. Thus he argues 1hat morphology is not dene in the lexicon,
as claimed by several schiolars, but in a separste component of word-grammar. The
model of word-formation that Btrauss arrives at (p. 53) is largely the result of intreducing

* T wish to thank Dr Anna Malicka-Kleparska, Ms. Jolante Szpyra and Dr Bogdan
Bzymanek for discussions df lexicalist phonology and morphology.
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& numbcer of modifications fo Siegel’s proposals. Speeifically, Strauss endorses Siegel’s

elaim that affixes in English make up two lovels: Lovel I affixes are stress-determining,
as against those of Level IT which are stress neutral and, furthermore, Level TT suffixes
never precedes or are followed by those of Level 1. He argues with good reason, howoever,
that onee suffixes have been assipned to these levels the necd for boundery distinctions
other thau -+ disappears since brackets and/or morpheme boundaries will ensure the
proper application of phonological rules. Thoe point is well-taken, I believe, as iz Strauss’s
claim that prefixation and suffixation are independent of each other in English (the same
is true about Polish, incidontally; this may be a more widespread regularity). 1 am less
convinced by the third major amendment to Siegel’s rnodel whereby Class 11 affixes
may attach to stems, a situation disallowed by Siogel (ulthough she did recognize deriva-
tion from roots, an equally dubious dovelopment}. An interesting ides of Sirauss’s which,
quite unintentionally weakens the level ordering hypothesis, is the argumnent that Class 11
prefixes are to bo interpreted as compounding elemnents; in effect, English affixation
compriscs one level of prefixation and two levels of suffixation.

Gencerally speaking, LPEG makes quite interesting reading on the morphological
side, even if some of the arguments and conclusions are controversial. What I find most
disturbing abont tho book is the fact that not a single morphological or phonological
rule of English hag been satisfactarily formulated. As far ag word-formation is concerned
we are given seven general formulae of the type: derivation by means of suffixation turns
the symbol [t]A into the symbol [[t|A +u]B, hardly an arresting result.! This has the usual
consequences, of which wo will consider just a few.

Strauss makes the admittedly interesting claim that —y iv suffix in words such
as happy, luzy, prefiy, zany cte (p. 28). The arguments in support of this are particularly
bleak and infelicitous: it is elaimed (pr, 40} that #n- profixation does not apply to such
words since -y 18 & Class IT suffix and #n- 18 a Class 1 prefix {(as noted, there are no Class 11
prefixes at all). Leaving aside for a moment the whole concept of level ordered morpho-
logy, nole that thore can be no such argument since, obviously, tho rule of in- prefixa-
tion, once it has been formulated, will condain the condition that the base must be
[+ Latinate]; otherwise wo would have to explain why there is no *nkind, *inwise,
®*indry ete., clearly a pscudo-problem.

The suffixhood of y in happy, zany ete. is further claimed to be supported by the
fact that Class I suffixes do not attach to it whereuas Class I ones do, e.g.: happyness
vs *happyity, *happyalA, *happyize, *happyist (spellings are Strauss’s}. Note that -ity
normally attaches to Latinate bases hence *happyity shows nothing; -af derives adjecti-
ves from nouns (diphthongal, procedural), never from adjectives, heneo *happyald is
ungrammatical for very good reasons and quite independently of any Class [ .- Class [T
distinetion; the de-adjectival verbalising suffix -ise attaches to Latinate bases which
additionally meet other requircments {see Gussmann, in press a); personal nouns in -ist
can indeod be related to a base in -¥ but enly when the latter is 8 noun rather than an
adjective, e.g. botany — botanist, see Malicka-Klepargka (1983). Note further that contrary
to Strausw’s claims, -ify, which is a Class 1 suffix, can attach to adjeciives in -y, e.g.:
kappify, prettify, tipsify. Clearly an argumcent is as strong as the evideneo which is used
to support it — in the case at hand this is regrettably very meagre.

1 Let us note that tho gtructural deseriptions given in fhe text (12--15, 18) do not
allow for the possibility of recognising so-called infermorphs, ie. gemantically empty
morphological ontities separating the stem from the suffix in, for exumple, habiiual,
profesaovial, For some discussion of the issue sec Szymanck {1983).
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Another case whore hasiy (non)formulation of rules Jeads to deceptive coneclusions
or spurious arguments can bo scen mn the following: “The suffix able 13 ordinarily fully
productive, there not being any verbs to which it eannot attach, except for -en verbs”
(p. 36). Straunss fuils to mention the fact that also intransitive verbs never undergo the
-able attachment, 1.e. *goable, *dicable {see Bzymanck (1981), Bauor (1983 : 224)).

Turning now to more gencral wssucs it scems that Strauss endorsed SBiegel’s level
ordercd morphology too uncritically; by trying to bypass some of itz weak points ho
contributed to further confision. The hypothesie predicts that Level T aoffixes atfoct
stress placement while Level IT ones do not and that the formor can never be preceded
by the lattor, In tho caso of clashos botwoen thc two criteria noted by Aronoff (1976 : 84)
Btrauss abrogates the stress function of the level distinction and requires that the class-
hood of suffixes be determined solely by their position relative to other suffixcs, Thus
the suffix -able is claimed (p. 29--30) to helong to Lovel I because -able adjectives can
serve as bases for the -ity atlachmenl, c.g. readable — readability. In the event the level
hypothesis boils down to a elaim that given two suffixes, they must never be arranged
in the order Clasg Il — Clazs I: not a sgtagpering concluzion in view of the ghaence of
independent eriferia for deciding class membership. Despite support from Kiparsky
{1982) and Mohanan {1982}, the level ordercd morphology 1s a most fragile construction
{see critical comments by Malicka-Kleparska (1983), Aronoff and Sridhar (in press),
Booij (in press)}. An additional woakness of tho liypothesis is that it obviously has
nothing to say about the order of suffixes coming from one level, Since in Sicgel’s model,
adopted by Strauss, suffixes can be attached not only to words but also to roots, there
iz nothing to cxplain the grammafticality of fox-ic-ityr a8 against ungrammaticality of
*tox-ily;-icy. What wo clearly need are adequatoly formulated rules which specily con-
ditiong on basos; only then will we be able to clahin that (p. 23) “rules of derivalional
morphology are as regular, semantically and phouologically as other gencrative rules’
(seo alzo Plank (1980)). Onco this is done, the flimsy evidence currently available in
support of the level distinelion will presumably vanizh imto thin atr altogether.

The phonological sectiows of LPEG suffer from much the same failings as the morpho-
logical ones, viz. there is too little data and it Is analysed in 8 way which is, at best,
sketchy. The German data falls outside this criticism since it covers the totality of the
schwa-zero alternaiions with implications for the analysis of umlaut. [ am not competent
to comment on the intorpretation but cloarly four rules of rehwa deletion are a far cry
from what the titlo of the bouk promises.

soven rales of English phenology are listed in the summary (p. 171 —172) although a
fow more are mentioned in the body of tho text, Of these ruley three arc allomorphy
deletions and one is an apparently lato process of ¢-laxing in the environment of several
suffixes (happily, beauliful. penniless ote}). The remaining three phonological procesaes
are in various ways rnishandled: :

— frieative voicing, developed in Allen ([978) and ropeated in Allen {1980) is a
highly restricted rminor rule which applies to lexically marked items (see (luse-
mann {1982})); it never appears to affect the palato-alveolar spirant. If Allen’s
and Strause’s rule were to be followed, we would get voiced fricatives in messy,
Fufly, fishy or in the plural proofs, beliefs, safes becauso wo have prove, believe,
save, or m the adjective selfish because wo lave selves.

— nasal assimilation as formulated by Strauss fails to accomodate cases such ag
wrational, iflogical whore the stem initial segment is a sonorant. Furthermare,
being reduced to profixes, it requires that the two nagals in incom plefe become
volar and bilabial respectively (p. 80). This is dubious since the first nasal (in-)
mav &3 well be alveclar, i.0. assimilation here iz optional while the nasal of
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eon- must be bilabial, i.e. the failure of assimilation results in ungrammaticality
(*conplete). No adequate description may disregard such facts,

— the familiar SPE rule of s-voicing is alzo restricted to prefixes, i.e. cases ruch
as music, rosary, exam arc nol discusscd. Heve the much criticised equals boundary
(=) is replaced by a morpheme boundary followed by a prefix bracket, The
force of this modification 18 perhaps debatable,

LPEG formulates the need for non-arbitrary phonology in a persuasive way; deriv-
ational structure as the eource of phonological motivation secms equally plausible.?
Unfortunately they way these intuitions have been justified and defended admits of &

‘not proven’ verdict ouly,
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Existenital There. A Synchronic and Diachronic Study. By L. E. Breivik. Pp, XIV
+ 458, Bergen: Stoens Offset, 1083, Reviewed by Aloksander Szwedek, Bydgoszez.

The beok is & revised version of the author’s doctoral dissertation completed in
1981, and one of a number of works written by the same author on the same subject:
(cf. Breivilc 1975, 1076, 1977, 1081). Although only one of a number, it is by far the most
complcte and exhanstive studies of existential there. Thé book is devotod to & presenta-
tion of various approaches to there, the development of thers in tho English language,
and equivalents of there and of existential clauses in a number of other languages such ag
Norwegman, Danish, Swedish, Icelandie, Faroese, Germsan, Duteh, French, IHungarign,
Scrbo-Croatian, Czech, Modern Hebrew and Russian, This predominantly presenta-
tional character of the book forces npon the reviewer a presentational format of the
review, short of copying the Contents,

The method adopted by the author, as he himself admits (p. 9), is eclectic “in view of
the somewhat unstable ¢limate in present-day linguistics’ {p. 9). As rocont eritieism
(Derwing 1973, Pullum 1983, SBampson 1974} has shown, languagoe still proves to be
too complox a phenomenon for any theory of language to grasp all of its aspocts ade-
quately.

Breivik's study is based on a corpus (Quirk’s Survey of English Usage and earlier
English texts} and informant reaction tests,

The book is divided inte six chapters, cach of which is followed by & summary and
concluding remarks. This is an excellent ides in view of the detailed, prosentational
nature of the work.

In chapter 1 Breivik discusses some 25 different approaches to there. The author's
eriticism of most of thie analyses is simnilar to the criticism against recent linguistie
theories, i.e. that they are too syntactically oriented, limited to the structure of the
senitence (of. for example, Berwing 19738). One of the few excoptions is Bolinger (1977)
who “argues against the prevailing view that there, inseriion is governed by pursly
syntactic conditions, and that there, contributes nothing to the semantic content of the
strueture in which it oceurs™. (p. 116). Breivik draws purticularly heavily on the thematic
analysis of Firbag (1961, 1966}, deapite all of tho shortcomings of the Communicative
Dynamism approach, especially its lack of clear criteria in determining the elements of
the thematic structure (theme proper, rest of theme, transition proper, rest. of transition,
rest of rheme, theme proper) and their degrees of Comruunicative Dynamism. Such a
position can, however, be easily understood and justified in the senso that Breivik is
concerned basically with anly one element (there) in the thematic structure, an element of 8
relatively cloar degree of Communicative Dynamism.
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In chapter 2 the author diseusses the difforonces and similarities between fhere,
(existentinl) and there, (locative), arguing that they can also be distinguished on the basis
of semantic aud ayntactic evidence (beside the obvious difference in the pronuneciation),
Breivik econeludes that there; is constrained to geeur in subject position and does not
appear Lo have refercptial meaning, while #here; shows the digtributional eharacteristics
of & locative adverb and carrics the mceenirg “at thal particular place”.

Chapter 3 is devoted to a detailed deseription of the principles underlying the use
and non-use of there in present-dey English. In accordance with the criticism in chap#er
1 and his adoption of Firbas' views, Breivik finds that there, “carries & kind of pragmatie
information which we will call sigral information: it funetions as & signal to the addressee
thal hie must be prepared to direet his attention towards an item of new information”.
{p. 205--206). This is reminiscent of Jespersen’s (1833} “preparatory there” and can
hardly be treated us a novelty.

In the summary of chapter 3 the anthor, quoting Givdn {1979), repeatd & somewhat
obvious in rceent years conclusion that “the study of syntax, when limited to the sen-
tence — clause level and deprived of its communicative — funetional context, tenda
to bypass and cven obscure the jimmense role that communicative considerations afiect-
ing tho strueture of discourse play in delermining so-called syntactic rules” (p. 205).
At the same time, howcver, he sometimes uses context frames in an unconvincing
way. For oxample. when discusging the examples Well, there’s Qslo ¢n Norway. ... and
Well, Oslo is in Norway, he makos the difference between them dependent on the preced-
ing context: Which of the Scandinavian capilals have you visited? and Where v Oslo?,
respectively. 1t shoutd ot Ieast be added that Where @ Oslo? is not an unambiguous
context for Oslo is in Norway, as Ltho following example shows: Where @z Athens? Well,
there is Athens in Greece. And there 1 Athens in the US. ...

In chapter 4 Breivik describes the use and non-nse of there, in carlicr English (up
to 15500 in a number of elassge typoes, He demoostrates that there, and there, wore slready
differentinted in period T (up to 1070, e sueecceds in showing that the development of
there, in earlicr English is “part of parallel syntactic changes, acting 1n & coordinated
manner’”. (p. 5354),

Rince tho data indieate that the separation boelween there, and there, must heve
taken place before the Old English period, in chapter 5 Breivik dovotes his attention
to equivalenls of the existentinl there in other Gennanie end non-Germanie languages.
Having found that the counterparis of the English there, construction are manifested in a
variely of forms in the languages of the world, Lie comes again (o a somewhat obvious
for some time conclusion that those various “manifestationg are ptrategies for accom-
plishing the samo communicative goad: the introduction of new information™. {p. 401),

Finally in chapter 6 Breivik expluing the ortgin of there, In terms of Stockwell’s
(1877) theory of word order change and in terms of “-’r:‘stern’s'{li}i'._lj propaosal of a so-
mantic reanalysis of Norwegian der, {=nglish there,). Despite all the thoroughness of
the analysis Breivik is only able to gy that “Ii is not unrcagonable to assume that not
only then but also #here is gormetimes inserted as an cinpty topie in the TvX (V) structure,
and that the subject function of fhere develops from 1ts topie function, by extension
of TvX(V)=BvX (V)7 (p. 409). ;

The hypothesis looks simpde and plausible, and fits in Btockwell’s theory, but it
would be nice to huve wore evidence In supperl of it with relation to there.

The ook coneludes with a recapitulation of the main points of the disenssion,

To comnplete this short and presentational review it has 10 be enphasized that the
hook céntains a wealth of materisl. Ti is based on an analysis-of a corpus leaving very
little to speeulation, 1% slso gives the reader an overview of approaches to there reflecting
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different theorctical positions, and attempts to integrate synchronie and diachronie
deseriptions. However, in the opinion of the present, reviewer, the most valuable contri-
bhution of Breivik is his own approach to the problem, an approach not limited to sermanto-
-syntactic analysis; an approach based on broader, communicative foundabions, Such
an approach enabled Breivik to avaoid the limitations of earlier treatnmients and to bring
to light now, lnportant aspects of there.

The review would be incomplete without a mention of an impressive bibliography of
gome 260 works, _

All in all, the book ig a goad example of a thorough, scholarly work worth reading
and referring %0 by those interested in both synehronic and diachrenie, as well as theor-
etical and corpus studies ajéke.
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‘ Phonology in the 1980°s, By D. L. Goyvaerty, ed. Pp. viii4 647, Ghent: K. Story-
Heienlia, 1981, Reviewed by Katarzyna Dzinbalgka, Adam Mickiewicz University,
Fovrunn,

Fhonology in the 1980°s edited by D. L. Goyvaerts is a collection of papers which
focus, as the title suggeste, on the vital iseucs of phonolopical rescarch that has been
earricd out ginee the late 60°s and continucd in now forms and with varying results into
the 80%. The book is most insipghtful Lioth for scm'nar stucdents specializing in phono-
logical studies and, espeecially, for active phonologists currently working in the field,
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The volume begims with the editor’s “Introduction™ which is a short survey of
basgic aspects of the phonological research of the past ten or so years. According to
Goyvaerts, the research paradigm of this period has boon formed by two distinet ap-
proaches o language studies;

(1} trying to deline the status of linguisties as a scientific discipline
(i1} critically analysing Chomsky and Halle's SP'E.
He supplies the reader with a concise account of both approaches.

The conlroversy connected with (i) 18 based on the guestion whether linguistics
is a science of cmpirical, non-empirical or “combined” nature, and what consequences
its status has for the validity of its claime. As far as the second, mnore typical, approach
is concerned, Goyvaerts mentions ten main issues which most ofton raise discussion
while investigating the transformational-generative model: morphology, simplicity,
linguistically significant gencralization, abstraetness, intrinsicjextrinsic rule ordering,
explanation, tho phoneme, meorkednoss, interlevel directionality and, finally, plionetics,
phonology and distinetive festures. He provides a short discussion of each notion,
prosenting existing criticiems of the TG grammar approach to them. Although
names of some linguists who contributed their own intcrpretations to the general in.
vestigation of these problems do appear in Goyvacrts' discussion, the list of them is
by no means exhaustive, Suffice it hero to mention the works of Kiparsky (1068, 1473)
on. abstractness and rule ordering, or Halle’s {1978) considerations of formal va. fune-
tionol cxplanation in phonology. However, detailed information concerning phonological
rescarch, historical perspective included, can be obtaincd, for instance, from Fischer-
-Jargensen’s book (1973), and if Goyvaorts’ airn was to give the essence while avoiding
the details, this aim has boon perfeetly fulfilled by his short résumd.

The “Introduction™ also mmeludes & brief summary of all the papers which appear
in tho veolume. They may be grouped under headings similar to those listed by Goyvacrts
as vital 1ssues of contemporary phonology., Thus, the problem of abstractness forme the
background of ihe articles by Zonneveld, Skousen, Lightner, Eliasson, and, {o some
extorl, also Smith and Foley. The rule ordering controversy is dealt with by Feinstein
and Vago, Kaye, Iverson, and Robinson. The coexistence of theory and data i3 diseussed
by Campbell. Nossly, Wilbur and Kenstowicz consider the validity of empirical evidence
in phonology. Morphology and its relationship with phonology is discussed by Lightner,
Basboll, Chin-Wu Kim, Dressler, and Smith and Foley. The relationship between phone-
tics and phonology ia o basiec problenm for de Cornulier, Martin, Michaels, Griffen, and
Wojeik, The question of undirectionality appears in Eliasson’s paper; Less and lverson
concern thoemselves with phonological change; the ceriterion of linguistically significant
goneralization supports the claim of Greenberg’s paper; the archipboneme is reintroduced
and “reinforeed” by Pettersson. A fow artieles should be viewed against the background
of more recent thieoreticsl developments, viz. autosegmental phonology-papers by
Goldsmith and Clements and Ford, “upside-down’ phonology — Robinson’s puper, atomie
phonology — that of Dinnsen, systematic morphonology — articles by Smith and Foley,
and polycentristie phonology - Dressler’'s paper,

The views put forward in & fow papers which may be regarded as representative of
the above problemns will now be presented. The choice made is in no way intended to
imply any value judgement of other papers contained in the eolloction.

“Verbal paradigms in Dateh™ is the title of W. Zonneveld’s paper. Witl. regard
to the abstract/concrete opposition the author adhicres to the former spproach to phono-
logical description, ITe appears to be ono of thoso linguists who would sacrifice empirical
validity of a theory for tho sake of its gonerality and gimplicity. As u besis for his claims
he uses data taken from modern 8tandard Dutch, ' -
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0. W. Robinson's contribution to the volume is a paper on “Rule ordering in a
persing model of phonology™. The paper prescnts a skotehy outline of the “upside-
-down” or parsing theory of phonology, oripinated by Robinson and Leben in 1977,
and discusses some congequences the theory entails. In ghort, the theory assumcs that the
function of phonological rules is to enable spealkers to rolate the surface forma of their
language to each other, :

In lus paper “Generative phonology vs, Finnish phonology: retrospect and prospect”’
L. Campbell considers the interdepenidence between theory and data as bi-directional,
1.e. not only does the theory explain the data, but also the data provide tho check on
the theory. He reinforces his belief by juxtaposing the data from Finnish and the theory of
generative phonology. ”

B. B. Wilbur's pupor “Theoretical phonology and child phoneology: argumentation
and 1mplication™ raises the gquestion of the relationship of aequisition data to theorelical
claims. To what extent may & disagreement between child language data and theoretical
claims be toleratod without changing the theory? He suggests limiting child language-
-baged propositions in developing & phonological theory.

H. Basbell elaborates “On the function of boundaries in phonological rules™. In his
opinton, ranking is the only funection of boundaries with respect to phonological rules,
He establishes five possible ranks, viz. the sentence boundary, the strong word boundary,
the woak word boundary, the morpheme boundary and the syllable boundery (lL.e. the
syilable 18 alzo treatcd as & unit of rank}. In the paper he presents his views against
the background of other hypotheses on the function of boundaries.

In “A nonsegmental model for deseription aund analysis” T. D. Griffen aticmpts
to build a nonsegmental model of phonology by collecting and sysiomabizing the alroady
exigting suggestions about the possible hierarchical nature of specch. He bosis Lus con-
cept. on the findings of dynamic phonoties.

Finally, mention should bo made of the paper by R. Lass entitled “Undigested
history snd syneiironic ‘structure’.” From the bulk of detailed phonetic materiol about
vowel lengthening and vowel retraction in Amevican Tnglish the author deduces the
existence of fossilized, unfinished historiesl procosses which ho ealls “undigested history™
in the language. This discovery contributes to the study of the relation between synchrony
angd diachrony in linguistic description.

One critical remark suggests itzelf in connection wilh the choice of the articles in-
cluded in the volume under review. 1f the book aspires to be a relatively oxloustive
and comprchensive survey of the trends in phonological roscarch of the past decade,
then an obvious lack is any coutribution devoted to phonostylistic studies. A paper
on this subject might have been ablo to give both a rapidfeasual speech perspective
to the theoretical explorations in phonelogy and, possibly, impetus to further sludy in
this somewhat neglected arca {although one must not cverlook oulstanding works of
linguists like Zwicky, Dressler or Rubach). Flowewver, one eriticism should not snd
cannot concesl the cxtreme value of the book the study of which should be advantageoua
for all interested in the field,
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Linttle and Quest: The American Fable of the Nineleen-Siaties, By Llzbieta Oleksy,
Fp. 91. Warszewa-Poznari: Paristwowe Wydswnictwo Npukowe, 1983, Rloviewed
by L. L. Lee, Wesicrn Washington University, Bellingham, Wa.

This is an intercsting, intelligent, and useful hook. For Elsbicta Oleksy’s purpose
here is to enable us te betier read the works of authors, often rather difficult suthors,
who arc involved in what now seems a major movement in American (end othoer) litera-
ture(s), the “post-modernist” movement. She does this by giving us terms and & methodo-
Jogy that applies, on the surface, only to a fow particular works of & fow authors of one
decade. But, ag T think it will hecome clear, one ean use her approaches to cxamine many,
if not. most, “post-modernist” Amoeriean authors. (We will zee, though, that she finds &
peculiarly Amcrican slant o the conclugions of many of tlicse novels).

Dr.. Olcksy points out that “post-modernist’” does not rofer simply to a8 time but
rather to what one might call an attitude. This attitude is not ne¢essarily the anthor's
belicfs or stanee in the face of “reality” but, rather, the way the work treats its matbor.
And “matter’” jg both reality and langnage. “Willisin Styron, Bernard Malamuod, ond
srphan Green sre not post-nodorn writers. ...0n the other hand, such writers us Franz
Kafks, Gertrude Stein and Bruno Sehulz.., wrolo fiction whicl; we would now consider
post-modern™. (p. 3). ' :

She also notes that there are at least two major and “Mrequently overlapping'
strands in post-modern fiction of which we should be aware: the first, so-coallod “mota-
fiction™, 18 characterized by “formul experimentation™, hy, indeed, sclf-reficetion. The
second strannd is marked by “ihe resurgenee of certain genres and conventions, such £,
Tor eximple, romance and fulile®, ‘

' Oleksy begins her analvais of the 1960°s American “fable™ by arguing that much
modern “experimental” fiction makes nge of a, Ilcerary forrn that most of us would
regard as utterly worn out, the “allegory”. But “gllegory”, us used by modern writers,
is never “pure allegory™, 8uch modern works look back io “Ariosto, Goelhe and Haw-
thorne™ rather than to the rigid sllegory of the medieva) moment, even when they use
the medieval remance, as read by Jessic 1., Weston, as u basis. This “allcp v1y™ 18 multi-
facctod, the symbolic and the actual brought together in sueh a way that one cannot
neatly divide thiom indo norrative and mcaning. (Shoe poemts 1o the truth that, of courso,
no Trealistic” work i1 ever “an abrolute rendition of oleciive reality, nor is fuble com-
pletely divoreed from reality ). But the modern fable is, to use Tolert Scholes’ term, a
“fabulation”, 4 “storytelling, with a rarticulsir sense of pleasurc in form™. And one must
add one other element: such “fabulation” cxpresses s certain “gpirit of playfulness™
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bul Olcksy does not mean “play”™ jusl as rgereation, but play ay eonscious amhbignity, |
dc!ibf:mtﬂp denial of any “‘consistent allegorical pattorn™. | .

This kind of “allepory”, Oleksy argues, is present in nmdern “fﬂ,hulr&tmn in {hrm?
she culls “Battle’” and “Quest”, Battle sho further divides into “philosophie ﬂmT.lu—
valenee” and “emotive ambivalence”. And she sces three kim‘]sf of Qlfest.-: *1. the (*:-ui—
tontinl Quest; 2. the Pereeval version of the Quest; 3, the (: WY VOIS0 cff tjhe '[1;]110:-;1: £

Oleksy takes up Battle first. And, if there is & weakness in the hook, it ts with this
term and her usc of it. The discussions of the novels she treats imder t:he t-ﬂIIE‘ﬂ SCEIN SOMe-
times o bit mechanical and not always related to the term itselfi 3ut- this is, 1 thiuk,
hecause the term. as defined, demands that the works be more rigidly putterned than

erhaps y are 1n actuality, : ‘
Pclh;i?:-t::{gnad Quest diﬂ'eg, Olcksy says, structurally. Battle I'Gﬂl':l':i‘:“s a lii[!dﬁ of; ’EE{LSIPE;
a syminctry whose movement is not linear but hack &nfj forth, a see--sawmg ; 1t 18
easentially “mental”, even though there may be much action. Quest, on the 1otlu~r hand,
is & “ritual form” tha tirnplies “a moving scquence’’. What h&ppr-nst 15 of IIII'E){'}I‘II-&’I}!C?.
Too, “‘a characteristic theme of Batile is temptation... but the Inntmn of... gcml. 18
cssential to Quest. Obviously, then, the two are not absoluses; chviously they blend into

ne anothoer.

’ 5till, Quest scems a bettor means of cxplaiming narrative, stf:rry, than Battle. And
all the works that Oleksy considers here do tell stories, even stories on the low level of
“and then”, as E. M. Forster defines “story™ in Aspects of the Novel. Quest, then, scems
the book’s gentral thematie term; Battle is secondary.

Nevertheless, T do not wish to make too much of this. For Battle docs help 1‘1‘5 u.nder-
gtand the function of the strueture, and thereby give us the 1nvmningﬁ, of sneh uxls{:en-
tialist’? works ag John BartW's The End of the Road and Norman Maﬂlert’s A 7 American
Drream. Certainly the protaponists of these novels have no real “goal” n mind, excopt
perhaps the sense of heing fully alive. ‘ o . *

Oleksy defines the conflict, the Battle, in Barth's fload as philosophie amhbivaleneo,
One 1'nuslt read the conflicting forces as cseentially intellectual bﬂ.lan(:c:ﬁr: s nxﬂ,mpl!e,
Oleksy sces the three major figures this way, “}{rrrmie“h-lm'gap 1{4:1, tabula 1'&;&1}])5
Joe Morgan (Positive Foree), Jacob Horner (Negative [orec) - And it 18 whu,‘.o l'..'tle rmgf‘t
eall the strugplo botween Joe and Jacob over Rennie that brings a,hcult- the L:_&Last-mp 10,
But these eharacters arc never really doveloped as characters; thiey are ideas, 1.c., u.f:xemp-
lars of an allegory of modein existence, .

Tmotive ambivalence, on the other hand is based upon “taboo”, and iz i:hu:s GOt
corned with “temptation”. The tabooed “object’ is often desivable but o d nnger. To vio-
late o taboo is to take visks, and =0 to Jive with some intensity, I]{.*l‘lﬁa-‘ps to live authenti-
cally, a8 opposed to the simple acceptance of socictal BT, _]t- is, 03 Oleley L“ﬁ;?:i
Mailer, “to sot oub on that unebarted journey into the rebeilious nnperatives of the geH7.
The violences of An Aweriean Dregm are not simply violenees but o necessury r-r]@pmnt_
in Steplhen Rojack's scarch for anthentieity (this “Ef‘ﬂrt"[i.”. suggests that (_Jum;t._ Is an
olarnent in the novel. And Rojack does, as Oleksy says, “light t:nljt- fur noew territorics
at the end™, just os Huck Fipn did). Yet the novel is filled with um:hlgultwa tl:ﬁu.!. undtju_:ut
the {éut.'at. One con begin with the title, r title that brings up a series of njppusﬂ' IGNS u-lm?h
are not recolved, Todeed, it is the doublencss of this novel thaet makes it a good lead-in
to the following discussion. | ’ o

Using Quesh a8 her operative term, Clekey now {r:mmlm‘:s Walker Porey ,E :*.{:iﬂ
Moviegoer, Ken Kesoy's One Flow Ceer the Cuckod’s Nest, end Thomas ]?‘ym:h?w_m 2 1‘ e
Crying of Lot 49, The Moviegoer is tn “existontial quest”,t she gzays, The protagonist
of the novel, Binx Bolling, is both ordinary and extraordiflary; he secks (and finds}
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& purpose to hig lifc pot in the ordinary but in “the idea’ which in his caseis the committ.
ment to provide mental support” for 2 womdn. This pasitive choice, Oleksy says, may be
“makeshift”, but it is oddly Ameriean as opposed to the Kuropoun — tho Eurcpean
exislentialist ig utterly pessimistic.

. As noted a.bﬂv{:, Oleksy reads Cuckoo’s Nest and Lot 49 a3, essentially, romances
Le., types of allegory. And, of course, the reaching of a goal is the end of all rum:mcesi
Checkoo’s Nest, as an example of the Perceval pattern, puts its emphagis “on tho condition
of the Fisher King”; the “waste-land”, the modern world of conformity, forms the
ha:ckgmund It 13 the saerifico of McMurphy, the Gruil Knighi, which enables the “Fisher
King”, Chief Bromden, to return to life — to return to the natural,

Her reading of Lot 49, ss good « reading as one wiil find, shows us how the romance
elements are really made modern. Here, the waste land js all important, since it 1s San
Narciso, and Ban Natciso is “present day Amcrica”, Even the novel’s pervasive tone of
nostalgia reflocts tho wish for a world, that America, before the Fall, before the loss of
meaning. Above all, though, this modern world is marked by “entropy™, the tendeﬁc}r
towards randomness — here, towards the “disintegration of language™, and so the failure
of communication among people, among Americans. Still, if Qedipa Maas is another
Girail I{nightt, looking for “her own deliveranco”; if we do not know what she finds at the
end, the novel does not close with an image of defeat bur rather of waiting. There may be,
once moro and despite all, a kind of haope.

John Webs.ffar Citizen and Dramatist. By M. C. Bradbrook. Pp 218. London: Weiden-
feld and Nicolson, 1980. Reviewed by Ewa Flandt-Jankowskn, Adam Mickiowicz
University, Poznari.

F. L. Lucas, upon ro-editing Webster's The White Devil and The Duchess of Malfi
{10958}, said “lows is known of the life of John Webster than of thoso of the preat Greek
dramatists”, lndeed, a few references in Hepslowe's Diary and tho publi(:&t-i;m dates of
Webster's works have been, until reeently, the only records from which one could infep
something about the life of this darkest of Jacobesn tragic poets. The blanks in our
knowledge of Webster began to be filled with the discoveries of Mury Eéanond. Her
I n ;ﬁ’ea-r{:.-‘a of John Webster {1976) was the first attemptl at tracuiy the dramatist’s faaily
origins. Wa lcarn from Edmond’s articlo thai he lived in the north-west quarter of Lon-
dD[l,.ﬂU‘t fur from tho Middle Temple, the Fortune and the Red Bull theatres.

Professor Bradbrook, scknowledging the discoveries of Mary Edmond, expands
the scops of her study o include London’s social history, its three monarchs, its courticrs,
legends and naturally, its thestre. Hor knowiedge of the period sllows her to com pe-
tently evaluate ono of its major dramatists, realising all the while, that many of the
questions regurding Webster's life and art must still be left upanswered,

The work is presented in two parts. The first, headed under & self descriptive title
The London of John Webster, ig divided into four chaptors: (1) The Websters of Weast
Smithfield, (2) The Middle Temple: a Literary Cendre, (3) The Lady of St Bartholomew's:
@ Londun Legend, and (4) Antonio Pérez, the Spanish Spy: a London Legend.

In this section Professor Bradbrook focuses on the exterior forces formmg Wehster,
tho future dramatist. She demonstrates how the idous and sttitudes of four well-known,
figures of Elizabethan TLondon, influenced the playwright, The first important insiphts
Webster attained at tho Merchant Taylors® Sehiool. Its original High Master, Richard
Muleaster (the first of Bradbrook’s figures), rather than coneentrating on disciplines as
?epﬁ-rﬂtg entities, aimed at developing the person as a, whole. His students were instructod
In reading, acting, painting, dancing, wrestling, ete. The eraft of writing and speaking
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in the native language, however, was stressed the most. Muleaster’s systan of developing
man's physical and mental rceources, the gystem that Webster must have absorbed,
ig given considersble attention in this chapter.

Though there is no final evidence that Webster entered the Middle Temple, his
association with Marsion and Ford (koth members of the Society), his preoccupation
with court scenes erd, finally, ike entry of a “John Wekbster of London” in the Inn’s
records, credibly doevmeéent Profeszor Bipdbrook’s premise that Webster was a Templa-
rian.

The chapter on the Middle Temple provides an interesting account of its festivities.
The spirit of these Revels, as the festivities were called, later was to be revealed in the
writings of John Wekbster, at this point the Inn’s freshman. He was admitted to the Society
in 1548, at the time of the cuarrel between two Utter Barristers, John Davies (the second
of Bradbrook’s pereonages) and Richard Martin. The former, & talented writer, whose
literary tastes inspircd Webster, wes expelled from the Bociety for making a physical
assoult on Martin. Other members of the Temple who came to fore during Webster’s
education, and, thus, might have affected his personal development, are discussed here,
Professor Bradhcok shows, for instance, how Marston’s style, with its ironic reversals
and elements of parody or satire, was the foundation én which Webster built hiz own
drammatic poetry. As it ig indicated in the Nofes, much of the material for the diseussion
of the Tan’s cultural milicu, comeg from Philip Finkerpearl’s: John Marston of the Middle
Temple, and from Krueger — Nemser’s Introduction to their edition of John Davies’
poetry. _

The two remaining chapters of Part One deal less directly with Webster, nonetlieless,
they forcehadow what will appear in his dramutic works. Both centre around the lives
of the two legendary fiourcs of the seventeenth century London, Lady Fenclope Deve-
reux Rich and Antonio Térez. The author has chosen them to “provide for the modern
reader a re-entry inlo Webster's world, not by reconstruction but by reconstitution’’
(p. 2). Penelope, extolled by many poets (Sidney’s Stella) appears in Miss Bradbrook's
presentation as a prototype of the Duchess of Malfi. There is also rauch in her of Websier's
Vittoris Corombona.

Laatly, there comes Pérez -— an ingenious double agent from Spain, The vicismitudes
of this remarkable character meke in this book & chronicle of political games in the
seventeenth century Europe. The reader is expertly guided through the intricate web
of intelligence neiworks, encounters, courtly intrigues, disguizes and tresgons. Those
familiar with Webster’s major tragedies will find Pérez gradually emerging as an amalgar
of Bosole and Flamineo. Miss Bradbrock argues that “Bosola’s insccurity, his bitter
jesting and self-mockery... his love of disguizes as & mode of psychological relief can all
be found in Pdrez” (p. 146). Tho same attitudes link Pérez with Flamineo,

But it i not the author’s intention to draw endless analopries between the charactors
of Webstor’s London and thoso that populate his plays. Chapters three and four aim rather
at a comprehensive understanding of how these legends contributed to the writcer’s per-
sonal development, and were worked into a high tragedy. From soveral sources that pro-
vide the accounts for these two respective careers, Professor Bradbreok directs our
special attention to Ringler’s edition of Sidney’s poems, and to Ungerer’s work: 4 Spaniard
in Elizabethan England; the Correspondence of Antonio Perez’s Exile (1975 —6).

Tn ithe Second Part of the volume, the author moves to exuinine Webster’s speeific
works. This section iz also divided into four chapters, rounded off by the eonclusive

Final Perspective. :

The Plays of London Life, as the initial chaptor of this part is ontitled, surveys John
Webster's theatrical activity between 1802 —1606. Regrettably, the records of his contri-
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bution to the theatre at the turn of the eentury ure sketchy, and insufficient for the author
to fully estimato tho playwright’s involveraent in it. However, by weaving City affairs
with the theatre industry of that time, Professor Bradbrook ostablishes the socio-cidtural
climate in which Webster's dramatic endeavonrs were inaygurated, She asserts that his
name was first mentioned in Henslawe’s Digry in 1602, According to those records,
Webster and collaborators were to receive money for the pPlays: Caesar's Full {performned
in spring of thal your), Lady Jone and Christmas Comes buf Onece @ Vear (performed in
the autumu season). 3

Adeyuately supported by the preceding diseussion, sections on The White Devil and
The Duchess of Malfi show how the outer world, in whicl: Webster took seute intorest,
now 18 turned into a stage-world. The author also points out the erueial influences of the
Merchani. Taylors’ and the Middlo Temple education. In her analysis of The White Devil
the reader’s attention is first drawn te various methods of the deamatic projoction. One
of them is a technigue of “shifting perspoctives”. Tt allows the audiences, as well as tho
characters in the play, to alternate views; to sco as many variations of a single relation-
ship, or wsetion, as they wish. “Webster uses this art both for presenting his figurcs,and
for their inter-relations, theiv vicws of one another™, Thas, Bradbrook continues, “forees
the spectator to review them, rebuild them; the activity of interpretation oxcreises him
in & kind of action, as well as in solving a kind of puzzle” (p. 126). Clogely allied with tho
above iy & technique of “disjoincd speeches™ (for example, Flaminco’s death apeach).

Professor Bradbrook points out, guite interestingly, that the staccato rhythm in the .

verso, reflects the character’s abrupt shifts of mood. In duc course, the chapter con-
centrates on the confusion surrcunding Webster’s verbal horrowings, Professor Brad-
brock’s concern is to prove that s Merchant Taylor scholar would cmploy borrowed
sentenees Judiciously, often modifying them to his purposc. Webstor was likely 1o uue
Ralph Johnson’s Scholar’s Guide from the Accidence to the Universily (1665), whero the
rules how to “allude 10 sentences of authors’ wore proseribed (p. 13%).

The Duchess of Malfi is approached from a theatrics]l perspective, too. Reflecting
on the old, as well ag the contemporary sources of the tragedy, and providing a charactor
analysis of Lho leading drainatis personae, the chapter is. coneluded by & discussgion on a
masque-like character of the play. In the author’s own words, the drama “from beginning
to end, depends upon varying or enlargin g, contracling or mverting the forms of a4 mas-
que’” (p. 161). Bradbrook, ther, proceeds 1o demonstrate how certain scones of “inverted
rites’”? (Hurt 1962: 42— 7) are, in fact, little magquerades that aim at the “unfolding”
of the characters. Quite thought provoking is the author’s suggestion aboul corrolation
botween the art of Webster, and that of Inigo Jones. In her view, Webster's step-by-step
revelations of character rceall Tnigo Jones’s gradual slterations in scenery, which he
introduced in Jonson’s The Musque of Oberon (1611). Jones designed sets of sliding shut-
ters which, while moving, eventnally revealed Oberon, thus supporting the highpoint
of the mascue. ,

The Citizen at Drury Lare concludes tho Second Part of the volume, It shows Webster

- vigorously defending a “common player”, at whom standers were ofsen hurled from some
“gentlemen of the Inng”. By presenting him as a poet, a designer {(Webster was the
author of a big pageant show, Monwments of Honour (1624), and lastly as a liveryman
(since 1615 he had been a member of the Merchant Taylors’ Company — tho presiding
Livery Company) Miss Bradbrook eompletes the first full portrait of porhaps the greatest

! Ferdinand’s gift of a dagger, or the prison scenes, are the oxumples of “inverted
rites” in The Duchess of Malfi. The concept of reversed formal practices in Webster is
. analysed at length by J, Hurt (1062: 42— 47). .
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Jacobean poet after Shakespeare. By cxamining the dramatist’s works, B:tl‘d. by providing
richly layercd account of the seventeenth century London theatre, politics and people,
ghe has shown that there ig g striking regemblance between several historical facts, and
the plays that John Webater wrote. By such o method of presentation, the playwright’s.
whereabouts became partly ponetrable. _ _
Naturally, the readers may have reservations, especially on details l'ei]a,tmg Webs-
ter’s school years and his familiarity with eertain historical personages. It 1a here TﬂjhE'I‘H
much evidence is lacking, and factual information is mainly guecsswork. One is also likely
to take issue with some aspects of the plays’ interpretation (the most characteristic ones
were given @ brief consideration in this review}. In all these cases, huwtfver, Profossor
Bradbrook makes it clear that the suggests topics for further investigations, and does
not claim that her gtatements are inconvertible. ; ..
The body of Jokn Webster Citizen and Dramatist 1s complemented hy a m&p+0t
Webster’s neighbourhood, a table of dates, and Webster’s family tree. Theso, slong with
notes, a select bibliography and index, make & neatly unified study, addressed not only
to the scholars of Elizabethan theatre snd drams, but to the educated general reader
a3 well, Preceded by Miss Bradhrook's six works, issued as 4 History of Elizfzbeths'm Dra-
ma (Cambridge University Press, 1879), this volume could be a seventh in this great

BETIEE.
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