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          Introduction

        

        John Pier

      

      
        
           When, in the 1960s, the study of narrative became self-consciously systematic, seeking to elaborate categories and models for the theory and analysis of literary narration, a term was required for what, it was felt, had become a branch of literary studies in its own right, and this was narratology. Narratology was not, however, so much a new field of study as it was an innovative convergence of already-existing specialties, for the theory of the novel had developed considerably since the time of Henry James's reflections on the subject (to mention only the English-speaking world). Although the new approach did, to varying degrees, take into account questions of plot, point of view, time, character, etc., its novelty consisted, at least in part, in its appeal to research being done in fields such as folktale analysis, structural anthropology and particularly structural linguistics which, up to this time, had had little influence if any in Western literary scholarship, but it was furthered by the discovery of Russian Formalism and Czech structuralism and the desire to establish a rigorous methodology for the study of literature. The theory of the novel gradually gave way to a theory of narrative, inspired, at least in some quarters, as much by the social sciences as it was by the belletristic tradition and focusing on textual criteria that had previously drawn little attention in literary scholarship.

           The limitations of narratological models soon came to be appreciated, however, for while gains were made in formal and methodological rigor, this was accomplished at a price. Narrative grammars, for instance, proved to be better adapted to the analysis of folktales than to a critical understanding of literary texts whose plot structure may have little explanatory power for other features of the text; endeavors in this area also led to questions about the semantics of the text that revealed the limitations of heavily syntactic theories. The drive to establish models having a general validity, i. e. models sufficiently abstract to account for all narrative structures, encountered the need to differentiate narratives typologically, but also historically, and found it increasingly difficult to reconcile formal models with the particularities of individual authors and the texture of specific works. The situation was further complicated by the fact that the "pilot" science of linguistics was evolving rapidly and no longer provided the paradigms initially relied on by narratologists. Others perceived the necessity of confronting narratogical categories with or of returning to more traditional questions such as point of view, character, reliability, fictionality, style, etc. And finally, the growth of deconstructionism, poststructuralism and cultural studies has in some cases led to questioning the need for or the basis of narratological reasoning.

           However the situation is to be assessed today, there is little doubt that the legacy of narratology has left its mark on the way critics and scholars study and understand literature, including those who may have had little training in the field — be it due simply to the currency of certain narratological terms and concepts. The publication of specialized manuals and glossaries over the past two decades has also contributed to the systematic study of narrative both in teaching and in scholarship, but this has not been without the risk of a certain codification and mechanical application of narratological principles, on the one hand and, on the other, a tendency to employ narratology as an adjunct to traditional stylistics, explication de texte, etc., relying on it in a piecemeal way whenever this might be helpful, rather than to carry out literary analysis based on or with reference to a comprehensive narratological theory.

           The studies included in the present volume bear witness to the vitality and diversity of research going on in narratology more than thirty years after this approach to the study of narrative first took shape. For the most part, they were initially presented at the narratology round table convened by Professor Monika Fludernik of the University of Freiburg at the Fourth Congress of the European Society for the Study of English held Debrecen (Hungary) in September of 1997.1 No common or centralizing theme or doctrine binds these articles together, unless it be the desire shared by all of the contributors to study narrative through the critical elaboration and clarification of theoretical concepts coupled with appropriate analytical and critical practices. The theoretical bases, objectives, methodologies, types of narrative and narratological problems focused on differ in ways that the reader of this volume is invited to ponder and evaluate for him- or herself. One possible line of reflection for bringing together the various orientations adopted by the authors — and one which may have the further advantage of putting the contributions into perspective with theories of narrative as they have existed at various times in the past — is to read the articles against the backdrop of three general and interrelated aspects of narrative that, to varying degrees and in different forms, have always been taken into consideration in theoretically-informed studies in the field: narrative contents, narrative signifiers and their configurations, the dynamics of narrative deployment. While none of the articles is concerned with defining a clear-cut position on each of these aspects, they do, generally speaking and in different ways, reflect the long-standing tendency of narrative studies, and particularly of narratology, to seek out some articulation between them as well as the historical movement of narratology away from the predominance or generative power of narrative contents towards a finer perception of the supple and multifaceted interplay of these three aspects.

           This tendency is reflected in Dieter Meindl's "A Model of Narrative Discourse along Pronominal Lines." Meindl's contribution focuses on the consequences of the division between first-person and third-person narration, addressing issues that have not been dealt with extensively by those working within the scope of French narratology. Starting with a number of principles established by Franz K. Stanzel, Käte Hamburger and Harald Weinrich (key references for Germanspeaking narratologists), the author explores the interaction between enunciation (cf. Benveniste's discours) and illusion (cf. histoire) and then goes on to delineate four frames of reference in the narrative text (comment, report, scene, metaphor) together with the various types of transposition to which these frames of reference are subject, thus putting into a new light the problem of narrative levels.

           Martin Löschnigg's "Narratological Categories and the (Non-) Distinction between Factual and Fictional Narratives" scrutinizes a number of key points debated among narratologists in the wake of Paul Ricceur's Temps et Récit, showing that narratology, in spite of its predilection for the study of fictional narratives, also provides categories that are pertinent to historiography. Taking issue with Hamburger's tenet that fictionality is definable in terms of atemporality, thus driving a wedge between factual and fictional discourse, Löschnigg finds that in principle, time is not a determining factor for distinguishing historywriting from fiction-writing. More pertinent are the narratological categories of mode and voice, particularly as concerns focalization and the ever-resurgent paradoxes of the author/narrator axis, while any blurring of the lines between factual and fictional writing (as in postmodernist writing, for example) underscores the necessity for a narrative theory capable of discerning the differences between the two forms of narrative.

           The problem of fictionality also figures prominently in Uri Margolin's "Story Modalised, or the Grammar of Virtuality." Margolin is one among a number of theoreticians who, following the demise of structuralist narratology, has sought a new paradigm for narrative studies in the logic of possible worlds, thus addressing questions of semantics that had earlier been sidestepped. In this article, he singles out prospective narratives — those that tell stories that have not yet occurred — as opposed to retrospective narratives and simultaneous narratives. He then examines four different modalities in future-oriented texts, with stimulating insights into the formulation and mediation of narrative contents.

           In his "Reconceptualizing the Theory and Generic Scope of Unreliable Narration," Ansgar F. Nünning offers a valuable critique of Wayne Booth's widely and diffusely employed notion of unreliability, dissociating it from the implied author (itself never satisfactorily defined) so as to provide it with a new basis, grounded in the conceptual framework brought to the text by readers. Unreliable narration involves "an interpretive procedure," and this results partly from grammatical signals picked up by the reader, but also from various anomalies in the narrative determined on the basis of the reader's experience and other literary criteria. The shift towards a reception-theoretical approach to unreliable narration is further evidence of how current research in narratology is seeking to rethink traditional categories of narrative studies.

           In a similar spirit of reformulation of narratological concepts, Manfred Jahn's "More Aspects of Focalization: Refinements and Applications" takes up one of the most extensively debated issues of modern narrative theory, arguing that the "Who sees?/Who speaks?" distinction of Genettean and post-Genettean narratology should be replaced by a more general model of perception which, at the level of focalization, is revealed through "vectored indicators of subjectivity." Accordingly, Jahn proposes to reframe the whole question of focalization by asking "Whose affect, perception, conceptualization orients the narrative text?" He goes on to outline a four-level gliding scale to account for varying degrees of focalization, and in an allusion both to Henry James's "house of fiction" and to computer technology, the term "window shifting" is introduced in order to designate variations in focalization, while the related problem of "deictic diffusion" in certain problematic passages is explained in terms of interferences or "window overlap" between the narratorial and reflectorial modes.

           An age-old and recurrent problem in reasoning about narrative is that of time. Structuralist narratology has on the whole tended to approach time in terms of the spatial categories of the text, most conspicuously so in the case of Genette's model of narrative time (although Paul Ricceur's and Käte Hamburger's writings, for example, have had an impact on the situation). From the perspective of narrative explanation, Jon-K Adams, in "Order and Narrative," provides a critique of the structuralist understanding of chronology, showing (among other things) the difficulties it encounters when a narrative includes multiple chronologies or embedded chronologies. Thus, in a work such as Fitzgerald's The Great Gatsby, the textually given order of events does not wholly coincide with the order of events in Gatsby's experience and with the order in which the narrator has gained knowledge of those events.

           In what he terms a "stylistics of narrational techniques," Gordon Collier, in his "Apparent Feature-Anomalies in Subjectivized ThirdPerson Narration," examines in close detail, not the "deviations" of traditional stylistics, but the use of gnomic statements and the naming of characters in Patrick White's The Solid Mandala that reveal domains for the expression of subjectivity which can be accounted for only to a limited degree by free indirect discourse. Unlike most works using this device, White s novel does not include a narrator whose discourse seeks to mould itself into the character's consciousness (cf. figuralization and reflectorization), but instead is built up out of two central consciousnesses in such a way that the characters in effect narrate themselves in the third person.

           Interpretative strategies take a turn that has been little explored by narratologists in works where the gender of narrators and protagonists remains indeterminate. Monika Fludernik deals with this question in "The Genderization of Narrative," where she examines in some detail three first-person novels that deliberately forestall facile conclusions as to both the biological sex and the gender roles of the characters. In these works, the textual inferences made by readers on the basis of proper names, pronouns, anaphors, etc. may not be wellgrounded, and at the same time they leave considerable latitude as to the cultural markers and frames that readers are inclined to or even encouraged to bring to the text. Here again, we see evidence of the tendency of current narratological research to focus on the dynamics of narrative deployment.

           The study of narrative has become increasingly attentive to the misfit or differential relations between plot and the discursive forms by which it is expressed or conveyed. The tendency of narratives themselves to exploit parallel but non-convergent patterns of the two levels becomes particularly striking in postmodern works of a parodic bent. This question is taken up by Elizabeth Deeds Ermarth in "Parody as a Practice for Postmodernity" with a discussion of Nabokov's Transparent Things, the findings from which are interestingly corroborated with Jon Jost s film All the Vermeers in New York, where the cinemagraphic medium opens up a plurality of sequences and values between narrative codes and the camera — an "in-between" emerging out of a simultaneity of codes.

           The syntagmatics of the written narrative text is explored by John Pier in "Three Dimensions of Space in the Narrative Text." With attention given to the graphic aspect of narrative (as opposed to the referential space of description) as well as to the semiotic categories of icon, index and symbol (rather than to the "linearity" of the signifier), texts by Dos Passos, Nabokov, Barth and Melville are taken into consideration, and emphasis is laid on space in this sense as a feature of intertextuality.

           Pierre Gault's "Rhématique/Thématique, ou les élans de la syntaxe" focuses on the interferences in a number of narrative fragments between the pre-constructed (thematics) and the non-presupposed (rhematics). While the syntactic operations put into play by these two "phases" and the modalities of their interactions act on the reader's affect, the thematics/rhematics pair also raises questions concerning, for example, hypotaxis/parataxis, metonymy/metaphor, lapsus/condensation and neurosis/psychosis.

           Individually, these articles approach narrative from various angles, focusing both on matters that have been debated since even before the advent of narratology and on questions that have been dealt with in only a limited way in the past; together, they show that narratology, far from being a method defined by fixed procedures, is diverse in its theoretical orientations and analytical practices and responsive to the evolution of literary theory and criticism. Modelbuilding — inherent in all forms of narratological research — has taken on a less monolithic character as researchers in the field have sought to account for the multiplicity of the fine points of literary expression that the highly differentiated corpus of narratives provides. As suggested above, it may well be appropriate to view work being done in narratology today as a new chapter in the study of how narrative contents, narrative signifiers and their configurations and the dynamics of narrative deployment interact. The articles in this volume are offered as a contribution to the writing of this new chapter.

        

        
          Notes

          1  These are the contributions by Dieter Meindl, Gordon Collier, Monika Fludernik, Elizabeth Deeds Ermarth, Jon-K Adams and John Pier.
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          I. The proposed model foregrounds the category PERSON

           Given that a story normally presents an action, the radical of narrative is the verb. According to Emile Benveniste (1966, 227), no language possessing verbs fails to mark "les distinctions de personne": "On peut donc conclure que la catégorie de la personne appartient bien aux notions fondamentales et nécessaires du verbe." Surprisingly, theories of narrative do not much favor the category person.2 The present model of narrative discourse upgrades person by treating it as a transposition device, an operational principle permitting shifts and transitions between discrete frames of reference in narrative. In addition, this model emphasizes three elements habitually neglected in narrative theory: the reader's illusion, metaphor, and second-person narrative.

           The ternary conception of person, derived from antiquity, was first radically challenged by Benveniste, who posits a fundamental disparity between the first and second grammatical persons, on the one hand, and the third person, on the other. In substance, his argument runs as follows: "I" inscribes both the enunciator and the enunciated in the text as the use of "I" designates an "I" enunciating itself; when "you" is used, it presupposes an "I" addressing the enunciated "you"; the use of "s/he," however, constitutes an enunciation without the enunciator being conveyed by the enunciated "s/he." Hence, Benveniste distinguishes between the persons "I"/"you" and the "non-person" "s/he." One also notes that the third person designates previously named entities (not necessarily persons) by what are hence literally pronouns. In contrast, "I" and "you" (usually persons) do not lend themselves to anaphoric use. We might say that the third person calls the notion "person" into question whereas the first and second persons do the same with the notion "pronoun."

          II. A statement about reality is always in the first person; nevertheless, third-person narrative is a legitimate notion

           Henry David Thoreau said in 1854: "We commonly do not remember that it is, after all, always the first person that is speaking" (1966, 1). A statement about reality is made by its author. In this sense it is always in the first person, irrespective of the pronominal use that prevails. Structurally, it is marked by the fact that the enunciator and what is enunciated (including the past and credited mythic and religious items) belong to one and the same reality. In the area of narrative fiction, first-person narrative is defined by Franz Stanzel as featuring an identical realm of existence for the narrator and the narrated characters. Hence, first-person narrative is modeled on statements about reality, as Käte Hamburger (1993, 313) observed, who called it a "feigned reality statement."3

           What, then, is third-person narrative? With fiction, the reader does not hold the author accountable for the factual veracity of what is enunciated. Likewise, the reader does not attribute to the author but to the "narrator" the more or less pronounced attitude (stance, voice) that the text conveys together with the fictive world. This is what has generated and legitimates the otherwise nonsensical notion "third-person narrative": its narrative agency exists in a displacement between the author and the attitude inscribed in the text. In third-person narrative fiction, "narratorial attitude" (a term I prefer to "third-person narrator") figures as the enunciator that, as noted above, the enunciated "s/he" fails to convey.

           Both statements about reality and first-person narrative fiction manifest quantitative limitation: the enunciator has, in principle, no access (short of inference, guess-work, etc.) to the minds of others. In third-person narrative fiction, however, there is such access. Conversely, first-person narrative fiction features qualitative unlimitedness, with the enunciator commanding the human being's whole range of expression: lying, erring, fantasizing, and telling the truth. Huck Finn believes he will go to hell for freeing a slave, for "stealing" Nigger Jim: clearly, the text wants us to disagree with this belief expressed by its first-person narrator. The situation is quite different if we take exception to the following views, propounded by way of comment upon a dentist's nearrape of his anesthetized patient in McTeague, a third-person novel by Frank Norris:

          
            (1) Below the fine fabric of all that was good in him ran the foul stream of hereditary evil, like a sewer. The vices and sins of his father and of his father's father, to the third and fourth and five hundredth generation, tainted him. The evil of an entire race flowed in his veins. (1964, 29)

          

           This is outmoded biological determinism, whose effect is detrimental to the text unless the reader is willing to make allowances for Norris's naturalist context. Evidently, contradicting the authorial voice, an incipient interpretative register in the text, moves us onto the plane of value judgments. The qualitative limitation of third-person narrative, then, consists in the fact that, in principle, its narrative agency is held to its authority by the reader. Being an authorial attitude rather than an enunciating subject (such as Huck Finn), this narrative agency cannot become subjective (or objective), but is authoritative, as indicated by the fact that unacceptable views on its part cannot benefit the text (as Huck's can). In contrast, first-person narrative invites us to entertain the notion of the (un-)reliability of the enunciating subject, a fictional character. A general differentiation between spheres emerges from these considerations. Third-person (authorial) narrative is marked by quantitative unlimitedness/qualitative limitation, first-person narrative by qualitative unlimitedness/quantitative limitation.

           This differentiation is structural rather than reliant on pronominal use. So we might ask ourselves: Is there first-person narrative without "I"-usage? Sundry character-told narratives in The Canterbury Tales and other such story-cycles are told with zero selfreference of the teller. However, this tends to turn characters within such narratives into centers of consciousness by invocation of their mental states, which are necessarily fictional in relation to the tellers. Such narratives — with their typical claim to independent status, retold rather than told by frame figures — represent a projection of the structure of third-person narrative into first-person narrative. The narrating character assumes an authorial or story-teller function so that the identity of the realms of existence of enunciator and enunciated that defines first-person narrative is dissolved. Conversely, when third-person narrative becomes geared to the point of view of a fictional character or figure (Stanzel's figural narrative situation), the structure of first-person narrative (whose narrator is a fictional figure) can assert itself without any occurrence of "I"-usage. Narrative perspective then becomes potentially unreliable (qualitative unlimitedness) and forgoes authorial omniscience (quantitative limitation). The structural conception of pronominal narrative advanced here involves shifting frames of reference in narrative. Before elucidating the principle of transposition at work in such shifts, the spheres of both first-person and third-person narrative must be demarcated in terms of types of narrative discourse. Establishing these types involves a consideration of the role of the reader's illusion in narrative.

          III. The registers of illusion and enunciation

           The reader responding to narrative discourse mediates between two registers that subtract from each other. That is, s/he shifts between the theoretical (never fully actualized) extremes of imagining (visualizing, "illusioning") a world and apprehending an act of enunciation. The register of illusion is weakest when there is barely anything to be imagined because the register of enunciation is so strong:

          
            (2) Falseness dies; injustice and oppression in the end of everything fade and vanish away. Greed, cruelty, selfishness, and inhumanity are short-lived; the individual suffers, but the race goes on. Annixter dies, but in a far-distant corner of the world a thousand lives are saved. The larger view always and through all shams, all wickednesses, discovers the Truth that will, in the end, prevail, and all things, surely, inevitably, resistlessly work together for good. (Norris, 1938, 360f.)

          

           This concluding passage of a third-person novel is almost wholly given over to narratorial attitude, an authorial stance: the narrative agency's discussing or commenting on general matters in an abstract manner. We are practically incapable of imagining what we are told, given that "it is impossible to imagine at all without picturing things" (Goatly, 1997, 83). One also notes that this "narrator" does not narrate (erzählen), strictly speaking, but rather comments (besprechen), to use Harald Weinrich's distinction (1971). Evidently, the narrative agency manifests itself most clearly not by narrating a world, but by commenting on the narrated world, by formulating its attitude toward it. To the extent that it replaces the specific, concretely rendered textual world by abstractly worded general views, it makes it harder to visualize that world, to experience it through illusion. That is, narratorial attitude (the "narrator" of third-person narrative), in emerging (by commenting), discloses the textual world as narrated (renders it less capable of being "illusioned"), as conceived in a certain manner, thus engendering a narratee asked to share that conception. This is the register of enunciation, which reflects the tripartite structure of communication. The interplay of the registers of enunciation (communication) and illusion — an interplay in which the narrative agency dissolves by evoking a concrete, detailed world and re-emerges when commenting on and thus backgrounding that world — is evoked by Gérard Genette in his opposition mimesis/diegesis: "... the quantity of information and the presence of the informer are in inverse ratio, mimesis being defined by a maximum of information and a minimum of the informer, diegesis by the opposite relationship" (1980, 166). Benveniste's discrimination between histoire and discours also anticipates the illusion/enunciation distinction. In third-person narrative (histoire), "les événements semblent se raconter eux-mêmes. Le temps fondamental est l'aoriste [passé simple], qui est le temps de l'événement hors de la personne d'un narrateur." Of discours Benveniste says: "Il faut entendre discours dans sa plus large extension: toute énonciation supposant un locuteur et un auditeur, et chez le premier l'intention d'influencer l'autre en quelque manière" (1966, 241f.). The two foundations of illusion are the third-person pronoun, which does not designate the enunciator, and the past tense, used for evoking a world. The foundations of enunciation are the first and second persons, which explicitly or implicitly designate the enunciator, and the present tense, used for comment by the narrative agency. Typically, narrating in the present tense (cf. the majority of Margaret Atwood's numerous feminist stories) generates a certain exemplary quality.

           The interaction of illusion and enunciation also takes place in first-person narrative. The two registers can here be designated with the help of Stanzel's terminology as the experiencing "I" and the narrating "I," which, closely examined, constitute theoretical extremes, since, even when clinging to the experiencing "I," we never quite lose touch with the fact that the experience conveyed is a narrative act and since, when aligning ourselves with the narrating "I," we are still related, however tenuously, to the experiential world the narrator supplants by looking back to and commenting on it. Hence, in first-person narrative too, the "narrator" is never there as such, being either a commentator or becoming, as illustrated by the following passage, practically inaudible:

          
            (3) "Are you married?" he [Rinaldi] asked from the bed.
I was standing against the wall by the window
"Not yet."
"Are you in love?"
"Yes."
"With that English girl?"
"Yes."
"Poor baby. Is she good to you?"
"Of course."
"I mean is she good to you practically speaking?"
"Shut up." (Hemingway, 1976, 142)

          

           Information about the act of enunciation is practically reduced to the level of general orientation on the part of the reader, who knows of course that the passage is narrated, but who is otherwise focused on — experiences — the event itself: a dialogue between Frederic Henry and his friend Rinaldi. However, for all the preponderance of the experiencing "I" in Hemingway's novel, the narrating "I" makes itself heard. Note how Frederic Henry commemorates his dead love, Catherine Barkley:

          
            (4)... the night can be a dreadful time for lonely people once their loneliness has started. But with Catherine there was almost no difference in the night except that it was an even better time. If people bring so much courage to this world the world has to kill them to break them.... (209)

          

           The narrator becomes audible as a "discourser" employing the present tense. However, the enunciator of first-person narrative is generally more stable than that of third-person narrative. The narrating "I" and the experiencing "I," which respectively activate the two structural components of the pronoun (enunciating/enunciated "I"), are, after all, the same person: a human agent, or subject, endowed with a life anterior to his or her narrative act.

           The narrative agency of third-person narrative is not barred from adopting a backward-looking attitude. This is how Dickens opens A Tale of Two Cities: It [the period of the French Revolution] was the best of times, it was the worst of times... it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair, we had everything before us" (5). In principle, what fiction conveys even in such passages is not the past, but retrospection resulting from an interaction of the temporal planes of the narrative act and the narrated events, respectively promoting the present and the past tense (cf. citation (4)). Data from history used in fiction apparently affect the reader's temporal orientation by underscoring retrospection, which strengthens the register of enunciation, as does the first person. Significantly, the retrospective passage from Dickens's third-person novel attracts an authorial "I" concealed in the amplifying plural "we" ("I" and the young people of that time).

          IV. The frame of reference: comment-report-scene-metaphor

           Defining comment as general in subject matter and abstract in manner yields two basic oppositions for differentiating between narrative discourses: particularization/generalization and concretization/abstraction. These oppositions permit four combinations.

           COMMENT is general and abstract. Thus, citation (2), while recalling one of the novel's incidents ("Annixter dies"), is almost pure comment, proffering a world-view.

           SCENE, the opposite of comment, conveys a particular narrative reality in concrete terms:

          
            (5) Mr. Lorry... had just poured out his last glassful of wine with as complete an appearance of satisfaction as is ever to be found in an elderly gentleman of a fresh complexion who has got to the end of a bottle, when a rattling of wheels came up the narrow street, and rumbled into the innyard.
He set down his glass untouched. "This is Mam'selle!" said he. (Dickens, 1968, 29)

          

           Apart from being an authorial gloss that portrays Mr. Lorry as the very image of the happy old tippler, the passage is scene.

           The combination particular/abstract yields REPORT, which provides an abstract or summary of a particular narrative reality, as in this example from Hawthorne's "Wakefield":

          
            (6) The man, under pretense of going a journey, took lodgings in the next street to his own house, and there, unheard of by his wife or friends, and without the shadow of a reason for such selfbanishment, dwelt upwards of twenty years. (90)

          

           Though this is undoubtedly a report, a certain bemusement ("without the shadow of a reason," "self-banishment") also bespeaks judgmental and ironic values classifiable as comment.

           The fourth combination is METAPHOR, whose sphere is the concrete universal. Metaphor is not only "the archetype" (Ortony, 1993, 3) of tropes, but "an indispensable basis of language and thought" (Goatly, 1997, 1). It has been unduly scanted by narratologists (Cardonne-Arlyck, 1984, and Bal, 1985, being important exceptions). Narrative discourse is often saturated with metaphors, ranging from dead to conventional and active ones. The fact is that there is practically no escape from metaphor in narrative discourse, as can be seen from the citations offered in this study. For example, citation (1) is a commentmetaphor based on the image of "the foul stream of hereditary evil, like a sewer," which "flow[s]" in McTeague's veins. Metaphor privileges discourse using concrete terms (images) to figure forth general aspects of narrative reality.4

           The scheme report-scene-comment-metaphor constitutes a frame of reference (FR), its four demarcations figuring as theoretical reference points that narrative discourse can in practice only approach, but never reach. The distinction narration/description can be integrated into this scheme, which reflects the temporal determinants and generic affiliations of narrative discourse.

           Report is geared to action, which it summarizes and abstracts. Hence, with report, story time surpasses text time (note how Hawthorne renders "upwards of twenty years" in a sentence, as it were). The maximum asymmetry would be reached with a finite reporting of eternity, something that not even eschatological scriptures (e. g., the Book of Revelation) can do, reduced, as they turn out to be, to declaring some state of affairs as eternal, thus describing eternity rather than rendering it as a story. Report, conveying an action, is by its nature opposed to description, which addresses itself to situations and states. This, however, does not mean that a report ("He lived a life of adventure") cannot be descriptively rephrased ("His life was full of adventure"). Generically, report is narration pure and simple: it is "naked" narrative equally distant from the evocative quality of scene and the conceptual spirit of comment and, in its literalness and staightforwardness, is opposed to the figurative and imagistic nature of metaphor.

           Scene, the concrete rendition of a particular action, has a descriptive counterpart in concrete and detailed description of scenery, setting, and characters. Thus, Hemingway's "Hills Like White Elephants" features scene both as action and as scenery. With scene conceived as action, text time and story time are conventionally said to coincide, particularly when the scene consists of dialogue from which inquit-tags have been eliminated. However, a full equation of text time and story time is possible only outside narrative, particularly in drama, where time performed and performance time coincide in the scenes and acts of a play. Scene is thus generically related to drama. As Percy Lubbock (1923) already explained, the purpose of scene in narrative is to "show": it promotes illusion by minimizing the audibility of the narrative agency while simultaneously supplying the reader with detail amenable to visualization.

           Comment suspends the story, applying a pause to it. It promotes evaluation and characterization, thus becoming easily, but not necessarily, descriptive. Citation (2) illustrates how comment can convey a reality that is not static, a course rather than a state of affairs, as it were. The theoretical extreme of comment would be an...
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