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Abstract

Text World Theory: A Critical Exposition and Development in Relation to
Absurd Prose Fiction

Joanna Gavins PhD Thesis

This thesis presents a unified and systematic Text World Theory, tested and refined
under practical application. It draws on a variety of linguistic, psychological, critical
theoretical and cognitive scientific models, principally the cognitive discourse grammar
originally developed by Paul Werth. The thesis delineates the critical and philosophical
inheritance out of which Text World Theory evolved, in order to evaluate and engage
critically with the theoretical framework in the light of recent developments in literary
linguistics and cognitive poetics. This inheritance includes the fields of possible worlds
semantics and narratology, artificial intelligence research and cognitive psychology.
Essential modifications, revisions and crucial adjustments are made to Werth’s
approach in order to produce a refined model of Text World Theory.

The augmented framework is tested through several practical and inter-related analyses.
These centre around Absurd prose fiction, selected in order to highlight the adaptability
of the new Text World Theory especially in the context of literary environments that are
often judged to be challenging on a cognitive dimension. Extensive analyses of Paul
Auster’s The Music of Chance, Flann O’Brien’s The Third Policeman, Emmanuel
Carrére’s The Mustache, Kurt Vonnegut’s Slaughterhouse-Five, and Donald
Barthelme’s Snow White are undertaken over the course of the thesis. Further
adaptations to the model are proposed as a result of these applications.

The thesis aims primarily to be a contribution to the field of cognitive discourse study.
However, incidental contributions are also made to the areas of the critical study of
Absurd prose fiction, pragmatics and semantics, cognitive poetics and literary critical
theory in general.



‘The most incomprehensible thing about the world is that
it is at all comprehensible.’

Albert Einstein
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Chapter One Preliminaries

1.0 Aims and Parameters

The central focus of this thesis is the text world approach to discourse study conceived
by the late Professor Paul Werth and outlined both in his 1999 monograph, Text Worlds:
Representing Conceptual Space in Discourse, and in numerous preceding articles and
essays (Werth 1992a, 1992b, 1993, 1994, 1995a, 1995b, 1997a, 1997b and ms.).
Throughout this body of work, Werth claims to have devised a methodological
framework capable of accounting for the cognitive processes behind the production and
interpretation of all forms of human communication; from telephone conversations to
dramatic performance, from church sermons to newspaper reports. Rarely are such
ambitious theoretical objectives encountered within the field of linguistic study. Werth’s
development of his all-encompassing model, however, was sadly cut short by his
untimely death in 1995. By that time, Werth had set down only the basic foundations of
Text World Theory in published form, though he had also managed to complete a
manuscript for his monograph on text worlds prior to his death. Although not in the
camera-ready form that had been requested by the publishers (Longman) on their
original acceptance of the text, Text Worlds: Representing Conceptual Space in
Discourse was felt to be of such academic importance as to warrant the extensive

further editing work needed to bring the volume to a publishable state.

This task was undertaken by Professor Mick Short at the University of Lancaster
between 1995 and 1998 and involved a number of changes to Werth’s draft. Alongside

numerous missing and inaccurate references, some of the examples Werth had used for



analysis (including an unreferenced satirical extract on former President of the United
States, Ronald Reagan) were deemed potentially libellous and were duly removed and
replaced with similar, though less legally problematic, extracts of Professor Short’s
devising (see, for example, Werth 1999: 151). Several of Werth’s diagrams were also
removed in order to reduce costs. These discrepancies have been borne in mind
throughout the course of this study and close comparison has consistently been made
between the final volume, eventually published in 1999, and its original manuscript.
This comparison has shown, however, that little significant difference exists between
the two texts at the theoretical level and that the majority of changes made to Werth’s

original version of the book have been largely cosmetic.

Although the account of Text World Theory presented in the 1999 monograph may be
far more extensive than those offered in earlier essays (e.g. Werth 1994, 1995a, 1995b),
no further exploration of the validity of the considerable claims contained in that text
(see Chapter Three for further detail) has yet been attempted. As I have already
mentioned, the potential for the application of Text World Theory to a broad range of
discourse situations is stressed throughout Werth’s work. Furthermore, Werth
emphasises that he believes his fundamental responsibility as a discourse linguist to be
the formulation of a methodological framework that will enable the systematic
examination, not only of entire texts, but also of the contexts surrounding their
production and interpretation (see Werth 1999: Chapter 1). Indeed, Werth admits that,
consequently, his central subject matter is no less than ‘all the furniture of the earth and
heavens’ (Werth 1999: 17). Whether Werth actually achieved his aim of producing a
fully context-sensitive discourse model, capable of explaining the vast data of all human

communication, is yet to be tested and established. Although selected areas of Werth’s



text worlds framework have been discussed and put into use in a number of recent
discourse studies (e.g. Emmott 1997, Hidalgo Downing 2000), no extended critical

evaluation or development of the model yet exists.

This thesis constitutes just such a project. It is the first step towards an exhaustive
testing of the benefits and boundaries of Text World Theory. Indeed, that very term is
coined in this thesis for the first time, as a means of referring to the expanded and
refined version of Werth’s text world framework presented throughout the course of the
coming chapters. In his own work on text worlds, Werth did not refer to his approach to
discourse study as an identifiable unified ‘theory’ of human communication in this
sense. Although, in his 1999 monograph, Werth does claim to be working towards the
formulation of a ‘Cognitive Discourse Grammar® (Werth 1999: 50), he does so as a
means of relating his text world model to other discourse frameworks (e.g. Fauconnier
1994 and 1997, Langacker 1987, 1990 and 1991) previously put forward within the
ﬁeld of cognitive linguistics (see sections 2.2.3, 2.2.4 and 3.2.2 for further discussion of
these correlations). Werth’s somewhat tentative classification of his methodology, then,
can be seen as appropriate to the status of his project as a ‘work-in-progress’ at that
time. The retrospective schematisation and development of the central principles of the
text world approach undertaken in the current thesis, however, reveals a discrete and
cohesive system of discourse analysis to which the ‘Text World Theory’ label may now

be confidently applied.

It is important to stress, however, that, due to the standard constraints of time and scope,
the present thesis is not intended as a comprehensive investigation of all aspects of

Werth’s framework. Indeed, the all-embracing nature of Text World Theory necessarily



means that only selected areas of the model can be fully explored in an investigation of
this size. A corresponding restriction of data for analysis must also be made for the
same reasons. Therefore, since this thesis constitutes the first detailed exploration of
Text World Theory attempted since Werth’s death, it seems appropriate to begin the
evaluation and development of the framework at the precise point at which it was left by
its creator. This means that the viability of using the text worlds approach to examine
face-to-face communication, for example, will not be assessed in these pages (see
Chapter Five, however, for some further discussion of the possibilities of such a
project). Rather, the further advancement of Text World Theory will start with an
exploration into that mode of discourse which formed the central focus of Werth’s own

work, namely the discourse of prose fiction.

A number of shortcomings can immediately be identified in the analyses of literary
discourse carried out by Werth during his development of Text World Theory. Firstly,
despite repeated gestures towards the examination of real, extended discourse, Werth’s
own use of his framework was limited to the analysis of relatively short literary extracts,
aimed at exemplifying rather than assessing the text world approach (Werth 1999: 10
provides a typical example). This thesis, on the other hand, studies the text world
structures of a series of entire novels in order to investigate fully Text World Theory’s
capacity for dealing with complete texts. Werth’s choice of examples for analysis was
also often further restricted to the work of realist novelists from the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. Extracts from William Thackeray, Henry Fielding, John Steinbeck
and Charles Dickens feature prominently throughout Werth’s work, with Ernest
Hemingway and E.M. Forster emerging as particular favourites for investigation (see,

for example, Werth’s use of Hemingway in Werth 1993: 82, 1995b: 202, 1995b: 203-



204, 1999: 10, 1999: 52, 1999: 217, 1999: 220, and his use of Forster in Werth 1994:
84-85, 1995b: 190-191, 1999: 8, 1999: 254, 1999: 318-319). The present purposes of
exploring both the advantages and the absolute limits of Text World Theory as a
methodological tool for stylistic analysis, however, demand a more challenging
selection of literary texts. Section 1.1 below, therefore, explains the rationale behind the
application of Text World Theory to a series of Absurd novels, which forms the core of

this thesis.

1.1 The Literature of the Absurd

Absurd adj. and ».

A. adj. ... Out of harmony with reason or propriety; incongruous, unreasonable, illogical. In
modern use, esp. plainly opposed to reason, and hence, ridiculous, silly...

B. #. An unreasonable thing, act or statement. Obs. exc. as a rendering of Fr. [/’absurde
(Camus)... 1962 Listener 13 Dec 1027/1 The theatre of the absurd, whose master remains

Camus.
(The Oxford English Dictionary, 1989)

Although The Oxford English Dictionary here acknowledges the work of Albert Camus
as a central influence on much contemporary use of the term ‘absurd’, its choice of
citation can be seen to present a somewhat misleading picture of the historical
developmentvof the notion of the Absurd in both philosophy and literary criticism. The
quotation from The Listener in 1962 above would appear to suggest that Camus was in
some way responsible for, or at least involved in, the twentieth century dramatic
tradition which has come to be known as the ‘Theatre of the Absurd’. In actual fact,
although the use of ‘absurd’ to refer to both a literary work and a general state of human
existence can be traced back to Camus’ 1942 text Le Mythe de Sisyphe (Camus 1975),
Camus himself never used the term to refer to either his own or other authors’ dramatic
work. Rather, Le Mythe de Sisyphe is made up of a series of philosophical essays in
which Camﬁs questions whether life has meaning in order to explore the further

question of the legitimacy of suicide. He evokes the Greek myth of Sisyphus as an



allegory for the ‘absurd’ human condition. Sisyphus, of course, having angered the
gods, was condemned to ceaselessly rolling a huge stone to the top of a mountain, only
to have to watch it roll back down again under the force of its own weight. Camus

explains:

Sisyphus is the absurd hero. He is as much through his passions as through his torture. His
scorn of the gods, his hatred of death, and his passion for life won him that unspeakable
penalty in which the whole being is exerted towards accomplishing nothing. This is the
price that must be paid for the passions of this earth.

(Camus 1975: 108)

During the course of his existential deliberations, Camus also mentions a number of
other fictional works, including Franz Kafka’s (1925) The Trial and The Castle (1926),
and Herman Melville’s (1851) Moby Dick, which, he argues, share the ‘absurd
sensitivity’ (Camus 1975: 10) of Sisyphus’ tale. These brief observations, however,

remain secondary to his central philosophical purpose.

The phrase ‘Theatre of the Absurd’ was coined much later by Martin Esslin (1980) in
his seminal text of the same name, originally published in 1961. Esslin draws upon
Camus’ original depiction of the absurdity of human existence in order to describe the
dramatic works of, primarily, Samuel Beckett, Arthur Adamov, Eugene Ionesco, Jean

Genet and Harold Pinter. Esslin explains:

A term like Theatre of the Absurd is a working hypothesis, a device to make certain
fundamental traits which seem to be present in the works of a number of dramatists

accessible to discussion by tracing the features they have in common.
(Esslin 1991: 12)

Unfortunately, Esslin fails to specify what these fundamental traits actually are, offering
only a highly impressionistic description of the works of each of his chosen authors
without any reference to the stylistic features the texts may share. However, Esslin does
provide slightly more rigorous detail in his differentiation between those writers he

considers to be dramatists of the Absurd and those, including Jean Giraudaux, Jean-Paul



Sartre and Camus himself, whom he identifies as belonging to an earlier tradition of

‘Existentialist theatre’ (Esslin 1980: 25). He argues that

these writers differ from the dramatists of the Absurd in an important respect: they present
their sense of the irrationality of the human condition in the form of highly lucid and
logically constructed reasoning, while the Theatre of the Absurd strives to express its sense
of the senselessness of the human condition and the inadequacy of the rational approach by
the open abandonment of rational devices and discursive thought. While Sartre or Camus
express the new content in the old convention, the Theatre of the Absurd goes one step
further in trying to achieve a unity between its basic assumptions and the form in which
these are expressed.

(Esslin 1980: 24)

Sartre, Camus, and their contemporaries, then, can be seen to be expressing the same
metaphysical anguish as Beckett, Pinter, and the rest of Esslin’s Absurdist writers, only
in a more conventional, realist form. Indeed, Esslin goes on to describe Camus’ writing
as displaying ‘the elegantly rationalistic and discursive style of an eighteenth century
moralist’ (Esslin 1980: 24), while he claims that Sartre’s plays are ‘based on brilliantly
drawn characters who remain wholly consistent and thus reflect the old convention that

each human being has a core of immutable, unchanging essence’ (Esslin 1980: 24).

The ‘Theatre of the Absurd’, by contrast, is characterised by its deliberate violation of
such literary and dramatic norms, displaying numerous features which can be seen to
defy those conventions which had previously defined the qualitative boundaries of the

literary canon. As Esslin explains:

If a good play must have a cleverly constructed story, these have no story or plot to speak
of; if a good play is judged by subtlety of characterization and motivation, these are often
without recognizable character and present the audience with almost mechanical puppets; if
a good play has to have a fully explained theme, which is neatly exposed and finally solved,
these have neither a beginning nor an end; if a good play is to hold up the mirror to nature
and portray the manners and mannerisms of the age in finely observed sketches, these seem
to be reflections of dreams and nightmares; if a good play relies on witty repartee and
pointed dialogue, these often consist of incoherent babblings.

(Esslin 1980: 21-22)

However, Esslin is also quick to point out the speed and readiness with which such
initially incomprehensible avant-garde work was embraced by its audience and

transformed into the ‘all too easily understood modern classic’ (Esslin 1980: 11).



Indeed, Esslin’s own terminology enjoyed a similar rush of popularity following the
publication of The Theatre of the Absurd, as the phrase swiftly became a widely used,
but often ill-defined, umbrella term applied to numerous disparate plays and playwrights

of the mid to late twentieth century.

As a consequence, Esslin made several attempts, both in later editions of his initial
monograph and in other subsequent studies of Absurd drama (e.g. Esslin 1965), to re-
draw and re-emphasise the boundaries of his ‘Theatre of the Absurd’, describing the
term as having become a ‘catchphrase, much used and much abused’ (Esslin 1965: 7).

He argues that

the term, coined to describe certain features of certain plays in order to bring out certain
underlying similarities has been treated as though it corresponded to an organized
movement, like a political party or a hockey team, which made its members carry badges
and banners... The artists of an epoch have certain traits in common, but they are not
necessarily conscious of them. Nor does the fact that they have these traits preclude them

from being widely different in other respects.
(Esslin 1980: 12)

Esslin seems torn, then, between the need to demarcate and differentiate the Theatre of
Absurd from other literary forms and the desire to broaden his grouping to encompass
numerous stylistically and historically diverse texts. More recent developments in
literary criticism would appear to suggest that the latter of these forces ultimately
prevailed, as the term ‘Absurd’ has continued to be employed as a means of describing a
vast array of both drama and prose fiction (see, for example, Brothers (1977) on Henry
Green; Galloway (1970) on John Updike, Saul Bellow, J.D. Salinger and William
Styron; Hauck (1971) on Herman Melville, Mark Twain, William Faulkner and John
Barth; Hilfer (1992) on Joseph Heller, Thomas Pynchon, Kurt Vonnegut, John Barth
and Vladimir Nabakov; Hinchliffe (1969) on, among others, Samuel Beckett, John
Osborne, Tom Stoppard and Edward Albee; Ketterer (1978) on Kurt Vonnegut and

Philip K. Dick; Miller (1967) on William Faulkner, Walt Whitman and Emily



Dickinson; Paolucci (1980) on Luigi Pirandello; Penner (1978) on Vladimir Nabakov;
Safer (1983, 1989 and 1990) on Thomas Pynchon, Ken Kesey and John Barth; and
Weinberg (1970) on, among others, Franz Kafka, John Hawkes and Joseph Heller). As
the above list shows, in many of these latter studies of novels and short stories, the line
drawn by Esslin between Existentialist and Absurdist forms becomes blurred, with
realist texts such as Ken Kesey’s One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest (1962), for
example, often being categorised as ‘Absurd’ alongside more stylistically experimental

works, such as Thomas Pynchon’s ¥ (1963) (see, for example, Safer 1989).

Weinberg (1970), however, offers a useful formalisation of such apparent academic
inconsistencies. Like Esslin, she distinguishes between those novels which convey
Existentialist concerns through a conventional narrative structure and those which strive
to achieve a more innovative expression of the absurdity of the human condition. In the
former, realist category she includes Camus’ (1942) L’ ’Etranger and Sartre’s (1938) La
Nausée, as well as later works such as J.D. Salinger’s (1951) The Catcher in the Rye

and Bruce Friedman’s Stern (1963). Weinberg goes on to explain:

These novels are informed by a vision of absurdity and have at their centre a passive,
rationalistic, or hopelessly ineffectual victim-hero, dominated by his situation rather than
creating or acting to change it. They have a more or less realistic surface, with somewhat
surrealistic elements. Realism of detail, rather, underscores the madness of the world, its

grotesque comedy.
(Weinberg 1970: 10)

Weinberg claims that, by contrast, in novels like Thomas Pynchon’s (1963) ¥, Joseph
Heller’s (1961) Catch-22 and John Barth’s (1958) The End of the Road, the same
philosophical themes that form the focus of the realist texts listed above are made
manifest through what she terms a ‘stylized absurd surface’ (Weinberg 1970: 11). She

goes on to explain:

The absurd surface exaggerates. Through exaggeration and repetitions; grotesqueries;
unique, exotic, bizarre or strange symbols... the absurdity found in life is transcribed
through surreal descriptions. Special surrealistic situations, too, are created to embody the



inexplicable; and somewhat common situations, such as those of war, are exaggerated and
distorted to produce a heightened effect of the sort experienced in dreams.
(Weinberg 1970: 11)

Despite the somewhat incongruous description of war as a ‘common situation’ here,
Weinberg’s separation of Absurd prose fiction into two distinct categories, one realist
and one non-realist, nevertheless provides a positive development of Esslin’s original

classification of Existentialist and Absurdist drama.

In particular, Weinberg’s approach allows us to further differentiate between Absurd
prose fiction and numerous other twentieth century novels which may also make use of
a non-realist narrative structure. Although many novels of the last one hundred years or
so may, for example, display a disrupted chronology, or contain surrealistic elements
and situations, not all of them communicate the Existentialist unease which, according
to Weinberg, must be present in order for a text to be considered truly Absurd. The
novels selected for analysis in this thesis, then, each conform to the basic requirements
of Weinberg’s categories, although they display varying degrees of ‘surface’
Absurdism. Paul Auster’s (1992) The Music of Chance, for example, examined in
Chapter 3, can be seen to explore the possible futility of human existence within the
constraints of a chronologically structured, realist narrative. The analysis of Emmanuel
Carrere’s (1998) novel The Mustache in Chapter 4, on the other hand, reveals a text
which initially appears to be similarly mimetic, but becomes increasingly populated
with surrealistic situations as the novel progresses. Flann O’Brien’s (1993) The Third
Policeman and Kurt Vonnegut’s (1991) Slaughterhouse-Five (originally published in
1967 and 1969, respectively) present yet further significant challenges to the
conventional literary forms described by Esslin (1980: 24). Both of these novels are also
examined in Chapter 4. Finally, closing that chapter’s series of detailed analyses is the

novel with perhaps the most ‘stylized absurd surface’ (Weinberg 1980: 11) of all those

10



examined during the course of the thesis, Donald Barthelme’s (1996) Snow White,

originally published in 1967.

Together, these five texts represent a broad spectrum of Absurd prose fiction, not only
in stylistic terms, but also in terms of the historical (from 1967 to 1992) and cultural
(French, Irish and American) traditions they cover. As such, their selection enables the
viability of Text World Theory as a stylistic methodology to be thoroughly tested
against what can be seen as a gradually developing cline of literary experimentalism.
Perhaps more than any other identifiable genre of contemporary prose fiction, the
literature of the Absurd allows the development of Text World Theory to be pursued
from its original application to realist texts through to the very limits of the novelistic
form. Thus, within the necessarily limited scope of the current thesis, the texts chosen
for detailed examination provide the most wide-ranging, yet systematically selected
literary data possible through which the benefits and drawbacks of Werth’s text world

approach may finally be established.

1.2 The Structure of the Thesis

This thesis consists of five chapters. Following the present preliminary discussion of the
aims and parameters of the study, Chapter Two goes on to examine a range of academic
disciplines and sub-disciplines which can be seen to have influenced the initial
development of Text World Theory. The origins of Werth’s framework are, firstly,
traced to the field of possible worlds semantics, with a particular focus on the historical
evolution of the notion of a ‘world’ in the traditions of both linguistics and philosophy.
The later use of possible worlds in literary theory is also examined in order to establish

the degree to which Werth’s approach can be seen to correspond with, or indeed differ

11



from, those of other linguists and literary theorists working within the same worlds-
based parameters. Chapter Two considers the field within which Werth saw his Text
World Theory as being most firmly based: cognitive linguistics. More specifically, the
notion of a ‘world’, both in that tradition and in the related field of cognitive
psychology, is examined and discussed. The varying terminology used by a wide-range
of cognitivists to refer to conceptual worlds, including ‘mental representations’, ‘scripts’
and ‘schemata’, ‘cognitive models’ and ‘mental spaces’, are all analysed in order to gain

a detailed understanding of the fundamentally cognitive basis of Text World Theory.

With the central influences that inform Werth’s framework thus established, Chapter
Three of the thesis provides a comprehensive exposition of the main tenets of Text
World Theory itself. Each of the three separate levels into which Werth’s model is
divided is examined in turn; from the discourse world, to the text world and, finally, the
sub-world. Werth’s own typical use of Text World Theory is also explained and
exemplified in Chapter Three, with a discussion of Werth’s notion of extended
metaphor followed by a corresponding analysis of Paul Auster’s The Music of Chance,
already mentioned in section 1.1 above. As well as presenting a detailed overview of
Text World Theory as a whole, Chapter Three also begins the critical evaluation of the
model which forms the main focus of the present study. In particular, certain problems
in Werth’s account of co-operation in discourse, spatial and temporal shifts in narrative,
modality, and the representation of speech and thought in fiction are identified. Werth’s
relatively limited application of Text World Theory to short textual extracts, already
briefly mentioned in section 1.0 above, along with the problems arising from his

approach to extended metaphor, are also further discussed. Finally, possible solutions to

12



each of these flaws are put forward throughout Chapter Three for further testing and

development in Chapter Four and Chapter Five.

Chapter Four forms the main bulk of the thesis, consisting of a series of detailed
analyses of the text world structures of four entire Absurd novels. As already explained
in section 1.1 above, these novels can be seen to provide the challenging literary data
necessary to test the advantages and limits of the Text World Theory approach to
discourse analysis in full. The chapter begins with an examination of Flann O’Brien’s
The Third Policeman, which focuses, in particular, on the numerous difficulties caused
by the somewhat unreliable narrator of that text. The focalised nature of the narration
also reveals further inconsistencies within Werth’s framework. The application of Text
World Theory to Emmanuel Carrere’s The Mustache in section 4.2.0 continues the
discussion of the problems raised in the preceding analysis and suggests certain
modifications to Text World Theory as a possible solution. These modifications are then
further tested and developed in section 4.3.0, in the analysis of Kurt Vonnegut’s
Slaughterhouse-Five. That section also addresses the questions surrounding Werth’s
notion of co-operation in discourse, raised earlier in Chapter Three of the thesis. The
analysis of Donald Bartheleme’s Snow White, in section 4.4.0, can be seen to bring each
of the methodological issues raised throughout the chapter together in one final

application of Text World Theory.

It is important to emphasise, at this point, that the limited scope of the present study
means that, once again, certain methodological constraints have necessarily been placed
on the text world applications which make up both the latter portion of Chapter Three

and the whole of Chapter Four. For example, one possible approach towards the

13



validation of Text World Theory’s claims to account for the way that real readers
process real texts would have been to design a large-scale empirical reader-response
survey. This could have involved comparing the results of ‘thinking out loud’ (TOL)
protocols produced as a large number of readers read through the same literary text (see
Steen - 1994). These protocols could then be examined for key similarities and
differences in terms of text world construction and development, in order to compare
multiple responses and avoid the single subjectivity of just one reading. However, this
particular methodological procedure need not necessarily be invoked in order to

establish the validity of the central tenets of Text World Theory.

Although the readings contained in Chapter Three and Chapter Four are my own
readings, they are produced not simply intuitively or impressionistically but as the end
result of the analytical process of systematically applying the principles of Text World
Theory. Furthermore, as is explained in section 2.2.2 of this thesis, these principles are
to a great extent founded on those of cognitive psychology; an extensively empirically-
tested discipline, discrete from literary study. My readings, then, are not the self-
referential products of introspective speculation, but are directly derived from the
established methodological authenticity of cognitive science. Of course, 1 fully
recognise the existence of variant readings of the same texts and, where appropriate,
give some discussion of their possible implications for Text World Theory. However,
the analytical grounding of my own readings, and the detailed explication of my text
world methodology which precedes them, allows a transparency of evidence to be
achieved in this instance. It is, therefore, left to the reader of this thesis to confirm (or

refute) the plausibility and centrality of my responses to the chosen texts according to

14



their own relative personal and cultural experiences (see section 3.1.2 for a further

exposition of these ideas).

This statement, of course, implies a scale of possible readings. Indeed, my own response
to the texts has already been identified as one of many central or likely readings.
Relative to that category it is also possible to distinguish less likely readings, as well as
those which are eccentric and, eventually, even unsupportable according to current
psychological understanding. In effect, then, my readings can be seen to occupy the
position of ‘ideal reader’ (Eco 1976 and 1981), or ‘super-reader’ to use Riffaterre’s
(1956 and 1959) terminology, with the added proviso, stated above, that they are
analytically derived. Furthermore, unlike the ideal or super-reader I do not claim access
to and use all human knowledge, but specify precisely what knowledge informs my
eventual conclusions (again, see section 3.1.2 for further discussion). In this sense, my
readings, although not by any means objective, are not simplistically subjective either.

As Verdonk and Weber (1995) argue:

... the text world will be different for the writer and for each reader (since we all use
different assumptions, values, beliefs and expectations in the processing of the text). This
by the way is not exclusive to literary discourse, but applies to both literary and non-literary
texts, simply because all representation through language is a constructive process. Nor can
stylistics nullify the indeterminacy of meaning. What is important, however, is that with a
stylistic methodology, this indeterminacy is neither ignored nor allowed to go wild but it is
contained, for the stylistic methodology ensures that our reading is both explicit and
replicable. It thus allows us to achieve in our reading, not scientific objectivity, but an

intersubjective validity.
(Verdonk and Weber 1995: 2-3)

Many of the issues raised in this extract, such as the use of individual values and beliefs
in the construction of a text world (see section 3.1.2), are discussed elsewhere in this
thesis. For the moment, however, Verdonk and Weber’s comments are useful as a
means of further emphasising the systematic basis of the text world applications and
readings presented during the course of this study. Specifically, their essential

foundations in an ‘explicit and replicable’ stylistic methodology, as Verdonk and Weber
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put it, secure their position as intersubjective, rather than subjective, readings; fully
transparent and available for inspection from any number of possible critical

perspectives.

Chapter Five concludes the thesis with a complete overview of the problems within
Werth’s original framework that have been identified and addressed over the course of
the preceding chapters. It also provides a detailed synopsis of each of the modifications
that have been made to Text World Theory during this study. The essential elements of
the resulting revised and developed model are then summarised and presented in a
simplified form. Chapter Five also assesses the potential impact of the thesis on a range
of academic disciplines, including linguistics, stylistics, cognitive science and literary
theory. Some of the possible directions in which the present work may be expanded and

developed in the future are also explored.

1.3 Further Implications

The central aims and parameters of this thesis, to provide a critical exposition and
development of Text World Theory through the application of the framework to a series
of Absurd novels, have been clearly established over the course of the preceding
paragraphs. However, it is also possible to identify a number of what might be termed
‘academic by-products’ arising from the present work which are worthy of further
explication at this point. Perhaps most significant of these is the original contribution to
literary criticism on Absurd prose fiction which results from the applications of Text
World Theory in Chapter Three and Chapter Four. As already mentioned in section 1.2
above, abundant critical material developing Esslin’s (1980) initial classification of

drama into a means of describing certain narrative fiction already exists. However, none
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of these existing studies approach their central subject matter from a linguistic
standpoint. Indeed, those works that do make some degree of critical engagement with
the language of Absurd prose fiction often do so in an ill-informed and unsystematic
manner (Tanner’s (1971: 81) discussion of language as ‘another structure in which man
can become trapped’ provides a typical example). Even Weinberg’s (197O)Ipromising
remodelling of Esslin’s distinction between Existentialist and Absurdist drama falls
short of a full explanation of the linguistic features of a typical ‘stylized absurd surface’
(Weinberg 1980: 11), remaining steadfastly fixed within the same impressionistic

parameters which constrained Esslin’s own account.

Furthermore, although a number of existing stylistic analyses have offered a more
rigorous linguistic examination of certain Absurd novels than those presented in the
literary criticism mentioned above (see, for example, Hidalgo Downing 2000, Simpson
1993 and 1997), these analyses are nevertheless limited to an examination of single
works in isolation, rather than as part of a wider literary genre. The application of
Werth’s discourse model to a collection of Absurd works in the latter sections of this
thesis can therefore be seen as the first instance of an extended analysis of the linguistic
structure of Absurd narratives. Although by no means comprehensive, the observations
made about the text world composition of each of the chosen texts constitute the first
step towards a deeper understanding of the poetics of Absurdism as a whole. The use of
Text World Theory, an essentially cognitive framework, to achieve that progression of
our literary understanding can also be seen as a significant contribution to the emerging

field of cognitive poetics.
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This recent and highly innovative advance in the field of literary study has been
developing at the interface between cognitive linguistics and literary theory since the
early 1990s. Its practitioners are concerned with the application of cognitive theory to a
range of literary subjects; from metaphor (e.g. Freeman, D. 1995, Freeman, M. 1997,
Gibbs 1994, Steen 1994) to poetic structure (e.g. Tsur 1992, Semino 1997), from
literary affect (e.g. Kuiken and Miall 1994, Miall 1989, Oatley 1994) to narrativity (e.g.
Bridgeman 2001, Emmott 1997, Gerrig 1993, Stockwell 2000). Each of these highly
individual studies can nevertheless be seen to be built on a common basic assumption
that the thought properties central to the processing of literary texts also form the
principal building-blocks of our understanding of the everyday world (see Stockwell
2002, and Gavins and Steen 2002, for a detailed overview of the discipline of cognitive

poetics as a whole). As Mark Turner explains:

Although literary texts may be special, the instruments of thought used to invent and
interpret them are basic to everyday thought. Written works called narratives or stories may
be shelved in a special section of the bookstore, but the mental instrument I call narrative or

story is basic to human thinking.
(Turner 1996: 7)

The present thesis is also constructed according to these basic cognitive poetic
convictions, the origins of which are explored in further detail in section 2.2.3 of this
study. As such, the exploration of the text world structures of complex literary texts
which follows should also be considered as an investigation into the conceptual

processes by which we negotiate our everyday lives.
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Chapter Two Origins and Influences

2.0 Preview

This chapter examines the origins of and influences on Werth’s initial development of
Text World Theory. It examines a number of academic disciplines and sub-disciplines
in order to establish the extent to which particular preceding frameworks and
methodologies can be seen to have informed Werth’s own approach to discourse study.
More specifically, it focuses on the notion of a ‘world’, the primary component of

Werth’s model:

We all know what the world is, or we think we do. But are there other worlds? Are they the
science-fiction writer’s dream, or do they exist? And what about such expressions as ‘the
world of high finance’, ‘the world of the drug addict’, ‘the dream world’, and so on? It
seems that a world, even in day to day language, isn’t just a ball of rock, gas and liquid
spinning round some star somewhere, but is also used to refer to some complex state of
affairs. We perceive some of the states of affairs as existing outside ourselves, and others
as being entirely imaginary, cooked up in our heads, or in someone else’s head... all these
worlds are the product of our mental processes, even those which we think of as very real

and concrete.
(Werth 1995a: 49)

As Werth points out here, the term ‘world’ is not only used to refer to the planet on
which we live and those which surround us, but is also frequently employed as a
convenient locational metaphor to enable us to talk about particular states of affairs.
These states of affairs may be real or imagined, factual or hypothetical but, in either
case, they will basically constitute a set of entities at a certain time and place and in
certain relationships with one another. Werth’s own employment of the ‘worlds’
metaphor to discuss these states of affairs can be more fully understood by first

examining its presence in a number of other fields of study.
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Firstly, Werth (1995b: 53, 1999: 68) acknowledges that any theory of ‘text worlds’
inevitably refers, however indirectly, to the theories of ‘possible worlds’ adopted by
philosophers and logicians in the latter half of the twentieth century to help solve a
number of logical and ontological problems. The initial sections of this chapter examine
that relationship, with the aim of establishing the degree to which an understanding of
the logic of possible worlds can provide an illuminating perspective on the mechanics
of Text World Theory. Section 2.1.0 provides a brief overview of the origins and later
development of the notion of ‘possible worlds’ in the fields of logic and philosophy.
The more recent adaptation of possible worlds philosophy as a means of discussing
literary fiction are then discussed in more detail in section 2.1.1. Werth’s own use of the
‘worlds’ metaphor in his discourse model is thus fully contextualised in relation to
preceding applications of the ‘text as world’ analogy in the associated fields of

narratology and literary theory.

Although Werth recognises the significant influence of possible worlds models on the
logical structure of his and other ‘worlds’ frameworks, we have already seen in section
1.0 above that he explicitly situates Text World Theory within the discipline of
cognitive linguistics (see also Werth 1999: 50). It is Werth’s central concern with
human conceptual processes that sets his approach apart from those of possible worlds
philosophers. The latter part of section 2.1.1 explores Werth’s eventual rejection of the
possible worlds approach on the grounds of its inability to account for the complexity of
human cognition and discourse processing. Section 2.2.0 then goes on to examine the
alternative notion of ‘worlds’ presented within the tradition of cognitive science and |
linguistics. The precursors of contemporary cognitive linguistics are examined in

sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, while the work of Werth’s contemporaries is evaluated and
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discussed in sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4. The chapter as a whole can thus be seen to provide
an initial reference point for numerous diverse concepts and their related terminology

which recur throughout this thesis.

2.1.0 Possible Worlds

The primary hypothesis of all possible worlds theories is that our actual world is only
one of a number of possible worlds. The roots of this concept can be traced back as far
as eighteenth century philosophical theology and the work of Gottfried Wilhelm
Leibniz in particular. In his text The Monadology (Leibniz 1985), originally written in

1713, Leibniz states:

Now, as in the Ideas of God there is an infinite number of possible universes, and as only
one of them can be actual, there must be a sufficient reason for the choice of God, which
leads Him to decide upon one rather than another. And this reason can be found only in the
fitness, or in the degrees of perfection, that these worlds possess, since each possible thing
has the right to aspire to existence in proportion to the amount of perfection it contains in
germ. Thus the actual existence of the best that wisdom makes known to God is due to this,

that His goodness makes Him choose it, and His power makes Him produce it.
(Leibniz 1985: 33-34)

According to Leibniz, then, God’s mind eternally contains the ideas of infinite worlds
which He could have chosen to create. However, since God chose to make this world
actual, and since God is good, this must mean that the actual world, although there is
much evil and suffering within it, is nonetheless the best of all possible worlds. More
recently, Leibniz’s concept of ‘possible worlds’ has been given a semantic, rather than
theological, application. Throughout the latter half of the twentieth century,
philosophers such as Jaako Hintikka (1967, 1979, 1989), Saul Kripke (1972, 1985),
David Lewis (1972, 1973, 1983, 1986), Alvin Plantinga (1974, 1979) and Nicholas
Rescher (1975, 1979) developed Leibniz’s initial notion of ‘possible worlds’ as a means
of solving a number of logical and ontological problems concerning, among other

subjects, reference, denotation, modal properties and proper names.
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A brief reconsideration of Russell’s (1905) theory of descriptions, and his discussion of
the clause ‘the present King of France is bald’ in particular, reveals just one example of
the importance of possible worlds semantics for the advancement of the philosophy of
language. Russell points out that the clause contains a denoting phrase, ‘the present
King of France’, which has no referent in the actual world. As such, he argues, the
phrase denotes nothing and any predication made about it (i.e. ‘is bald’) must
consequently be considered false. However, if we take an alternative possible worlds
approach, accepting the notion that the actual world is only one of a multitude of
possible worlds, we can easily imagine that ‘the King of France’ might exist in one of
them. Thus, the truth value of the predication made about him (i.e. that he is bald) may
be assessed in relation to that world, rather than being immediately dismissed as
necessarily false. Where traditional logic does not allow for the human ability to
speculate and hypothesise, the multiple-world perspective proposed by possible worlds
semantics accommodates the existence of non-actualised possible states of affairs and

enables the extension of truth values to hypothetical entities and situations.

This extension is constrained by a number of logical conditions, however, a succinct
explanation of which is provided by Semino (1997), based on the following

propositions:

Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990.

Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1989.

Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990 or it is not the case that Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990.

Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990 and it is not the case that Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990.
(Semino 1997: 58)

:&wl\)»—-

In relation to the actual world (1) and (2) can be said to be true and false respectively.
The same can also be said of (3) and (4) respectively, only in these cases we do not
need to refer to our knowledge of the actual world in order to make that distinction.
Logic tells us that (3) will always be necessarily true and (4) will always be necessarily
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Jalse. Indeed, possible worlds semantics can be seen to provide a means of fully
explicating the previously undefinable modal abstraction of ‘truth’. A proposition that is
necessarily true can now be defined as true in all possible worlds and a proposition that

is necessarily false can be defined as false in all possible worlds.

By the same reasoning, a proposition may also be true in at least one possible world but
may not be true in all worlds. Sentence (1) above, then, is possibly true, since it is true
at least in the actual world but may not be true in all worlds. The same applies to
sentence (2), which is possibly false, since it is false in at least one world (the actual
world) but may be true in another possible world. For a world to be possible it must also
adhere to the rule of the ‘excluded middle’ (see Ronen 1994: 54 for a detailed
explication). In essence, this constraint means that in any possible world, given a
proposition p, either p or its opposite, not-p, must be the case. There can be no ‘middle
ground’ in which neither p nor not-p obtains. In terms of our initial example clause
taken from Russell, this means that, in a possible world in which the King of France
exists, he must either be bald or not bald. A situation in which neither of these

predications could be said to be true would constitute an impossible state of affairs.

The diverse philosophical approaches of the possible worlds theorists who make use of
this basic logical machinery can be roughly divided into two main categories, according
to the degree of realism they assign to the non-actualised states of affairs under
discussion (see Ronen 1994: 21-24). The first of these categories, ‘modal realism’ (also
known as ‘extreme realism’), is a radical philosophy of which David Lewis (1972,
1973, 1983, 1986) can be seen to be the central proponent. Lewis argues that every way

in which a world could possibly be is a way that some world is, and conversely that no
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world is any way that a world could not possibly be. The ‘ontological extravagance’
(Ronen 1994: 22) of Lewis’ approach, however, is apparent in his insistence that all

these possible worlds are realised in some alternative logical space:

There are countless other worlds, other very inclusive things. Our world consists of all of
us and all our surroundings, however remote in time and space; just as it is one big thing
having lesser things as parts. The worlds are something like remote planets; except that
most of them are much bigger than mere planets, and they are not remote.

(Lewis 1986: 2)

Lewis attributes physical existence to all possible states of affairs, both actual and non-
actual. The term ‘actual world’ itself becomes highly subjective under this perspective,

as the inhabitants of each possible world view their own world as the ‘actual’ one:

I suggest that ‘actual’ and its cognates should be analyzed as indexical terms: terms whose

reference varies, depending on relevant features of the context of utterance. The relevant

feature of context, for the term ‘actual’, is the world at which a given utterance occurs.
(Lewis 1983: 184-5)

When Lewis uses the term ‘actual world’, then, he does so as a means of specifying the
deictic particulars of the world of which he considers himself to be a part and all other
parts of it (his ‘worldmates’, as Lewis (1986: 92) puts it). When someone else uses the
term, Lewis argues, whether that person be a worldmate of Lewis or an unactualised
entity, then the term ‘actual world’ likewise applies to his or her own subjective view of

the world and all its parts.

Lewis acknowledges that an acceptance of modal realist philosophy, or the entry into ‘a
philosopher’s paradise’ as he puts it (Lewis 1986: 4), involves a considerable

suspension of disbelief:

Modal realism does disagree, to a certain extent, with firm common sense opinion about
what there is... When modal realism tells you — as it does - that there are uncountable
infinities of donkeys and protons and puddles and stars, and planets very like Earth, and of
cities very like Melbourne, and of people very like yourself, small wonder you are reluctant
to believe it. And if entry into a philosopher’s paradise requires that you believe it, small

wonder you find the price too high.
(Lewis 1986: 133)
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He maintains, however, that, while his approach to possible worlds has been met with
many incredulous stares, he has yet to encounter any convincingly argued objections to
his perspective (Lewis 1973: 86, 1986: 133-134). According to Lewis’ reasoning, then,
the King of France may not only be imagined to exist, he actually does exist, physically,
in another possible world. Indeed, to pursue Lewis’ approach to its logical conclusion,
countless kings of France must be attributed physical existence in countless other
possible worlds. Some of these kings may be bald and some of them may not, some of
them may be married and some may not, some of them like butter and some of them do
not, and so on, and so on, since each of these separate states of affairs is perfectly

possible.

In complete contrast to Lewis’ radical views on the ontological status of possible
worlds, however, ‘moderate realism’ (often also known as ‘actualism’) views possible
worlds as existing only within the confines of the actual world. According to the
proponents of this approach (including Kripke 1972 and 1985; Plantinga 1974 and
1979; and Rescher 1975 and 1979), the actual world is a complex structure containing

both actual elements and non-actual possibilities. As Kripke states:

A possible world isn’t a distant country that we are coming across, or viewing through a
telescope. Generally speaking, another possible world is too far away. Even if we travel
faster than light, we won’t get to it. A possible world is given by the descriptive conditions

we associate with it...
(Kripke 1972: 44)

Kripke and his fellow ‘moderate realists’, then, can be grouped together under that term
according to their common assertion that possible worlds are not in fact actualised
parallel entities, but exist only as the products of rational human behaviour. As Ronen

explains:

The moderate realist, rejecting speculation about what happens in worlds unattached to our
own, hence attributes possibilities to our world. Possible worlds yet produce explanations
in modal contexts because they can be employed, for instance, to account for the meaning
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of modal propositions as propositions true in possible worlds: modal propositions do not
impose quantifying over nonexistents; they only require that we quantify over things
similar to actualities.

(Ronen 1994: 22)

The rationalistic approach of moderate realism prevents an admission of the material
existence of possibilities disconnected from the spatial and temporal parameters of our
own actuality. According to this reasoning, possible alternative states of affairs can only
exist as components of the actual world. McCawley (1981: 326), for example, suggests
that such components may arise as the abstract constructs resulting from ‘world-
creating predicates’, including verbs such as to imagine, to believe, to dream and to
suppose. The use of any one of these examples in ordinary discourse can be seen to
stipulate a possible world which, though it may differ in a number of ways from the

state of affairs in the actual world, at the same time remains essentially connected to it.

Possible worlds philosophers in the modérate realist tradition can thus be seen to have
focused their attention on the differences and similarities between possible worlds and
the actualised state of affairs from which they originate, rather than on ‘the way things
are’ in some physically realised, but unattached, possible world. With the basic logical
machinery of possible worlds semantics thus established, alongside the key
philosophical differences which set its various proponents apart, section 2.1.1 below
examines more recent developments of possible worlds philosophy in the field of
contemporary literary theory. Werth’s adoption of the ‘worlds’ metaphor as a means of
discussing both literary and non-literary texts can thus be fully contextualised and
understood through its comparison with related applications of the notion of possible

worlds as a framework for literary semantic analysis.
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2.1.1 Possible Worlds in Literary Theory

Following the initial development of Leibniz’s notion of possible worlds in 1970s’ logic
and philosophy, possible worlds semantics can be seen to have undergone a further
dramatic revitalisation in the late 1980s and 1990s, resulting from the adoption of its
methods and terminology by a number of literary theorists and narratologists (see, for
example, Dolezel 1988, 1989 and 1995; Eco 1989; Hintikka 1989; Maitre 1983; Pavel
1986; Ronen 1994; Ryan 1980, 1991 and 1998; Semino 1997). Ryan (1998) argues that
the reasons behind, and further implications of, tl}is apparent academic trend are best
understood by its comparison with a contrasting but equally popular metaphor for the
literary experience: ‘the text as game’ (Ryan 1998: 137). The use of this metaphor in
postmodern aesthetics, Ryan explains, presupposes a model of literary texts as
analogous either to the structured rules and activities of board games (a view favoured
in structuralist poetics, see Culler 1975), or to the relatively unstructured forms of
behaviour associated with playing, for example, with dolls or construction sets (see, for

example, Derrida 1970).

However, Ryan argues that, while the ‘textual-game’ metaphor might provide a useful
account of readers’ desires for chaos and transgression in their experience of literature,
the equally fundamental need for order and security remains unexplained under this

perspective. She goes on to explain:

The world metaphor restores the legitimacy of such desires as gaining a comprehensive
overview of the text, finding stable structures, experiencing the text as a welcoming space
and habitable environment, feeling able to orient oneself in its landscape, being transported

to the scene of the narrated events, and achieving intimacy with its inhabitants.
(Ryan 1998: 138)

For Ryan, then, an alternative view of literary texts as creating ‘worlds’, rather than
‘games’, is a more accurate analogy for the reading experience, which she describes

elsewhere as the sense of becoming completely ‘immersed in a fiction’ (Ryan 1991: 21)
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(see also Gerrig 1993 for a similar view, although expressed from the perspective of
cognitive psychology). Possible worlds semantics, of course, provides just such a
metaphor, by which the reader’s apparent transportation into an alternative time and

space might be more systematically discussed.

Indeed, Ryan’s emphasis on the highly realistic nature of the readerly experience might
seem, on first encounter, to fit quite neatly into Lewis’ modal realist approach to
possible worlds semantics, described in section 2.1.0 above. A more detailed
examination, however, reveals Ryan’s careful maintenance of the link between the

actual world and the fictional alternatives created from within its boundaries:

To speak of a textual world means to draw a distinction between a realm of language, made
of names, definite descriptions, sentences and propositions, and an extra-linguistic realm of
characters, objects, facts and states of affairs serving as a referent to the linguistic

expressions.
(Ryan 1998: 139)

Although Ryan stresses the all-engrossing qualities of literary fiction, then, the objects
and entities contained within the fictional world nevertheless exist only as the abstract
mental constructs of linguistic reference in the actual world. This attitude to the
ontological status of possible worlds is, of course, far more in keeping with the
moderate realist approach of Kripke, Plantinga and colleagues than with Lewis’ radical
perspective. According to Ryan, fictional worlds instigate a ‘recentring’ (Ryan 1991:
22) of the reader’s notions of possibility and actuality into the sphere of an alternative
possible world, which the narrator presents as the actual world for the duration of our
submergence in the text. The real actual world, however, continues to constitute the
central reference point in relation to which the possibility of all other worlds is
determined. The main focus of Ryan’s attention is the degree of accessibility between
these separate worlds. This is a notion which is difficult to detach from that of
possibility; indeed, Kripke (1972) introduces accessibility and possibility as equivalent

28



concepts (see also Lewis 1973: 52-56 and Van Dijk 1977: 30). Accessibility can,

however, be more specifically defined in logic as relative possibility.

Ryan’s (1980, 1991) own schematisation of the degree of accessibility between the
actual world and fictional worlds, for example, is carried out according to certain
correspondence factors. These include known physical objects, chronology, natural laws
and language. The more of these factors a fictional world shares in common with the
actual world, the more accessible it will be. Furthermore, Ryan introduces a ‘principle
of minimal departure’ (Ryan 1991: 48) to limit the divergence of the fictional possible
world from the state of affairs in the actual world to those differences actually specified

by the text:

We construe the world of fiction and of counterfactuals as being the closest possible to the
reality we know. This means that we will project upon the world of the statement
everything we know about the real world, and that we will only make those adjustments
which we cannot avoid.

(Ryan 1980: 406)

This principle is most easily explained through its application to a fictional text.
Consider the following extracts, from John Irving’s 4 Prayer for Owen Meany and

George Orwell’s 1984, respectively:

(1) The closest that Owen Meany and I could get to love was a front-row seat at The Idaho.
That Christmas of ’57, Owen and I were fifteen; we told each other that we’d fallen in
love with Audrey Hepburn, the shy bookstore clerk in Funny Face, but we wanted
Hester. What we were left with was a sense of how little, in the area of love, we must be
worth. We felt more foolish than Fred Astaire, dancing with his own raincoat.

(Irving 1989: 293)

(2) 1t was a bright cold day in April, and the clocks were striking thirteen. Winston Smith,
his chin nuzzled into his breast in an effort to escape the vile wind, slipped quickly
through the doors of Victory mansions, though not quickly enough to prevent a swirl of

gritty dust from entering along with him.
(Orwell 1949: 7)

Text (1) specifies the existence of several non-actual entities in the fictional world,
including the characters of the narrator, Owen Meany, and Hester, as well as the cinema

The Idaho. The reader may still assume, however, that the rest of the fictional world
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remains identical to the actual world, as no other points of departure are mentioned.
Indeed, such an intuition is reinforced by the mention of Audrey Hepburn and Fred
Astaire, whose names may be assumed to refer to the same film stars with whom we are
familiar in the actual world. The fictional world of text (2) also contains a non-actual
entity, Winston Smith, but, in Ryan’s terms, is less accessible from the actual world
than the fictional world of text (1) as it does not share the same time system; as is

textually-specified in the line ‘and the clocks were striking thirteen’.

It is possible, however, to identify a number of flaws in Ryan’s typology of fictional
worlds. From within the wider field of possible worlds semantics, Eco (1989) argues
that the majority of Ryan’s work is based on a naively unproblematic view of the
ontological status of the actual world. For Eco, attributing ontological stability to the
actual world is highly problematical and he points out that the identification of this
conflict has resulted in a long-running pre-occupation for many philosophers with
questions such as what determines the relation of one world being possible relative to
another, and according to what criteria is this relative possibility settled? (See also
Goodman 1978.) It is possible, then, to identify a significant split between those literary
theorists whose interest in possible worlds centres mainly around the question of the
ontological status of fictional entities and the worlds they inhabit (e.g. Dolezel 1988,
1989 and 1995; Eco 1989; Hintikka 1989; Pavel 1986), and those whose more selective
use of possible worlds forms part of a wider theory of narratology (e.g. Maitre 1983;
Ryan 1980, 1991 and 1998; Semino 1997). Indeed, Ronen (1994: 69) observes that,
despite their ardent criticisms of traditional logic and equally enthusiastic advocation of

a multiple-world approach, the vast majority of literary theorists of fictionality who
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purport to employ the logic of possible worlds make use of the discipline’s terminology,

while ignoring many of its more problematic philosophical concerns.

Even overlooking her lack of engagement with the deeper questions facing possible
worlds philosophy, further problems can be identified within Ryan’s specifications for
her ‘principle of minimal departure’. The assertion that all readers will construe the
world of fiction as ‘being the closest possible to the world we know’ (Ryan 1980: 406)
until any further departure is mentioned, disregards the possibility that readers may
operate according to a modified set of world-rules when encountering fictional texts. Is
it really the case that practised twenty-first century readers, accustomed to the quite
frequently non-realist tradition of contemporary fiction in particular, will nevertheless
approach each text expecting a high level of convergence with the real world? What
about the readers of science-fiction and fantasy, for example? Surely it is conceivable
that prior knowledge of the genre of the literary text at hand might alter one’s realist
world-assumptions at least to some degree. Some of Werth’s own criticisms of possible
worlds semantics in general would also seem to apply to Ryan’s typology of narrative
fiction, with both the motivation for, and the end-products of, her analyses being
particularly questionable. Discussing Lewis, Werth argues that the specification of the
degree of accessibility between possible worlds ‘amounts to a justification for being
able to designate a world as being closer or farther away from another world, without
providing anything like an explanation of what this would imply psychologically or
functionally’ (Werth 1999: 70). Ryan’s application of possible worlds semantics to
narrative fiction appears to be similarly inconsequential, since she at no time elaborates
on the wider implications of identifying one particular narrative world as being more or

less accessible from the actual world than any other.
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In terms of possible worlds semantics as a whole, although Werth acknowledges the
usefulness of the ‘worlds’ metaphor which lies at the heart of its philosophy, he takes
issue with the general failure of the approach to extend its definition of a world beyond
‘an arrangement of objects, individuals or things having various properties and standing
in various relations to one another’ (Bradley and Swartz 1979: 7). Even Ryan develops
her notion of what actually constitutes a world little beyond her list of ‘characters,
objects, facts and states of affairs’ (Ryan 1998: 139). Literary theorists’ adoption of the
minimalistic definition of ‘worlds’ offered by possible worlds semantics can therefore
be seen to result in what Werth argues is ‘a simplification of the notion of a situation’
(Werth 1999: 79-80). As Kripke points out, ‘possible worlds are stipulated’ (Kripke

1972: 44), and for a specific reason, as Werth explains:

Possible worlds contain just those elements which will make the truth-conditions under
scrutiny come out right. This means that they are both over-specific and under-specified.
They are over-specific because they are ‘tailormade’ to a single proposition; they are
under-specified because as worlds go, they are minimalistic, containing none of the
complexity of anything speakers would recognise as a world.

(Werth 1999: 70)

Werth (1981: 19) compares the structure of possible worlds to those of mathematical
sets, pointing out that their contents are nominated for the purposes of analysis and that
the conditions placed upon them are the ordinary conditions of logic (i.e. that possible
worlds cannot be self-contradictory). Werth also claims that a fundamental difference
exists between a logician’s motivation for invoking the concept of ‘worlds’ and his

own. He argues that possible worlds semantics

is claiming nothing more than to be able to study the logical relationships obtaining, given
a tightly defined model. What it does not do is to look at the assessment of actual truth in
that world... I think this is where people who are interested in language and people who are
interested in logic part company. Non-logicians tend to be interested in actual truth, i.e.
what is true in an actual situation, rather than what might in theory be true.

(Werth 1999: 72)

Since he claims that Text World Theory is intended to provide a model of real language,

involving real people, in real situations, producing and processing real discourse, Werth
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necessarily finds himself at odds with the basic aims and interests of the majority of

possible worlds philosophers. He adds:

The principal problem... is that... [possible worlds philosophers] simplify by reducing the
content of their basic units in order to be able to formalise them rigorously. They are, thus,
content-free by comparison with what people normally experience as situations and have
no more contact with real situations than an algebraic formula.

(Werth 1999: 80)

He also argues that his own text world framework succeeds in producing a similarly
rigorous formalisation, without restricting the world-content beyond what people do

normally recognise and experience as a real situation.

Werth regards the strictly defined and rigorous nature of the possible worlds approach
to both logic and narratology to be both its strength and its weakness. The minimalistic
notion of worlds presented by modal and moderate realists, as well as by literary
theorists who adopt their methods and terminology, may render the objects under
scrutiny transparent and manageable, but the resulting model has nothing of the
complexity of a real situation and, as such, is of limited use within a theory of discourse

processing. Werth states:

. when non-logicians are faced with... [possible worlds semantics’] description of a
‘world’ or a ‘model’, they find it trivial, because it is so minimal... what we actually need,
rather than a minimal world, or model, like that, is what has been called a rich model. We
need a way of talking about states of affairs in something like their normal richness and
complexity.

(Werth 1999: 72)

The rest of this chapter turns to an investigation of cognitive science and linguistics in
order to discern whether Werth was able to find the methodological tools necessary for
the construction of this ‘rich model’ of real language situations within the conceptual

models its proponents offer.
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2.2.0 Conceptual Worlds

The crucial point at which Text World Theory and possible worlds semantics diverge
has been identified, in section 2.1.1 above, as the fundamental difference between what
possible worlds and Werthian worlds contain. While the situations presented and
analysed by possible worlds semanticists are strictly defined, and primarily non-
epistemic in nature, Werth’s central concern is with the conceptual worlds that speakers
and listeners, and writers and readers, are responsible for creating during the production
and reception of discourse. As far as Werth is concerned, these worlds are mental
representations which are as richly detailed as our direct experience of, and interaction

with, the real world. As Werth explains:

.. conceptual space is modelled upon physical space. Most directly, this concerns our
mental representations of places and routes: finding our way through the physical world
reported by our senses must depend on mental maps. Mental maps, in turn, are built up not
only from what we can perceive on any single occasion, but also on our memory of
previous occasions, our knowledge of similar situations, and inferences we can draw

between all of these sources.
(Werth 1999: 7)

The remainder of this chapter examines the cognitivist disciplines which inform the
essentially conceptual nature of Werth’s worlds, and to which Werth explicitly attaches
his own text world framework. Of particular interest are those notions of conceptual
space, reasoning and understanding, and the storage and retrieval of knowledge,
presented in both contemporary cognitive linguistics and its precursors and described by

Werth above.

In order to begin the investigation into cognitive models of human understanding at
their point of origin, the knowledge structures suggested within both Artificial
Intelligence research and the related field of schema theory are examined in section
2.2.1. The theories of mental representations emerging from within cognitive

psychology are then explored in section 2.2.2. There, a particular focus is placed on the
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work of Philip Johnson-Laird (1983, 1988), whose ‘mental models’, Werth (1999: 74)
claims, are most closely related to his own text worlds. The ideas presented in each of
these fields are then traced through to their more recent development in cognitive
linguistics, the central proponents and approaches of which are discussed in sections
2.2.3 and 2.2.4. The remainder of this chapter thus provides a detailed exposition of the
conceptual models from which Werth draws the greatest influence for his text world

framework.

2.2.1 Scripts and Schemata

Schema theory has its origins in the Gestalt psychology of the 1920s and ’30s. Its basic
assertion is that new experiences, both sensory and linguistic, are understood by means
of comparison to a stereotypical model, based on similar experiences and held in
memory. New experience is evaluated in terms of its conformity to, or deviation from,
that model or schema. A concise definition of schemata is provided by Rumelhart and

Ortony:

Schemata are data structures for representing the generic concepts stored in memory. They
exist for generalized concepts underlying objects, situations, events, sequences of events,

and sequences of actions.
(Rumelhart and Ortony 1977: 101)

Schema theory, in its contemporary form, is most frequently cited as deriving from the
work of British psychologist Frederick Bartlett and his seminal text Remembering

(1932) in particular.

In a series of experiments, Bartlett asked a number of subjects to recall visual and
textual material after longer and longer periods of time. Observing the changes made to
a North American folk tale during this process, Bartlett noted that the majority of his

subjects tended to omit or rationalise events and details which did not fit their personal
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expectations of the story. Many only remembered those parts of the story most relevant
to their own life experiences and connections not stated in the text were explicitly made
in his subjects’ reproductions, along with added details often showing similarities with
other stories more familiar to the reader. The results of Bartlett’s tests supported the
Gestalt hypothesis that human text processing is based on discourse schemata, which
allow only important details to be selected while default elements are filled in
automatically. However, Bartlett’s approach to the study of mental processing relied
heavily on introspection and his discoveries were soon to be eclipsed in the late 1930s

by behaviourism, the central doctrine of which is described by J.B. Watson (1913):

Psychology as the behaviourist views it is a purely objective natural science. Its theoretical
goal is the prediction and control of behaviour. Introspection forms no essential part of its
method nor is the scientific value of its data dependent upon the readiness with which they

lend themselves to interpretation in terms of consciousness.
(Watson 1913: 158)

The development of research into Artificial Intelligence (Al) in the 1970s, however,
instigated a massive revival of interest in schema theory. The origins of Al are usually
traced back to Alan Turing, who first proposed a test for determining the ‘intelligence’
of a machine based on its responses to random questions from a human being. In the Al
boom which followed, it quickly became evident that a computer would need a vast
store of knowledge in order to be able to replicate human cognition. Just how this
knowledge store would be organised and deployed presented Al scientists with a
considerable problem. The most promising solution to this, the knowledge ‘frame’, was
suggested first by Marvin Minsky (1963, 1975) and later developed by Roger Schank
and Robert Abelson (1977) in their work on ‘scripts’, ‘plans’ and ‘goals’. Numerous
other explorations into schema-based cognition were carried out throughout the 1970s
and 1980s, most notébly by David Rumethart (Rumelhart 1975, Rumelhart and Ortony

1977, Rumelhart 1980), Robert de Beaugrande (1980) and Teun van Dijk (1980).
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However, Schank and Abelson’s framework remains the most influential investigation

of its era and, as such, will be the main focus of this section.

According to Schank and Abelson, human cognition is structured around ‘scripts’:
knowledge stores corresponding with Minsky’s notion of frames, containing

information about familiar types of events and situations. They further define a script as

a structure that describes appropriate sequences of events in a particular context. A script is
made up of slots and requirements about what can fill those slots... Scripts handle stylized
everyday situations... a script is a predetermined, stereotyped sequence of actions that
defines a well-known situation.

(Schank and Abelson 1977: 41)

These stereotyped sequences, Schank and Abelson argue, are what allow us to

understand texts such as:

John went into the restaurant. He asked the waitress for a coq au vin. He paid the check and
left.
(Schank and Abelson 1977: 38)

The narrator of the above story need not describe every minute detail of the situation,
but assumes instead that his or her listener or reader is familiar with the script to which
the story makes reference and will understand the narrative as long as crucial details are
mentioned. The referenced script in this case is that which has become famously known
as the RESTAURANT script, which contains our expectations of service, ordering, paying,
and so on. The frequent use of the definite article in the example above (the waitress,
the check) shows that these elements are implicitly introduced as soon as the script is

initiated.

Schank and Abelson (1977: 61-66) detail three different types of script: ‘situational’,
‘personal’, and ‘instrumental’. The RESTAURANT script falls under the situational
heading, as would going to the pub, taking the bus or going to a football match.

Personal scripts tend to have character roles which people adopt as the occasion arises,
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and include such examples as JEALOUS SPOUSE, FLIRT, GOOD SAMARITAN, and so on.

Some examples of instrumental scripts are LIGHTING A CIGARETTE, STARTING A CAR,

BUTTERING BREAD, and any other action which requires knowledge of how to achieve a

particular physical objective. Each of these three types of script is activated by a

‘header’, or direct reference to an entity or action associated with the script. Schank and

Abelson (1977: 48-50) specify four types of header as follows:

e Precondition headers — references to a precondition necessary for the application of a
script, e.g. John was hungry.

e Instrumental headers — references to actions that are a means towards the realisation
of a script, e.g. John took the bus to the restaurant.

e Locale headers — references to a location normally associated with a script, e.g. John
went to the football ground.

e Internal Conceptualisation headers — references to an action or role from a script, e.g.

The waitress came over to the table.

In order for a script to be fully instantiated, Schank and Abelson (1977: 47) argue that at
least two elements associated with it must occur, specifically a header and one other
element. For example, in the story quoted above, the need for the RESTAURANT script is
initially indicated with the Locale header ‘restaurant’. The script is then fully
instantiated with the Internal Conceptualisation header ‘waitress’, from which point the
reader can proceed in making sense of tﬁe story by relating it to his or her knowledge of
typical restaurant scenarios. However, had the story read, ‘John went into the restaurant
and later to the park’, the RESTAURANT script would not have been fully instantiated as

the lack of a second header indicates that background knowledge of restaurants is not of
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central importance in understanding this particular text. Schank and Abelson refer to

such instances as ‘fleeting scripts’(Schank and Abelson 1977: 46).

The theoretical notion of a ‘plan’ is introduced in Schank and Abelson’s model to
account for how people make sense of seemingly unconnected sentences when

processing discourse. They explain:

By finding a plan, an understander can make guesses about the intentions of an action in an
unfolding story and use these guesses to make sense of the story.
(Schank and Abelson 1977: 70)

Plans, then, are more generalised than scripts and enable us to connect a particular goal

state with the possible actions necessary to achieve it. Furthermore,

plans are where scripts come from. They compete for the same role in the understanding
process, namely as explanations of sequences of actions that are intended to achieve a goal.
The difference is that scripts are specific and plans are general. Both are necessary in any

functioning system.
(Schank and Abelson 1977: 72)

‘Goals’, on the other hand, provide an explanation for aims and objectives themselves.
They are schemata containing knowledge of people’s possible motivations for the
behaviour enacted through scripts and plans. In our initial story, for example, John
follows his RESTAURANT script with the aim of satisfying his hunger. Further possible
goals are identified by Schank and Abelson (1977: 112-117), including enjoyment,

achievement and preservation.

Schank and Abelson’s framework was originally formulated solely for the purpose of
providing Al research with a working model of human knowledge structures on which
to base their experiments. More recently, however, schema theory has been adopted as a
means of analysing literary texts, most notably by Guy Cook (1994) (see also Cockcroft
2002, Culpeper 2001, and Semino 1997). Cook proposes a shift in focus in literary

theory, from analysis restricted to textual structure to a consideration of the interaction
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As Werth himself notes (Werth 1999: 28), in recent years computer technology has
developed at a startling rate, with central processing capacity doubling approximately
every twelve months. As a result, a number of problems with serial processing have
become increasingly evident. In a serial processing system, all information has to pass
through a central processing unit, which can result in a bottleneck effect, slowing the
computer down. A number of methods have been tried to counteract the problem, for
the most part concentrating on the production of faster central processors to cope with
demand. An alternative structure has been suggested, however, in which the processing
load is spread across a great number of smaller chips, each performing a simple task. As
Johnson-Laird (1988: 174) points out, ‘The power of the system comes from how the
units are connected’. The parallel distributed structure, it is argued, is similar to that of
the neural networks of the brain, with the separate simple processors being ‘a little like
idealized brain cells’ (Johnson-Laird 1988: 174), and the connections between them
bearing resemblance to human synapses (see Fodor and Pylyshyn 1988 for an opposing

view).

The connectionist model has proven particularly useful to psychologists attempting to
explain the process of knowledge retrieval (e.g. Lindsay and Norman 1972, Johnson-
Laird 1988, Rumelhart 1998). Lindsay and Norman (1972: 142) use, as an example, the
word ‘red’, partly obscured by ink blots. The human brain, they argue, is still able to
recognise the word, even though it is not receiving complete information from external

senses. According to the connectionist model, then,

cues can be matched simultaneously to all the contents of memory, like sticking knitting
needles through a pack of punched cards... each possible word is represented by a separate
processing unit. Likewise, each letter at each position in a word is represented by a separate
unit. The units are small-scale processors that are connected to each other and that compute

in parallel.
(Johnson-Laird 1988: 176)
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resemblance to the item it represents. The relationship between the code and the objects

and concepts to which it relates is arbitrary.

Johnson-Laird (1983) explores the nature of mental representations further in his
attempt to provide a psychological explanation of syllogistic reasoning. He argues
against the idea that humans have an internal logic to which they refer in order to

perform everyday deductive reasoning, as exemplified below:

Any point on which a player serves out of turn is a ‘let’.
A player served out of turn on this point.
Hence, this point is a ‘let’.
(Johnson-Laird 1983: 72)

According to Johnson-Laird (1983: 10), ‘human beings understand the world by
constructing working models of it in their heads’. The implications of this premise are

best explained through example. Consider the following propositions:

All of the artists are beekeepers.

All of the beekeepers are chemists.
(Johnson-Laird 1983: 94)

Are all the artists chemists? Johnson-Laird argues that, in order to answer this question,
human beings construct a mental representation containing elements that stand for the
members of the sets described above. He explains this construction in terms of actors

playing particular roles:

... every person acting as an artist is also instructed to play the part of a beekeeper, and,

since the first premise is consistent with there being beekeepers who are not artists, that

role is assigned to other actors, who are told that it is uncertain whether or not they exist.
(Johnson-Laird 1983: 94-95)

The structure of the resulting mental model can been displayed in tableau form:

artist =  beckeeper

artist =  beckeeper

artist =  beekeeper
(beekeeper)
(beekeeper)
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There are three actors playing joint roles, plus two actors playing beekeepers who are
not artists. The tableau can then be extended to include the second premise, ‘all the

beekeepers are chemists’:

artist =  beekeeper =  chemist
artist =  beekeeper =  chemist
artist =  beckeeper =  chemist
(beekeeper) =  (chemist)
(beekeeper) =  (chemist)

(chemist)

The actors playing beekeepers are instructed to take on the additional role of chemists
and an arbitrary number of new actors, just playing chemists, are also introduced.
Again, this final type may or may not exist. With the mental model complete, it is easy

to see that all the artists are indeed chemists.

Johnson-Laird claims that all human cognition is based on the same process of mental

model construction, and he goes on to specify their analog form:

... a natural mental model of discourse has a structure that corresponds directly to the state

of affairs that the discourse describes.
(Johnson-Laird 1983: 125)

He further argues that the psychological processes involved in the comprehension of
both factual and fictional assertions are the same (Johnson-Laird 1983: 430), and he
details the wider significance of the mental models employed throughout natural

discourse:

... mental models play a central and unifying role in representing objects, states of affairs,
sequences of events, the way the world is, and the social and psychological actions of
everyday life. They enable individuals to make inferences and predictions, to understand
phenomena, to decide what action to take and to control its execution, and above all to
experience events by proxy; they allow language to be used to create representations

comparable to those deriving from direct acquaintance with the world.
(Johnson-Laird 1983: 397)

It is useful, at this point, to compare the final description of mental models given above
to the minimalistic definition of worlds presented in possible worlds semantics. If

mental models are ‘comparable to... direct acquaintance with the world’, presumably
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this must mean that they include not only ‘an arrangement of objects, individuals or
things having various properties and standing in various relations to one another’
(Bradley and Swartz 1979: 7), but also the more abstract details associated with our real
world experiences, including smell, taste, touch, memory, emotion, and so on. It would
seem that Johnson-Laird’s conceptual models contain exactly the sort of ‘richness’ that
Werth found so lacking in possible worlds theories. Indeed, Werth makes explicit the

usefulness of Johnson-Laird’s framework in terms of his own project:

I will assume... that text worlds are in fact mental models constructed in the process of a

given discourse.
(Werth 1999: 74)

While Werth undoubtedly finds the detailed nature of mental models attractive, to the
extent that he establishes this direct connection between mental models and his own text
worlds, Werth remains unsatisfied with Johnson-Laird’s failure to apply his framework
to real texts. Indeed, this is a criticism that has been echoed in relation to cognitive

psychology in general.

Edwards (1997), for example, identifies a trend within the discipline to restrict analysis
to, and thus to draw unstable conclusions from, artificial examples of thought and

language. He explains:

The justifications that psychology has offered for dealing with idealizations of thought and
language include an extension of Chomsky’s worries about performance; the world of
everyday, ordinary activities is considered much too messy and inconsistent to model or

predict.
(Edwards 1997: 4)

Edwards goes on to argue that the idealised language favoured by Chomsky was
attractive to psychologists mainly because of Chomsky’s own triumph over
behaviourism, with which the psychologists could greatly identify. He claims that
cognitive psychology has simplified human language and behaviour in the mistaken

belief that that is the only way to see how it works. Edwards argues that, although
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dealing with simplifications, its practitioners have not felt the need to worry about the
gap between their studies and the real world, so long as the real world works on the

same principles:

It has generally been assumed, outside of conversation analysis, that we know what talk is
like — and that we know it well enough to invent our own examples of it, or simulations of
it, and treat those synthetic objects as worthy of analysis, or as illustrations of theoretical

models.
(Edwards 1997: 87)

Furthermore, Edwards suggests that the resulting approach, and specifically its
simplistic notion of ‘human beings and animals as a kind of box with input and output’
(Hamlyn 1990: 8), actually bears a striking resemblance to the behaviourism it was

designed to replace, precisely because it was designed to replace it:

The adoption of the input-process-output model of cognition was driven not only by the
available computer metaphor (with its various input and output devices mediated by a
central information processor running rules and representations software), but by the
rhetorical requirement that it could handle the kinds of perception-and-action problems that

behaviourism had (according to various arguments) tried and failed to explain.
(Edwards 1997: 28)

For whatever reasons, the majority of cognitive psychology (with Edwards’ own work
constituting a notable exception) can be seen to continue to make wide-ranging claims
based on synthetic data and to pursue an oversimplified notion of human cognition and
behaviour. For these reasons, Werth does not limit his own model of discourse
processing to the parameters established by Johnson-Laird and his colleagues. Rather,
he chooses to locate Text World Theory within the discipline of cognitive linguistics,

the central tenets of which are explored in section 2.2.3 below.

2.2.3 Cognitive Models

The emergence and development of Al research and cognitive psychology in the latter
half of the last century has been of enormous influence on modern linguistics. The shift
of focus from behaviourism to the human mind has been mirrored in the rejection of
generative grammar by the proponents of cognitive linguistics since the late 1970s.
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Generative grammar had, until that time, remained the dominant approach in linguistic
theory for some twenty-five years or more. Indeed, Werth acknowledges the massively
revitalising effect Chomsky’s (1955, 1957) endeavour to make linguistics as much like
the ‘hard sciences’ as possible had on the status of the discipline. He points out that new
university departments were opened, journals set up, and funding for courses,
conferences, and doctorates increased tenfold as a direct consequence of Chomsky’s

influence (Werth 1999: 18-19). However, Werth also comments that

in other terms, Linguistics, led by its flagship the Generative Enterprise, is heading for the
" asteroid belt. It is travelling in ever decreasing circles, using more and more complex

devices to talk about smaller and smaller fragments of language.
(Werth 1999: 19)

While the historical importance of generative grammar should not be underestimated,
Werth argues, its restriction of focus to syntax alone has meant that substantial areas of
language study have been neglected for more than a quarter of a century. Furthermore,
with mathematical rigour as their new ideal, Werth claims that generativists have
actively distorted their observations, simplifying or normalising data in order to confirm
pre-formed hypotheses. Those aspects of language not susceptible to formalist treatment

have been simply shelved or ignored.

Generative grammar’s treatment of language as ‘an objective system of rules and
conditions on rules’ (Werth 1999: 20) has resulted in what Werth terms ‘tunnel-vision’
(Werth 1999: 19). As an antidote to this, he proposes ‘a more human linguistics’ (Werth
1999: 18), sharing the same anti-objectivist research commitments as those set out by

George Lakoff in 1990:

For me, cognitive linguistics is defined by two primary commitments... The generalisation
commitment is a commitment to characterizing the general principles governing all aspects
of human language... The cognitive commitment is a commitment to make one’s account
of human language accord with what is generally known about the mind and brain, from

other disciplines as well as our own.
(Lakoff 1990: 40)
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These commitments, Werth argues, require that cognitive linguistics ‘attributes primacy
to human experience, both physical and conceptual’ (Werth 1999: 37). Other advocates
of this experiential approach to language study include Charles Fillmore and Gilles

Fauconnier, whose work will be examined in the final section of this chapter.

Arguably the most influential cognitive linguist of recent years, however, has been
George Lakoff himself. In Women, Fire and Dangerous Things, Lakoff (1987) cites the
cognitive psychologist Eleanor Rosch, and her studies of human categorisation
processes in particular (e.g. Rosch 1973, 1975, 1978), as his own major influence.
Rosch developed what has since become known as prototype theory. Her basic
hypothesis challenges the classical view that all members of a category have equal
status, each sharing those properties that define the category. On the contrary, Rosch
argues that there are varying degrees of membership, and that within certain boundaries
there exist good and bad examples of both semantic and conceptual categories. These
‘best examples’ of categories, Rosch calls ‘prototypes’. In a series of empirical studies,
Rosch found, for example, that her subjects considered ‘robin’ and ‘sparrow’ to be more
representative of the category BIRD than ‘chicken’ or ‘ostrich’. Similarly, desk chairs
were judged to be more prototypically ‘chairlike’ than rocking chairs or beanbags.

In her investigations into human categorisation of colours, Rosch (1973) set out to
disprove the Whorfian (1941) hypothesis that language determines one’s conceptual
system. She examined the New Guinean language Dani, which has only two basic
colour categories: mili (dark-cool, including black, green, and blue) and mola (light-
warm, including red, yellow, and white). She aimed to prove that primary colour
categories were psychologically real for the Dani, even though they did not have the

words to express them. One group of native Dani speakers was taught arbitrary names
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metaphorical mapping and that, far from being confined to literary discourse, metaphors

form the very foundations of all human reasoning. As Lakoff and Johnson explain:

... metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in language but in thought and action.
Our ordinary conceptual system, in terms of which we both think and act, is fundamentally
metaphorical in nature.

(Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3)

Lakoff and Johnson (1980) claim to have discovered the existence of ‘conceptual
metaphors’, which underlie our basic conceptual processes. It is argued that unfamiliar
experiences and abstract concepts are understood in terms of concrete, familiar ones.

New knowledge thus gains its structure from our existing ICMs.

This notion is most easily explained through example, for which I will take the
conceptual metaphor LIFE IS A CONTAINER from Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 51). In this
case, our understanding of the abstract concept, or ‘target domain’, LIFE is furthered by
its comparison to our more concrete ICM, or ‘source domain’, CONTAINER. Relevant
features from the source are mapped onto the target, creating a new knowledge domain
with its own image-schematic structure. Evidence for the existence of the conceptual
metaphor LIFE IS A CONTAINER in our everyday lives is found in such surface
expressions as ‘my life is empty’, ‘he leads a very full life’, ‘getting the most out of life’,
and so on. Lakoff and his colleagues (see also Johnson 1987; Lakoff and Turner 1989;
and Turner 1987, 1991, and 1997) argue that all human reasoning is essentially
embodied, citing countless examples of conceptual metaphors in which abstréct target
domains are understood through the metaphorical mapping of our physical experience

(e.g. GOOD IS UP, BAD IS DOWN, and so on).
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Confidence in the significance and originality of these discoveries is no more assured
than within the Lakoff camp itself, as is perhaps most evident in the opening paragraph

to Lakoff and Johnson’s most recent publication:

The mind is inherently embodied.

Thought is mostly unconscious.

Abstract concepts are largely metaphorical.

These are the three major findings of cognitive science. More than two millennia of a
priori philosophical speculation about these aspects of reason are over. Because of these

discoveries, philosophy can never be the same again.
(Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 3)

However, as far back as 1981, in an article published shortly after Lakoff and Johnson’s
first exploration into conceptual metaphor, Ronald Butters (1981: 116) questioned the
authors’ failure to acknowledge the influence of previous linguistic studies on their own
work. Butters lists Korzbyski (1941), Hayakawa (1943), and Johnson (1946) as similar
investigations into semantic phenomena and thought, as well as Whorf (1941), Kuhn
(1962), Black (1962) and Turbayne (1962) as other possibly unacknowledged sources.
Indeed, the concept of embodied thought and experience has already received
considerable attention in the field of feminist studies (see Grosz 1994 for a concise
overview). Butters examines the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR, in particﬁlar,

taking issue with Lakoff and Johnson’s assertion:

Even if you have never fought a fistfight in your life, much less a war... you still conceive
of arguments, and execute them , according to the ARGUMENT IS WAR metaphor.
(Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 63-64)

Butters argues that it is impossible that human beings can have learned to conceive of
an everyday occurrence like ARGUMENT in terms of something as remote from everyday
experience as WAR. A similar criticism of conceptual metaphor is made by Edwards
(1997). In this case, Edwards chooses an example offered by Gibbs (1994): LOVE IS A
NUTRIENT. Again, Edwards questions whether the source domain, NUTRIENT, can really

be considered to be a more familiar concept than target domain, LOVE:
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displays a sustained metaphorical undercurrent which, Werth argues, is usually the
source of a reader’s sense of the ‘gist’ of a literary work (see also Nair, Carter and
Toolan 1988). He terms these undercurrents ‘megametaphors’, and argues that they can
only be perceived when a text is examined in its entirety. A detailed exposition of this

concept is provided in section 3.4.2 below.

2.2.4 Frames and Spaces

Both Lakoff (1987) and Werth (1999) cite the work of Charles Fillmore, and his notion
of ‘frames’ in particular (see Fillmore 1982, 1985), as a major influence on their own
theories of human knowledge structures. Fillmore (1985: 223), in turn, acknowledges
the origins of his terminology in Al research, and in the work of Minsky (1963, 1975)
and Schank and Abelson (1977) in particular. Like Werth, Fillmore draws a firm
distinction between those semantic theories based on judgements of relative truth,
which he terms ‘T-semantics’, and those based on language understanding, termed ‘U-
semantics’. He sets out the theoretical principles of the latter along similar lines to

Lakoff’s (1990) cognitive commitments:

A U-semantic theory takes as its assignment that of providing a general account of the
relation between linguistic texts, the contexts in which they are produced and the process
and products of their interpretation. Importantly, such a theory does not begin with a body
of assumptions about the difference between (1) aspects of the interpretation process which
belong to linguistics proper and (2) whatever might belong to co-operating theories of
speaking and reasoning and speaker’s belief systems.

: (Fillmore 1985: 222)

In his attempt to provide a fully defined semantics of understanding, he introduces the
notion of frames as those knowledge structures which enable us, for example, to

identify a link between such words as buy, sell, cost, pay and so on. Fillmore explains:

What holds such word groups together is the fact of their being motivated by, founded on,
and co-structured with, specific unified frameworks of knowledge, or coherent

schematizations of experience, for which the general word frame can be used.
(Fillmore 1985: 223)
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they come to resemble situations far more than they resemble rigid word-definitions.
Furthermore, much of Fillmore’s definition of the ‘bachelor’ frame above can be seen to
be made up of a set of highly subjective opinions on what being a bachelor entails,
rather than being based on any universally identifiable, or even culturally-specific,

factors or traits.

More recently, the theory of conceptual spaces that has proved to be of greatest
significance to Werth’s text world framework has been that developed by Gilles
Fauconnier (e.g. 1994, 1996, 1997) under the title of ‘Mental Space Theory’. In
essence, mental spaces are conceptual domains, set up during the discourse process,
through which language is conceptualised and understood. Fauconnier argues that these

domains

are not part of the language itself, or of its grammars; they are not hidden levels of

linguistic representation, but language does not come without them.
(Fauconnier 1994: 1)

Thus, mental spaces are constructed according to the guidelines set out by linguistic
expressions within a given discourse. Fauconnier terms these expressions ‘space
builders’, and specifies that they may take the form of prepositional phrases, adverbs,
connectives, or subject-verb combinations, at the linguistic level. Fauconnier states that
any new space is always set up relative to an existing, or ‘parent’, space. This parent
space will often, but not always, be the ‘reality space’ of the speaker, which can be seen
to correspond directly with the notion of the ‘actual world’ in possible worlds
philosophy and semantics. Fauconnier goes on to specify a number of possible causes

for the construction of a new ‘projected space’ during any given discourse.
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Firstly, any change in the temporal setting of the parent space, typically indicated by
temporal adverbials, tense and aspect, will result in the construction of a projected
space. A change in the parent space’s spatial setting has a similar effect and is typically
indicated by the use of locative adverbials and verbs of movement in discourse.
Hypothetical constructions also create projected mental spaces, as do switches in the
domain of activity being focused on in the discourse (e.g. the occurrence of such space-
builders as ‘in American football...’, or ‘in the field of genetics...”). At any stage in the
discourse, either the parent space or a projected space will be the ‘Base’ of the system,

while the other will be the ‘Focus’. Fauconnier explains:

Metaphorically speaking, the discourse participants move through the space lattice; their
viewpoint and their focus shift as they go from one space to the next.
(Fauconnier 1997: 38)

The Base is thus the starting point for a new space construction, while the Focus is the
space which is then internally structured in the process of discourse comprehension.
The ‘Viewpoint’, briefly described by Fauconnier in the quotation above, can then be
seen as the space from which all other spaces are accessed. To give an example of this
system in use, consider the following sentences:
Joanna can’t fly. She believes  she can fly, but she can't.
BASE VIEWPOINT FOCUS BASE

This sequence begins with a Base space, in which ‘Joanna can’t fly’. A projected space
is then created by the verb construction ‘she believes’, with the resulting space’s
contents becoming the Focus of the discourse. Joanna’s belief system, described in this
Focus space, is also the Viewpoint from which the other spaces are accessed: for

example, in the final shift from the projected space back to the Base.
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The close resemblance between the structure and genesis of Fauconnier’s mental spaces
and those of Werth’s text worlds is discussed in further detail in section 3.2.1 of this
thesis. At this point, however, it is important to outline some of the reasons behind
Werth’s eventual rejection of Fauconnier’s theory as a satisfactory model of discourse
processing. Once again, Werth takes issue with the sentence-level analysis upon which
Mental Space Theory is based, echoing his criticisms of possible worlds semantics,

cognitive psychology and the cognitive linguistic models discussed above. He argues:
... given the cognitive principles underlying [Mental Space Theory]... one would expect it
to apply principally to discourses, and only secondarily to sentences, since the latter are
merely practical components of the former, and in cognitive terms do not occur without the

deictic terms which make them part of discourses.
(Werth 1999: 70)

Werth acknowledges that Fauconnier, at least, does make some gesture towards a

discourse-level application of his theory, as exemplified below:

There is a long tradition in grammar and in philosophy (of the non-continental variety) to
take the sentence, in isolation, as the basic object of study... Theories developed for
fragments seldom extend to the general case, and, what is worse, they lead to improper
partitioning of the data... The study of mental space phenomena... attempts to break out of
this mold by focusing on linguistic generalization.

(Fauconnier 1994: xix-xxiv)

However, Werth also points out that, in practice, Fauconnier limits his analysis to
synthetic, single-sentence examples, ‘albeit sometimes with some declared context’
(Werth 1999: 77). These contexts, Werth (1999: 91) argues, bear a striking resemblance
to the sets of repetitious sentences commonly used in EFL exercise books to give a
pseudo-discourse impression. As a result, mental spaces appear to be conjured ‘rather

like rabbits out of a hat” (Werth 1999: 77).

A typical example of Fauconnier’s construction of such ‘pseudo-discourse’ can be

found in the following extract:

Suppose a movie is made about Alfred Hitchcock’s life; the main role (Hitchcock) is
played by Orson Welles, but Hitchcock himself plays a minor role (the man at the bus

stop).
(Fauconnier 1994: 36)
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In this case, the ‘context’ is nominated solely in order for Fauconnier to be able to
discuss multiple connectors in the sentence, ‘Hitchcock saw himself in that movie’. It
could, therefore, be argued that mental spaces are as guilty of being ‘both over-specific
and under-specified’ (Werth 1999: 70) as possible worlds have been shown to be in
section 2.1.1 above. In Fauconnier’s defence, it is worth pointing out that, in his own
use of it, Mental Space Theory functions as a heuristic device for solving logical
problems, rather than as an all-encompassing explanation of how we process discourse.
As with possible worlds semantics, then, it is likely that Werth finds Mental Space
Theory lacking as a result of differing aims and objectives, rather than because of any
fundamental flaw in the model itself. Even with this possibility in mind, however, one
puzzling question remains regarding Mental Space Theory. Given the obvious logical
emphasis of the mental space project, we might ask why Fauconnier invokes the notions

of discourse and context in the first place?

2.3 Review

This chapter has traced the origins of and influences on Werth’s text world approach to
discourse study to the notion of ‘possible worlds’ presented by Leibniz in the eighteenth
century. The further development of that concept, both in 1970s logic and philosophy
and in contemporary literary theory, has also been examined. In both cases, although
choosing to adopt the ‘worlds’ metaphor at the heart of all possible worlds theories,
Werth finds the minimalistic nature of the worlds they examine an unsatisfactory basis
on which to found his own approach. The cognitivist tradition in which Werth prefers to
locate Text World Theory has been examined in detail throughout the latter sections of
this chapter. In particular, the models of human knowledge structures proposed by

schema theory and Al research, as well as the ‘mental models’ of cognitive psychology
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and the ‘ICMs’, ‘frames’ and ‘mental spaces’ of cognitive linguistics, have been put
forward as central influences on Werth’s development of his own framework for a
deeper understanding of human discourse processing. Both the main tenets and the

possible shortcomings of each approach have been examined and discussed.

With the basic methodological foundations for the formulation of Text World Theory
thus established, in Chapter Three of this thesis I now investigate how a range of
components from each of the influential disciplines examined above manifest
themselves in Text World Theory itself. Chapter Three therefore provides a detailed
exposition of Werth’s own framework and explores the means by which Werth seeks to
address those flaws so far identified in preceding cognitive and linguistic models. The
basic mechanics of each of the three main levels of Text World Theory are examined

and discussed alongside an exemplary application of the framework to a literary text.
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Chapter Three Text World Theory

3.0 Preview

This chapter provides a detailed exposition of the mechanics of Text World Theory,
informed by the examination of Werth’s influences and contemporaries presented in
Chapter Two. The chapter is initially divided into three main sections, corresponding
with the three world-levels of the theory: the discourse world, the text world, and the
sub-world. Together, these sections offer an investigation into Werth’s unique
adaptation of the ‘worlds’ metaphor as a means of explaining the conceptual space in
which human beings process and understand discourse. With the theoretical foundations
of Text World Theory thus established, section 3.4.0 goes on to explore Werth’s own
typical use of the text worlds approach. A practical demonstration of the basic tenets of
Text World Theory at work is provided in the preliminary text world analysis of an
extract from Paul Auster’s (1992) novel The Music of Chance in section 3.4.1. Section
3.4.2 then explores Werth’s further adaptation of his framework to explain the
phenomenon of extended literary metaphor. An extended analysis of The Music of
Chance as a whole is then presented in section 3.4.3, as a means of assessing the
benefits and limits of this type of text world application. Throughout the chapter, key
problematic areas of Werth’s approach are outlined in preparation for their further

exploration in Chapter Four.

3.1.0 The Discourse World
Werth offers a provisional definition of the discourse world as the immediate situation

surrounding at least one speaker or writer and one or more listeners or readers
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participating in the ‘joint venture’ (Werth 1995a: 51) of communication. To a certain
extent, the discourse world can be seen to correspond with the notion of the ‘actual
world’ in the moderate realist tradition of possible worlds semantics (discussed in
section 2.1.0 above), insofar as it is the actualised state of affairs from which all other
possibles derive. As we have already seen in section 2.1.1 above, however, Werth is not
content to limit his understanding of states of affairs to the simplified definition of ‘an
arrangement of objects, individuals or things having various properties and standing in
various relations to one another’ (Bradley and Swartz 1979: 7). His central concern is
not with the stipulation of minimalistic worlds for the purposes of logical analysis, but
with the provision of a comprehensive model of human discourse production and
reception. Chapter Two also demonstrated Werth’s belief that his commitment to this
enterprise demands an account of states of affairs which bears the same complexity that

speakers and hearers recognise in the real world.

To achieve this, Werth begins by distilling each state of affairs into smaller, constituent

parts, or ‘situations’. Thus:

A situation is a particular kind of state of affairs, in which the time and place are held
constant (or rather — since time is continuously progressing — are held in tandem). So a

series of situations will make up a state of affairs.
(Werth 1999: 68)

Werth claims that this refinement enables him to overcome those problems of under-
specificity encountered by possible worlds semantics and described in section 2.1.1
above. It renders the world under scrutiny manageable and analysable without reducing
its content. Imagine, for example, a state of affairs as analogous to a piece of video
footage. The footage necessarily unfolds over a period of time, during which the
relationships between the entitigs and objects portrayed is constantly shifting. To

attempt to analyse the film as a whole would be impossible without at least some degree
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Werth is also keen to emphasise, however, that he views discourse as ‘the combination
of a text and its relevant context’ (Werth 1999: 47), and he argues that the notion of
context has yet to be systematically approached by any of the central proponents of

cognitive linguistics. Werth points out:

Like democracy, discourse is universally assumed to be a Good Thing, but as also with
democracy, very few are prepared to go out of their way to approach it. Indeed, even those
who apply experientialist ideas most consistently tend to avoid direct confrontation with the
horrors of context.

(Werth 1999: 46)

The considerable practical implications of Werth’s commitment to addressing this gap
are evident in his illustration of the discourse world (1995a: 52), adapted and
reproduced in Figure 3a below. Here, the situation surrounding the participants engaged
in face-to-face communication is shown to include not only their immediate perceptions
but also such abstract notions as beliefs, hopes, dreams, and so on. Werth admits that
the discourse context initially appears to incorporate ‘no less than all the information
available in principle to the human race’, and he concedes, ‘small wonder, then, that so
many people have fought shy of attempting to deal with the notion in any systematic

way’ (Werth 1999: 117).

BELIEFS MEMORIES
KNOWLEDGE

PERCEPTIONS
HOPES ______ | . IMAGINATION

® ®

immediate situation

DREAMS INTENTIONS

Figure 3a. The Discourse World
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However, Werth maintains that Text World Theory provides the methodological means
necessary to account not only for the structure of the text itself but for the context
surrounding its production and interpretation as well. His framework, he claims,
incorporates ‘current knowledge concerning the cognitive processes of information
handling, storage and retrieval, the social principles of co-operation and purposefulness,
and the pragmatic conditions of coherence and relevance’ (Werth 1999: 17). In the
following sub-sections, I will deal with the latter of these areas first, with an
examination of the negotiated nature of the discourse world in section 3.1.1. This is
followed by a discussion of the role of human knowledge and experience in Werth’s

model of discourse processing in sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.3.

3.1.1 Negotiation
In explaining his position as a discourse linguist, as opposed to a fext linguist, Werth
places great emphasis on the precise differences between those terms, ‘text’ and

‘discourse’. He states:

A text is to a sentence as a discourse is to an utterance. That is to say, a text, like a
sentence, is somewhat of an abstraction which is made for the purposes of analysis. What it
is abstracted from is its context... texts do tend to be written... although that is not the
important thing about them. What is important is that they have been abstracted away from
the real-life situation in which they occur, for one purpose or another.

(Werth 1999: 1, original emphasis retained)

As a discourse linguist, then, Werth believes he must necessarily account for the nature
and structure of context as thoroughly and systematically as that of the text to which it is
inextricably linked. Indeed, Werth gives precedence to the ‘real-life situation’, using its
pragmatic structure as a prototype for every level of Text World Theory. More
speciﬁcally, while Werth stresses that his Cognitive Discourse Grammar extends to all
language situations, from telephone conversations to written communication of all

types, the situation surrounding the participants in a face-to-face conversation, depicted
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in Figure 3a above, constitutes the basic language event upon which Werth’s framework

is based. He explains:

[conversation] represents our prototypical use of language: it is, in other words, the basic
discourse-type — socially, historically, statistically. This is particularly important for the
concept of negotiation... The face-to-face, turn-taking, open-topic kind of activity we call
conversation serves as the model for this process of negotiation, and may usefully be
extended to non-prototypical language uses such as conversations-at-a-distance, monologue
and written language.

(Werth 1999: 85, original emphasis retained)

Werth argues that all discourses are consciously and purposefully initiated, although he
does make exceptions for marginal cases such as automatic writing and talking in one’s
sleep (Werth 1999: 51). He points out that discourses are not simply a series of
randomly generated sentences but are ‘mutual attempts to negotiate a Common Ground’
(Werth 1999: 49). The exact nature of this Common Ground will be explored in section
3.1.3 below. It is Werth’s concept of ‘mutual negotiation’ which concerns us for the

moment.

In keeping with his conversation prototype, Werth argues that the interaction between
the participants involved in the discourse is governed by a set of pragmatic meta-
principles, which he terms ‘the principles of discourse’ (Werth 1999: 49). These are as

follows:

(i) Communicativeness (informativeness): discourses should normally be assumed to be
purposive, and to be efficient in prosecuting their purposes, unless there is evidence to
the contrary.

(ii) Coherence... except in pathological cases, entities, events and propositions are not
introduced into the Common Ground superfluously...

(iii) Co-operativeness (responsibility, authoritativeness and reliability): the participants in
a discourse tacitly agree to jointly negotiate a CG [Common Ground] as efficiently as

is consistent with the other principles.
(Werth 1999: 49-50, original emphasis retained)

The similarities between this list and the following maxims from Grice (1975) initially
appear striking:

QUANTITY... I.Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current
purposes of the exchange).
2.Do not make your contribution more informative than is required...
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QUALITY... 1.Do not say what you believe to be false.
2.Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

RELATION... 1.Be relevant.
MANNER... 1. Avoid obscurity of expression.
2. Avoid ambiguity.
3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

4. Be orderly.
(Grice 1975: 45-46)

A more detailed analysis of Werth’s teminology, however, reveals some re-working of
Grice’s model. Werth’s first principle, communicativeness, for example, can be seen to
subsume Grice’s maxims of Quality and Quantity. Under the second principle,
coherence, Werth explains that propositions can be considered coherent if they fit their
context” (Werth 1999: 51), a requisite suggestive of the maxims of both Relation and
Manner. The discourse principle of coherence is obviously reminiscent of related
‘relevance theory’, which is discussed in detail in section 3.1.3 below. However,
Werth’s addition of a third, apparéntly all-encompassing principle, co-operativeness,
appears to be an attempt to incorporate Grice’s super-maxim of the same name
alongside his other principles. Indeed, Grice’s explanation of the necessity of the co-

operative principle bears a strong resemblance to Werth’s later re-working of the model:

Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of a succession of disconnected remarks, and
would not be rational if they did. They are characteristically, to some degree at least, co-
operative efforts; and each participant recognises in them, to some extent, a common
purpose or set of purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction. This purpose or set of
purposes might be fixed from the start (e.g., by an initial proposal of a question for
discussion), or it may evolve during the exchange; it may be fairly definite, or it may be so
indefinite as to leave very considerable latitude to the participants (as in a casual
conversation). But at each stage, SOME possible conversational moves would be excluded
as conversationally unsuitable. We might then formulate a rough general principle which
participants will be expected (ceteris paribus) to observe, namely: make your
conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.

(Grice 1975: 45, original emphasis retained)

Despite a number of cosmetic alterations, then, for both Grice and Werth co-operation
nevertheless forms the underlying, default principle for all communication, against

which background any further conversational implicatures arise (see Eelen 2001 and

Toolan 1996 for an opposing viewpoint).
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The ease with which Werth claims to be able to map the conversation prototype onto all
other forms of language, however, raises a number of questions. Not least, Werth’s
assumption that the relationship between the author of a written text and that text’s
reader will be as necessarily co-operative as that between conversation participants
would seem somewhat simplistic. This possibility is further demonstrated and explored
in Chapter Four of this thesis. Furthermore, while Werth chooses the situation
surrounding participants communicating face-to-face as his exemplary illustration (see
Figure 3a), the discourse world involving the reader of a novel in the year 2001 and its

writer in 1901 would certainly be more difficult to reproduce. As Werth notes:

The discourse worlds of written texts are almost always split: since the writer and the
readership occupy different spatio-temporal points, there will certainly be very little which
is mutually perceivable. So even if the writer is writing about his/her discourse world, this
won’t correspond to anything in the reader’s discourse world.

(Werth 1995a: 54-55)

So how significant can the immediate situation be during our processing of a novel
which makes no reference to the chair in which we sit, or the dog at our feet, or to the

situation surrounding the author at the time of writing? Werth himself admits:

There’s a parallel discrepancy here between the text-function for the writer and that for the
reader: what is recapitulative for the writer may be informational for the reader, and so on.
However, the immediate situations, respectively, of writing and reading are presumably less
important in such cases than the shared baggage of cultural assumptions, general
knowledge etc. — collectively known as frame knowledge.

(Werth 1995a: 55)

The nature and importance of this frame knowledge is explored in the following section
of this chapter. For the moment, however, following Werth’s admission of the limited
relevance of the immediate situation in written communication, the question persists as
to why he continues to place such importance on its pragmatic structure as a prototype
for all other discourse processing. This question is all the more perplexing given the fact
that Werth’s own use of Text World Theory is entirely limited to written texts and,
despite considerable gesturing towards the adaptability of the framework as a tool for

pragmatic analysis, Werth never attempts such an application himself.
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3.1.2 Knowledge
With the pragmatic configuration of the discourse world defined, Werth goes on to

examine the role of participant knowledge in the production and reception of discourse:

The informative mode of language involves the transfer of propositions from exclusive
speaker — or hearer — knowledge into shared knowledge. This means that communication
consists of the transfer of knowledge ‘possessed’ by only one of the participants into their
shared knowledge area, i.e. into the knowledge of all the participants.

(Werth 1999: 95, original emphasis retained)

The separate domains of knowledge Werth is describing here are illustrated in Figure 3b
below (adapted from Werth 1999: 94). The process by which knowledge is transferred
from the speaker-only, or hearer-only, knowledge-base to the domain of mutual
knowledge is known as incrementation and will be discussed further in section 3.1.3
below. For the moment, however, let us focus on the precise nature of the knowledge

being exchanged during the discourse process.

SHARED KNOWLEDGE
"

MUTUAL

WHAT
SPEAKER (private)
KNOWS

Figure 3b. Participant Knowledge
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Werth divides the knowledge-bases of both speaker and hearer into two initial
categories; ‘general knowledge’ and ‘mutual knowledge’. He defines general
knowledge, first of all, as consisting of ‘all that information which is in principle
available to individuals by virtue of their membership in various larger social
groupings’ (Werth 1999: 96). This general knowledge is then separated into two further
categories; ‘linguistic knowledge’ and ‘cultural knowledge’. Linguistic knowledge,
Werth explains, is characteristically analytical. He takes issue with the generative
linguistic view of language as an autonomous cognitive system by arguing that the links
between cultural and linguistic knowledge ‘are multifarious and complex... all cognitive
systems are interlinked, in that all may provide input for each other’ (Werth 1999: 98).
Cultural knowledge is all of the remaining non-linguistic information available, in
principle, to members of a particular society, although not all members will have the
same degree of access to it. It is characteristically open-ended, due to the fact that new
cultural information is constantly being generated and made available to participants,/
and also contingent, in so far as it is not logically necessary and could have been

otherwise.

Werth classifies mutual knowledge as all that information which is exchanged between
participants during the discourse. He stresses that this type of knowledge is a result,

rather than a part, of the incrementation process. He explains:

Mutual knowledge consists, in principle, solely of knowledge shared by, and available to,
the participants in the discourse under scrutiny. It may come from the discourse so far, or

from previous discourses.
(Werth 1999: 98)

Werth refers to Sperber and Wilson’s (1986) notion of mutual manifestness as a
sufficient explanation of the system by which participants are able to interpret each

other’s allusions correctly during the discourse process. This is to say that participants
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make interpretative decisions based on assumptions about one another’s cognitive
environments, or the set of facts potentially available to each person’s awareness.

Sperber and Wilson give the following example:

Suppose Peter and Mary are looking at a landscape where she has noticed a distant church.
She says to him:

(49) I’ve been inside that church.

She does not stop to ask herself whether he has noticed the building, and whether he
assumes she has noticed, and assumes she has noticed he has noticed, and so on, or whether
he has assumed it is a church, and assumes she assumes it is, and so on. All she needs is
reasonable confidence that he will be able to identify the building as a church when
required to: in other words, that a certain assumption will be manifest in his cognitive

environment at the right time.
(Sperber and Wilson 1986: 43-44)

Within his own framework, Werth terms that part of mutual knowledge derived from
the elements immediately manifest to the participants as ‘perceptual knowledge’. He
differentiates between this and ‘experiential knowledge’. He argues that the latter
consists of those situations in the memories of the participants in which they both know

they have directly participated or with which they have some other indirect connection.

Werth also distinguishes between the modes through which the various types of
knowledge described above are expressed and, again, proposes two main categories: the
‘propositional mode’ and the ‘functional mode’. He claims that each of his four
categories of knowledge — linguistic, cultural, perceptual and experiential — can be
propositional in nature, and that knowledge in this mode tends to be consciously
acquired and retrieved. Werth (1999: 101-102) gives numerous examples of the sorts of
‘facts’ propositional knowledge may express, including:

Belgium is a kingdom — cultural

A bachelor is an unmarried male adult human — linguistic
There is an echo in this building — perceptual

Speaker went to hearer’s wedding — experiential

~ All four types of knowledge can also be functional in nature. In essence, this mode

consists of a set of acts, either directed towards a particular goal or undirected, and
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either physical or conceptual in nature. Werth (1999: 102) gives several examples of
each, in which conceptual activities are marked C and physical activities are marked

with P. These include:

Cultural C Diagnosing an illness.

P Tying a shoelace.
Linguistic c/p Formulating a report.

P Articulating an utterance.
Perceptual C Listening out for the postman.

C/p Checking the quality of a wine.

Experiential C Recognising faces.
C/p Learning to drive.

We should notice that several examples involve aspects of both conceptual and physical
activity. Werth also points out that functional knowledge can often be ‘turned into’
knowledge in the propositional mode, the teaching of any skill being a prime example

of this transition.

Following Fillmore (1982, 1985), whose work has already been discussed in section
2.2.4 above, Werth claims that the composite structure of knowledge is essentially
frame-based. However, as we have also already seen in section 2.2.4, he remains
dissatisfied with Fillmore’s explanation of what exactly constitutes a frame. Werth
argues that one can come to an intuitive understanding of frames based on the numerous
lexical examples Fillmore offers, but that these examples can at best provide only a
fuzzy-edged idea of what a frame actually is. He also takes issue with Lakoff’s (1982:
48) characterisation of frames as both generalised and experiential, arguing that human
beings do not experience generalisations but rather that ‘generalisations are the result of
abstract cognitive processes applied to material gained from experience’ (Werth 1999:
110). Werth proposes that this material is made up of repeated encounters with real-life

situations. He explains:
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The single experiences which make up the set from which the frame is distilled are
situations which... represent actual phenomena. These situations will not be identical to
each other; but they must be sufficiently similar to count as recurrences of something
previously experienced. At a certain point (perhaps after as few as two such experiences),
they fuse into a situation-type. It is to the situation-type that the frame is related — indeed
perhaps situation-types are rudimentary frames.

(Werth 1999: 111, original emphasis retained)

Werth emphasises, however, that frames are not created simply from repeated situation-
types. The semantic and pragmatic complex which the situation-type becomes as it
gathers more and more variation must also gain influence from the participant’s cultural

knowledge-base. As Werth argues:

When a situation is expressed in propositions, each one is also accompanied by relevant
information from the participant’s knowledge store. We can therefore see that when this

happens often enough to set up a pattern, we get a frame.
(Werth 1999: 112)

Frames, then, represent complexes of situation-types and background knowledge. How
this knowledge is divided up and deployed during the processing of discourse is

explored in the following section of this chapter.

3.1.3 Common Ground
We have already seen that Werth views all communication as a mutual attempt to
negotiate what he calls a Common Ground (CG), for which Werth offers the following

provisional definition:

Common Ground:
the totality of information which the speaker(s) and hearer(s) have agreed to accept as

relevant for their discourse
(Werth 1999: 119)

The act of negotiating this information takes place within the discourse world, the
pragmatic configuration of which has been set out in section 3.1.1 above. We have also
seen that the discourse world contains not only the participants and their immediate
surroundings, but also the personal and cultural background knowledge they bring with
them to the language event. Werth points out, however, that not all of the knowledge

potentially available to participants will be needed during the discourse. Only selected
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information will be added to the CG by a continuous updating process, known as

‘incrementation’.

Werth offers the following explanation of incrementation and how it works:

In text-processing, each Current Proposition (CP) is linguistically interpreted, the final
stage of which is the coherence mechanism which relates the ‘raw proposition’ to the
inferencing mechanism and the knowledge-base, and specifically, knowledge of the
accumulated CG. Incrementation then adds the current CP to the current CG, together
with the additional ‘annotation’ of evoked knowledge.

(Werth 1999: 131, original emphasis retained)

The grounds upon which the CP is selected (or not) for incrementation are based, to
some extent, on the truth or falsity of that proposition. We have already seen some of
the difficulties involved in traditional logical approaches to truth identified and
discussed in section 2.1.0 and 2.1.1 above. Werth (1999: 131) gives the following
further examples of propositions for which the assessment of truth is problematic:

e My wife is the most beautiful woman in the world.
¢ George is a genius.
e Godis Love.

Werth argues that possible worlds semantics offers some solution and can easily
account for the truth-value of imaginary or abstract sentences, and indeed for each of
the examples above, with reference to the particular world defined by the discourse.
However, Werth also points out that the problem of indeterminacy still exists even
within a multiple-world model of truth. He gives the example of a world containing
proposition (1), in which it is possible to determine that further propositions (2) and (3)
are true and (4) is false. The truth-values of (5) and (6), however, are not easy to

ascertain with the same degree of certainty.

1. Hobbits are round and fat, and live in holes in the ground.
2. Hobbits exist in this possible world.

3. Hobbits are living creatures.

4. Hobbits are thin.

S. Hobbits are stocky.

6.

Hobbits are jolly and like to tell jokes.
(adapted from Werth 1999: 132-133)
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Although the last two propositions seem reasonable, it is not possible to say whether
they are definitely true-or false. Werth, then, prefers to approach truth assessment from

a different perspective, that of probability.

100% 0%
Certain Probable Possible Improbable Impossible
(true) (likely to be true) | (could be either | (likely to be false) (false)

true or false)

EVIDENCE DEGREES OF NO CLEAR DEGREES OF NEGATIVE
AND RESULTS EVIDENCE DECISION CAN NEGATIVE EVIDENCE OR

OR LOGICAL BE MADE EVIDENCE LOGICAL
NECESSITY IMPOSSIBILITY

Figure 3c. Scale of Probability

Figure 3c above (adapted from Werth 1999: 133) illustrates the scale upon which a
proposition’s probable truth can be assessed, ranging from 100% probable, or certain, at
one end to 0% probable, or impossible, at the other. Werth (1999: 134) explains the
reasons for his departure from traditional notions of truth and falsity as being based on
the context-sensitivity of truth. He cites numerous examples from such disciplines as
medicine, mathematics and physics, where analytical truths often turn out to be not
quite as concrete as they first appeared and are frequently superseded by new

discoveries and developments. He argues:

‘Analytically True’ often means ‘true at this moment, or in the present state of our
knowledge, or for present purposes’, which is significantly different from the rigorous
objectivist picture of analytic truth as an immutable property of certain propositions,
irrespective of physical circumstance or human interaction.

Contingent truths, on the other hand, are susceptible to circumstances. Thus, the inclusion
of contingent truths into logic opens up logic to the inclusion of context. Contingent truths
are cognitively respectable, since they are subject to human experience and intervention.
This means that the seditious definition of ‘Analytically True’ given above as ‘true at this
moment, or in the present state of our knowledge, or for present purposes’ is (part of) the

normal definition of ‘Contingently True’.
(Werth 1999: 134-135, original emphasis retained)
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