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ABSTRACT:

The starting point of our work is the controversy surrounding the narrator issue, which has

given birth to two main trends of interpreting fiction: the communicative and the non-

communicative/poetic approaches. First, we want to have a look at the two accounts in order to

point out in what ways they differ and how these differences have come about. Next, we begin to

develop a linguistic model for interpreting narrative fiction.

This model is, first of all, defined from a theoretical point of view, by taking into account

suggestions offered by various approaches. Perspective, viewed as a cognitive process, will be

used to account for the way readers get involved into and (re-)create the fictional world. Finally,

we put to work our observations by analysing Fay Weldon’s novel The Life and Loves of a She-

Devil (1989[1983]). Our final purpose is to lay the foundations of a reader-oriented interpretative

model for analysing narrative fiction, placing perspective at its basis.

Chapter 1

In the first chapter, we discuss some major ideas belonging to the communicative and non-

communicative/poetic approaches to narrative fiction. The reason for this survey lies in the fact

that a discussion on the notion of perspective should take as a starting point the accounts from

which the notion emerged.

1.1. The first part of this chapter deals with drawing a comparison between the two

approaches under discussion. First, we take into consideration the historical background which

has led to the emergence of the two positions on how to interpret fiction (§ 1.1.1.). Next, we

discuss how the two accounts view their object of study (§ 1.1.2.). Finally, we deal with various

terminological usages and definitions relative to the layers of the narrative (§ 1.1.3.), the

narrator’s functions (§ 1.1.4.), perspective and other related terms (§ 1.1.5.).

1.2. The second part mainly concentrates on the poetic framework. It discusses the most

relevant aspects developed by the three main proponents of this approach, i.e. Hamburger
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(1986[1977]), Kuroda (1979[1973]) and Banfield (1982). The first sections present Hamburger’s

main ideas: the distinction between the reality statement and fiction (§ 1.2.1.), fictional markers

(§ 1.2.2.), feigned reality statement and fiction (§ 1.2.3.), and (non-)temporality (§ 1.2.4.). The

fifth section discusses Kuroda’s observations on the reportive and non-reportive modes of

language use (§ 1.2.5.). Finally, we focus on the differentiation between SELF and SPEAKER

operated by Banfield (§ 1.2.6.).

1.3. The final part presents our main conclusions referring to § 1.1. and § 1.2.

The main differences between the two frameworks are due to the fact that they take different

standpoints diachronically and synchronically. The communicative accounts take into

consideration Plato’s theory, while the poetic ones start from Aristotle’s ideas. Their theoretical

starting point is based on the distinction between the terms mimesis and diegesis.

Plato sees mimesis as one of the characters’ speeches, while diegesis refers to the poet

speaking as him/herself in the parts between the speeches. In Aristotle, mimesis no longer

designates “impersonation” by means of direct speech, but the representation of fictional reality.

The difference in how mimesis is interpreted will give rise to the distinction between showing

and telling.

The communicative theorists postulate that all linguistic performances involve a speaking

subject and an addressee. In other words, both telling and showing have ‘telling’ as an

underlying phenomenon. The poetic framework posits that telling and showing are actually two

modes of linguistic performance. The text in its surface structure is analysed in terms of its

displaying or not the signals of a speaking subject. Both linguistic and epistemological data need

to be taken into account (§ 1.2.).

The object of study is also a relevant factor. Patron (2006) remarks that the poetic proponents

study fictional narrative as “fiction” rather than as “narrative”, the latter being the object of study

of the communicative approaches. Additionally, poetic studies concentrate mainly on fiction,

ignoring the question of non-fictional texts. Their main focus is on the third person narrative text,

which is taken by some to be the prototypical narrative (§ 1.1.2., 1.2.2. etc.).

Interpretations vary also in what concerns the definition of a narrator and his/her/its

functions. According to some, it is the interpretative function which signals a narrator for those

supporting the poetic view. However, some poetic supporters do not consider it a condition that

necessarily applies only to a narrator. The interpretative function may embody the attitudes of
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social groups or characters at the story level etc. (§ 1.1.4.). Additionally, the interpretative

function is sometimes reflected in the way the idea of an implied author is envisaged (§ 1.1.3.).

The variations in the way terminology is used is another factor to be considered when

accounting for the differences between the two frameworks. Point of view is either conceived as

a synonym for perspective, or as part of the latter. Focalisation is also defined as a variant term

for point of view and is sometimes preferred to the latter as point of view may imply too strong a

visual aspect. Point of view may also allude to an ideological attitude (‘attitude towards a

question’, ‘viewpoint’; cf. Rivara, 2000). Focalisation is also used as a ‘camera-like’ means of

regulating narrative information (§ 1.1.5.).

(Narrative) voice is usually used when referring to the narrator, but there are cases when it

makes reference to several attitudes expressed in a word/utterance (§ 1.2.6.). Point of view may

be equalled with an agentless positioning in a/the world of the story. Additionally, perspective

has been defined as an agent’s positioning in the world of the story (§ 1.1.5.).

Postulating a narrator in the deep structure of a text has as one consequence the fact that the

past tense always has the present of a narrator as its reference time (communicative approach).

Rejecting this idea means that the past is taken only as a signal of fictionality, and not necessarily

of temporality (§ 1.2.4.).

Hamburger (1986) (§ 1.2.) differentiates between the poetic and the communicative accounts

as follows: the former follow the subject-object structure of the language, whereas the latter

represent the paradigm I-(message)-you. The subject-object structure means that fiction does not

tell about people/situations, it tells people and situations.

Hamburger introduces three categories: reality statements, fiction, and feigned reality

statements. The first category represents the situations which occur in the real world: the reality

of the statement-subject and the fact that the statement-subject can only speak about other people

as objects not as subjects is what counts.

Fiction and feigned reality statements are to be linked to narratives. Fiction can be regarded as

the only situation in which a third person can be represented as a subject. The third person

narration represents a case of the fiction category. The first person narration illustrates the

category of feigned reality statement. A 1st person narrator can speak about other persons only as

objects, because he/she is a pretense of a real statement-subject (§1.2.1., 1.2.3.).
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Hamburger’s fictional markers are: non-temporality of the past tense, verbs indicating

interiour processes and deictics in combination with past tense verbs (§ 1.2.2.). Hamburger’s

theory leads her to exclude the first person narrative from the category of fiction (as a general

term), a fact which was much criticised later on.

Kuroda (1979[1973]) proposes to include narratives into two categories: the reportive mode

(including first person narratives and third person narratives with an omnipresent, but not

omniscient narrator), and the nonreportive mode (including here third person narratives which

display direct access to the consciousness of third person characters.

It is Banfield who coins the terms SPEAKER and SELF. The term SELF refers to the subject

of consciousness to whom all expressive elements occuring in one text must be linked.

SPEAKER is the term to be used when talking about a first-person, linguistically marked

consciousness.

We take as a starting point the idea that a fictional text is not necessarily (/entirely) framed by

a narrator’s subjectivity and maintain the use of the term voice in connection with the term

narrator. By narrator we refer to a SPEAKER, who needs to be linguistically signalled in the

text. We also accept Banfield’s main suggestions linked to the concepts of SELF and SPEAKER

as explained by Galbraith (1995): an expressive element is referentially assigned to the SELF or

SPEAKER using it in the NOW, even if it might have been used by another character at some

other time in the story (§ 1.2.6.).

Chapter 2

The second chapter deals with semantic accounts on fiction: Possible Worlds Semantics

(PWS) and Situation Theory (ST). Here, we mainly try to establish an ontological model for

fiction and to create the basis for an analytical model. We take into consideration the

opportunities offered by these two approaches as the structural approach (Narratology) seems to

be insufficient in the determination of an ontological model. Additionally, from an analytical

point of view, Possible Worlds Semantics provides us with a set of precise, interesting tools.

2.1. In the first part of the second chapter, we are concerned with the Possible Worlds

Semantics framework. More exactly, we focus on various ontological aspects linked to the

interpretation of narrative fiction. First, we talk about the various ways in which the term

possible worlds has been treated in this framework (§ 2.1.1.). Then, we establish how we
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conceptualise the realm of fiction in terms of possible worlds (§ 2.1.2.). Finally, we add the term

situation to the idea of possible world (§ 2.1.3.).

2.2. In the second part of this chapter, we establish the basis for an analytical model by

appealing to the formal apparatus developed within the framework of the so-called Referential

theories. First, we present Predicate Calculus (PC) (§ 2.2.1.). We notice that it is limited to some

extent (it can only deal with present tense declarative sentences and solve certain ambiguities).

Next, we discuss about other interpretative principles, which were added to the PC, and which

allow us to interpret past, future, questions, exclamations etc. (§ 2.2.4.).

Then, the context coordinate is introduced in order to be able to account for indexicals

(Chierchia and McConnel-Ginet, 1990). Now, we define a situation and a state of affairs (§

2.2.3.) and then we develop on the idea of situation and state of affairs by briefly referring to an

example (§ 2.2.4.).

2.3. The final part presents our main conclusions related to § 2.1. and § 2.2.

We start from David Lewis’s counterpart theory (§ 2.1.1.). He considers that the notion of

actual world is applicable to any world where an utterance is located. This leads to both

desirable and undesirable results. Accepting his solution means that we solve such problems as

the transworld identity, but, on the other hand, this theory contradicts our ‘belief’ that language

can refer to the same individuals in different situations in such a way that their main identity is

maintained.

We believe that the common usage of the language does not allow us to accept the counterpart

theory because the identity of the same individual needs to be maintained. Additionally, we

consider that a non-referential account of fiction is counter-intuitive.

The interpretation of a fictional text needs to take into consideration the explicit text, the

implicit text, prevalent beliefs and readers’ inclinations (§ 2.1.2.). The fictional text evokes at

least one fictional world to be treated the same way we treat our actual world in real-life

situations; we name it the story world, S.W. Additionally, there are possible-story worlds (P-

S.W), which may account for subjective characters’ visions, dreams, hopes etc.

The story worlds are viewed as maximal entities, which can be made up of a series of

situations. A situation is either equal to a maximal story world or a maximal story world

restricted in space and/or time. It can also be defined as an organised state of affairs. Several

situations may come out of a sentence, i.e. by having the state of affairs anchored to individuals,
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and to worlds and times. When analysing a sentence in semantic terms only one such situation is

usually represented/selected.

We see the notion of point of view close to that of states of affairs, while the notion of

perspective can be attached to the idea of situation. The state of affairs, in our interpretation,

represents that which remains unchanged when a proposition is embedded. A situation is a state

of affairs anchored to individuals, space and time.

The PC (Predicate Calculus) is a semantic model which provides a way of analysing

declarative sentences referring to the present. As seen, it can deal with certain ambiguities (§

2.2.1.). However, when it comes to sentences referring to the past/future, the PC model cannot

accommodate such phenomena. This is why, the intensional PC was developed (§ 2.2.2.).

The context coordinate is determined to stand for situations in the semantic analytical

interpretation. The contextual coordinate chooses one situation out of the situations which can be

expressed by a proposition. This situation may be equivalent to a maximal world or to a small

world (part of the maximal world restricted in time and space). The contextual coordinate has

been developed as an answer to the existence of indexicals (§ 2.2.3.).

Chierchia and McConnel-Ginet (1990) differentiate between the discourse situation and the

circumstances. The discourse situation is what helps us determine the extension of such indexical

items as “I” in, for example, “I am rich” (or other contextually-dependent expressions), while the

circumstances help us determine the truth-value of the sentence (§ 2.2.3.).

Some of the theoretical aspects discussed before are put to work in § 2.2.4. We see in what

sense the context coordinate proves to be useful, and try to provide a ‘solution’ for ‘what’

changes/not when a proposition is embedded in intensional contexts (difference signalled

between PWS and ST): in our opinion, it is the state of affairs which remains unchanged, while

the truth-conditions change in such a situation.

Chapter 3

Readers’ narrative involvement is the main topic of the third chapter. Our discussion focuses

on observations operated within Deictic Shift Theory (DST), Situation Theory and by some other

linguists. Our main purpose is to define narrative involvement both in general, cognitive terms

and more specifically in terms of perspective. We manage to find common points between

different/similar terms extracted from different approaches (perspective, deictic centre, narrative

involvement etc.), which allows us to define and classify perspectives.
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3.1. Here, we dwell on how readers process the narrative fictional text. First, we talk about

perspective as a general, cognitive process (§ 3.1.1.). Next, we deal with Segal’s (1997) idea that

deixis in fiction is different from deixis in real-life situations – idea put forward, but which needs

to be demonstrated (§ 3.1.2.). Our discussion then turns to the three main coordinates established

for the deictic centre (DC): time (§ 3.1.3.), place (§ 3.1.4.), person (§ 3.1.5.). Finally, in § 3.1.6.,

we add to the idea of narrative involvement some of Emmott’s ideas linked to context building.

3.2. In the first section, we point out some common points regarding the acceptances linked

to perspective and the DC (§ 3.2.1.). Then, several types of perspective are defined (§ 3.2.2.).

Ehrlich (1990)  and Oltean (1995) bring about some useful interpretative suggestions (§ 3.2.3., §

3.2.4.). A first way of interpreting objective sentences is put forward in § 3.2.5.

3.3. The final part presents our main conclusions from § 3.1. and § 3.2.

The first part of this chapter discusses the notion of perspective from the viewpoint of readers’

narrative involvement. The DST and ST help us better understand the concept of perspective.

Situation Theory mainly applies to real-life situations. It makes use of two main types of

perspective: the indexical and the inferential one. The former occurs in situations relative to the

“I” in the NOW, and at its origin it applies only to real-life situations. The inferential perspective

emerges when somebody else’s perspective is adopted.

In the case of the DST we deal with the same object of interest, i.e. perspective, but with a

different scope. If Situation Theory focuses on real-life situations, DST’s main objective is to

account for the way readers comprehend the narrative fictional text. Starting from DST’s

theoretical insights, linked to some extent to those of ST, we observed that the creation of fiction

and the reading of fiction are at their basis inferential processes. An inferential

process/perspective means the adoption of an indexical perspective or deictic centre other than

your own. Additionally, the authorial act was explained as an intentional act: the author intends

his readers to adopt an attitude of make-believe towards the content of what is read (§ 3.1.1.).

Deixis in fiction functions differently as compared to standard discourse because it is not

always linked to the discourse situation, but to some other situation. Free indirect style is a clear

situation in which one cannot postulate that a narrator, designated by the pronoun “I”, may

emerge in the story at any point without changing the meaning and the reference of that passage

(§ 3.1.2.).
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The deictic centre (DC) is defined in terms of three coordinates: time (the WHEN), space

(the WHERE) and person (the WHO). The temporal structure of a narrative is made up of a

string of current NOWs. The narrative-line is a stretch of narrative that is controlled by a single

reference time. We equal this reference time to the “narrative present” (Ehrlich, 1990) (§ 3.1.3.).

The idea of the NOW seen as either a specific point in time (a NOW-point), or a timeline (a

NOW-timeline) is brought about in another part of this paper (§ 4.3.2.).

Spatial relations are organised relative to the observer and to the observed objects. Thus, we

come back to the fact that humans need to organise spatial information by taking a perspective

ego into account. This perspective ego may be a narrator/SPEAKER, or it may be just a

projection needed to be postulated in order for the text to make sense. The notion of perspective

as defined up to now can be attached to the idea of situation, i.e. an organised state of affairs

from the viewpoint of a perspective ego (§ 3.1.4,  2.1.3.).

The WHO is divided into four main categories (according to the DST): the focalising WHO,

the focal WHO, the non-focal WHO and the narrating WHO. The narrating WHO is the

psychological entity who tells the story from a different epistemological level than that of the

story: level marked by time or ontology. The focalising WHO mediates a subjective perspective

on some part of the world. The focal WHO is part of both objective and subjective perspectives

(§ 3.1.5.).

The idea that the creation and the reading of fiction are inferential processes at their basis can

also be related to Emmott’s (1995) study. She explains her context building as a process of

mentally bringing forward information gathered about the characters. Additionally, we

understand that the story world shouldn’t be defined only in terms of the explicit and implicit

text (see § 2.1.2.), but also in terms of narrative inferences. Context-building involves the ideas

of initial knowledge, expectations, confirmations, readjustments and the current DC (§ 3.1.6.).

In § 3.2.1. we focus more on the notion of perspective and pinpoint its characteristics.

Perspective is a two-faceted phenomenon: it encompasses both the observer and the observed,

and it contains the same coordinates as the deictic centre: the time, space and person coordinates.

Next, perspective is divided into two main categories, the focalising/origin-perspective and

the focalised/content-perspective. The different types of perspective are defined starting from the

three coordinates mentioned above (§ 3.2.2.).
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Several interpretative tools are also discussed: temporal, semantic and referential linking and

controlling predicates. Referential, semantic and temporal linking are devices which can mark

cohesiveness within a discourse unit/episode (§ 3.2.3., 3.2.4.).

Finally, in this chapter we establish a new definition for the term viewpoint, which renders

the fact that something in a sentence is expressed by taking a character’s personal coordinate into

account. This actually reflects the idea the DC tracks one of the coordinates of a focal WHO (§

3.2.5.).

Chapter 4

In this chapter, we apply the theoretical findings established in the previous chapters to Fay

Weldon’s novel The Life and Loves of a She-Devil (1989[1983]). The novel is made up of both

first person and third person parts, which is the main reason for choosing it. By discussing both

1st person and 3rd person texts, we try to develop a pertinent analytical model, which focuses both

on texts where usually a narrator is easily detected (1st person; preferred by the communicative

proponents) and on 3rd person texts, in which case a narrator is not necessarily placed by the

poetic supporters. The model is mainly semantic, but takes into consideration other linguistic

data, as well.

4.1. First of all, we are concerned with the emergence of a SPEAKER in the first person parts,

more exactly, we deal with how readers interpret the text as they read and how the image of the

SPEAKER is created by adding successive details (§ 4.1.1.). A semantic ‘solution’ to Segal’s

idea (deictic terms refer as a function of some situation) evoked in § 3.1.2. is also provided (§

4.1.2.). The deictics “I”, “now”, “here” are interpreted in § 4.1.3, while the values of the “you”

are dealt with in § 4.1.4. The values of the present tense are established in § 4.1.5.

4.2. The authentification function has been considered to have an important role in the

determination of a SPEAKER and his/her role. How this function is put to work in Weldon’s

novel is the topic of § 4.2.1. The SPEAKER in Weldon’s fiction makes use of the inferential

perspective to a large extent: i.e. she puts herself in somebody else’s shoes. In § 4.2.2., we deal

with the linguistic signals which give birth to an inferential perspective and offer a semantic

interpretation. In § 4.2.3., we provide a semantic interpretation for sentences containing

parentheticals, which occur in the first person parts, and then we turn our attention to questions

(§ 4.2.4.).
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4.3. If the first two parts focused on the first person texts (SPEAKER-perspective, i.e. a

subjective perspective), in this part we discuss the third person parts. First of all, we try to offer a

solution of interpretation for CHARACTER-subjective sentences (part of a SELF-perspective,

i.e. a subjective perspective) and objective sentences (part of an objective perspective, i.e. a

STORY WORLD-perspective). These two may resemble to some degree, which is why it is

sometimes difficult to distinguish between the two (§ 4.3.1.). Next, we analyse time deictics (§

4.3.2.), gnomic sentences (§ 4.3.3.) and questions in a third person context (§ 4.3.4.).

4.4. The final part presents our main conclusions from § 4.1., § 4.2. and § 4.3.

We have decided to analyse the most controversial aspects linked to the issue of

SPEAKER/narrator and SELF. For example, deictics are usually taken to signal automatically

signal a narrator in a more traditional interpretation. As seen in our study, they may be

interpreted in various ways depending on the context. The values of the present tense and of the

past tense are also taken into account.

Gnomic sentences are also attached to the interpretative function attributed to the narrator by

the communicative approach. Our analysis starts from Galbraith’s (1995) suggestions and shows

that they may be interpreted in a different way: as expressing the attitudes of a social group/of a

character at a social level. Questions also constitute an interesting topic of discussion –

sometimes they may be used by a SPEAKER, but they may also be used without a

communicative aim (Cohn, 1978).

At the end of our analysis we are able to draw some conclusions regarding the main

characteristics of Weldon’s novel and also some general conclusions regarding the possibilities

of interpretation of narrative fiction.

§ 4.1., § 4.2.

The SPEAKER is not introduced in a ‘traditional’ way. Her identity is established by taking

into account information from both the first and the third person parts. Several factors contribute

to the establishment of the SPEAKER’s identity: linguistic information, context building,

narrative inferences, semantic linking etc.

The usage of the “you” does not necessarily bring about the “I” as a pole of interaction, even

in the first person parts. It may be used as an addressee-oriented constituent or, in a non-

communicative way, as a “dummy agent”.
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Four types of present tense are used: the punctual present (verbalisation synchronised with

experience), iterative-durative present (repetitive events) - most frequently used, gnomic present

(used to express the SPEAKER’s opinion) and the punctual past (actualisation of past events

rendered by the SPEAKER in the present tense).

Iterativity is used to a large extent: the iterative-durative present, typifying and typical

discourse (Rosier, 1999). We also notice the preference for rhetorical questions. The SPEAKER

adopts many inferential perspectives, which is explainable by the fact that she is a woman

cheated on, who tries to cope with her situation, first of all, by understanding her situation.

We think that the first-person texts should not be placed in entirety under the framework I tell

you. We interpret the first-person texts as cases of verbalised thoughts, which in some cases

fringe on the monologic, while in others are rather dialogic in nature. This is one of the reasons

why we call our SPEAKER an experiencing SPEAKER. Another reason is that we are not here

in the presence of a situation in which there is a unique, clearly-definable SPEAKER’s vantage

point/narrative timeline different from the story itself. The SPEAKER is represented in the NOW

of both experience and recollection.

§ 4.3.

We treat the past tense in the third person texts as a NOW which is not linked to the present

time of a SPEAKER. Readers treat the past tense as a narrative present (Ehrlich, 1990; DST).

The CHARACTER-subjective sentences occurring in Weldon’s novel are both sentences

containing parentheticals and sentences not containing parentheticals. The former case is higher

in frequency. In order to consider a sentence to be a CHARACTER-subjective sentence, the

semantic content needs to be compatible with the focalising WHO’s thinking act, opinion, belief

etc. The controlling predicates are many times triggered by the context.

Objective sentences – STORY WORLD-perspective – are also analysed. They are regarded as

sentences which go for their extension to the story-world, i.e. the actual world of the story. The

expressives which may appear in such sentences are interpreted as rendering a viewpoint (the v

coordinate is made use of). Sometimes there are some ambiguous cases regarding whether or not

to treat a sentence as an objective sentence or a CHARACTER-subjective one.

The “now” may act as a reference time to which a new narrative timeline anchors, a NOW-

point in the narrative timeline, which marks a specific event out of a series of events, or is a

signal for a SELF-perspective. Gnomic sentences can express the attitude of a social group, a
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SOURCE’s attitude, or may be part of a SELF-perspective. Some questions also have a

rhetorical quality in the third person context, as well.

All these data concur to support the idea that Weldon’s purpose was to render the ‘interiour’

process cheated women may go through: finding out what is going on, imagining or

understanding the other woman, coping with the situation and, finally, in this case, taking action.

In our study we manage to account for both first person and third person texts by using the

same formal apparatus, which goes hand in hand with an ontological model. The semantic model

helps account for some interesting phenomena, but it also has some limitations, which is why we

need to make use of other interpretative tools, as well. We believe the semantic model needs to

be developed in order to capture more in depth certain aspects related to the analysis of narrative

fictional sentences. Applying the model to other types of fictional texts could be the next step.

Perspective, point of view and viewpoint are the main terms we use in our model. We find

common links and differences between them by appealing to various approaches and extracting

the most relevant parts in order to define and put to work these terms. We believe that some of

the most relevant theoretical aspects to be retained from our study are: the distinctions

traced/specified here between perspective, viewpoint, point of view and, possibly, the

connections found between these terms and the semantic terms states of affairs and situations.

Hopefully, this study will provide some help in further investigations of perspective in narrative

fiction.

 Furthermore, we believe we offer a variant for the interpretation of certain debatable aspects

related to the topic at hand:

i. Banfield’s 1E/1SELF idea can be accepted on the following lines: we consider that there is

only one SELF at the origin of a perspective (who can also be a SPEAKER, in Banfield’s

approach); he/she bears the responsibility for the ideas expressed and the expressions used;

however, the SELF may choose to render somebody else’s viewpoint which he/she may adopt or

put at a distance.

ii. The interpretative function, which has been considered by some to be the basic thing

which finally distinguishes between texts with a narrator or lacking one, does not necessarily

signal a SPEAKER. This is shown in our analysis of gnomic sentences in a third-person context.

iii. Certain fictional narrative texts can be interpreted without postulating a fictional teller at

the origin.
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In the present study we try to find a common ground between several approaches in what

concerns the perspective issue. Perspective is taken to be at the heart of human beings’

interaction with the world, be it real or imaginary. We think that having recurred to a variety of

accounts, though challenging, has brought about richer possibilities in interpretation.
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