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The usual suspects:
the grammar ofperspective in narrativefiction

T. GIVÓN

University of Oregon

1. RETURN TO PERSPECTIVE

This paper sits at the intersection of two domains —the study of
modaí¡ty and ev¡dent¡ality in linguistics, and the study of what for sorne
people has been calling ‘narrator’s voice’ —but may be betier characterized
as perspeetive— tn narrative fiction.

My interest in the subject stemmed initially from the practice of writing
fiction. My periodic forays into this tbankless obsession over the past 35
years have seen rny own approach Lo the narrator’s perspective undergo a
radical transformation. Earlier on, 1 adopted a would-be existentialist
— objectivist”, “descriptive”— approach to the narrator’s voice (or Iack
thereof). Following Camus and Hemingway (or at Ieast my interpretation of
them), and buttressed by a certain measure of youthful empiricism, 1 strove
to describe only “what happened”, eschewing “attitude” and “interpretation”.
1 resolved to let the characters speak for themselves. Which meant, in
practice, confining any expressions of mental attitude inside the quoted
dialogue.

1 spent the intervening 30-odd years doing Iinguistic work, whereby it
became apparent, rapidly indeed, that no communicative use of natural
language —outside the relatively denatured confines of scienee and
academe— was free of massive incursions of the narrator’s mental
perspective. And further, that although the most conspicuous concentration
of speakers mental attitudes is vested in the grarnmar of modality and
evidentiality, the narrator’s mental attitude is liberally sprinkled over the
entire grammar.
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Wben 1 set out after a 30 years gap to revise my second novel RIO, 1 it
became clear that my erstwhile Camus-esque avoidance of perspective was
not only untenable, but in fact an elaborate exercise in self delusion.
Invoked or uninvoked, perspective was always there. Perhaps surprisingly. 1
did not reach Ihese conclusions through linguistic analysis, but strictly in the
practice of revising an early version of tbe novel.

RIO was originally written, mucli like Carnus’ L’étranger. from the
perspective of a single narrator speaking in Llie first person. Lifting a device
out of Larry McMurtry’s early novel Leaving Cheyenne, 2 J ‘transíated’ the
first two parts of the RIO into the perspective of two other main characters,
respectively, leaving only part III in the —now rnuch transformed— original
voice. The main character is thus referred to in the third person —‘he’ or
‘Robert’— in parts 1 and II, and only regains reference as ‘1’ in part III.

Initially 1 thought a contrastive analysis of the two versions of RIO
—before and after my perspective ‘transíation’— could have fumished sorne
insight into which pan of the original narrative was due to the “core objective
description” itself, and which Lo the narrator’s perspective. 1-lowever, due to
the fact that my revision involved a considerable adding of perspective in
addition ir mere ‘transiation’, a strict minimal-pair comparison has turned out
to be impossible.

Further below, 1 will briefly resort to second best, examining Ihe
‘transiation’ of an episode from of a yet-to-be-published novel fi-orn the
perspective of one character Lo that of anoiher. The empirical taint such a
procedure introduces is of course obvious. But Llie re-casting was done
without conscious linguistic intent. and the writing was finished long before 1
started to write this paper.

2. FIRST PERSON VS. THIRD PERSON NARRATOR

Ihe conventional wisdom 1 grew up with was that as a narrator one had
two choices vis-a-vis the control of narrative perspective. First, one conid
cede the perspective ir a participant character, who is then referred to as ‘1’.
That narrator knows Ihe hard-core facts of the narrative because s/he was
present on the scene. Their participation in the events —whether as central
actant or peripheral observer— licenses their knowledge. And whatever
attitudes are expressed in tite course of tite narrative are Iherefore indexed
to titat participant-narrator.

As a simple illustration of Ihe pervasive range and scope of internal
mental attitude expressed by a first-person narrator that are externally
inaccessible to otiter persons present on tite seene, consider the opening
paragraph to Larry McMurtry’s Leaving Cheyenne. In marking up this
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passage, 1 rendered extemally-accessible (‘objective’) predications in capitals.
Internally-accessibíe (‘mental’, ‘subjective’) predications are italicized.
Mental (‘subjective’) predications titat extend irrealis scope are bold-faced,
and iheir reality-obliterating scope is indicated with square brackets. The
effect of irrealis operators is to render almost ah expressions within titeir
scope inaccessible to anybody but tite person wbose modal attitude licensed
tite irrealis operator. ~Tite marked paragraph is as foílows:

(1) “When 1 woke up Dad was STANDING by the bed SHAKING rny foot.
1 OPENED my eyes, but he never [stopped SHAKING it]. He SHOOK
it like [it WAS a fence post aud he was íesíing it to[see ¡1 [it WAS in the
ground solid enoughJ]]. AIí my Jifa that’s the way [heWOKE me up] —

1 hate it like [poison]. Once 1 OFFERED(?) [to SET a glass of water by
the bed], so [he ecuid [POIJRthat over me 1w te moniing and WAKE
me upfl, hut Dad wouldn’t [doit]. 1 SET the water out for [him]six or
seven times, and he jusÉ leÉ it [SITJ and SHOOK my foot anyway.
Sometimes though, if [hewas thirsty], he’d [DRINK the waterfirst]...”
(L. McMurtry, Leaving Cheyenne, p. 9).

External accessibility is, on tite witoíe, relatively easy to determine
using a criterion implicit in mucit of evidentiality:

(2) Test for external accessibility:
“Could other persons present at the scene have fiad direct access to the
information?”

Por the great bulk of words used in narrative, accessibility decisions are
relatively easy. Sorne problems arise with mixed rnetaphoric expressions,
portions of witicit are clearly accessible while others reflect inaccessible
mental attitudes. Thus, consider the use of ‘testing’ in (1). When we watch a
person testing a fence-post as in (1), alí we really see is that person grabbing
hold of tite post and pushing or pulling it or leaning on it. The knowledge
that the pushing, pulling or leaning is done for tite purpose of testing is
already a mental inferenee.

Likewise, tite verb ‘stop’ itas sorne accessible components: One sees a
person doing something, then ah of a sudden one does not see them doing
tite same. But one never really actually sees the stopping. Stopping is a
sophisticate, integrated mental inference.

As an alternative to first-person narration, one may choose to retain
control of Ihe perspective, and then vest it in sorne ornniscient narrator of
often murky ontology. ‘VitaL person itas gained access to tite itard-core “facts”
of tite story by sorne licensing arrangement entirely outside tite narrative
itself. Unlike tite first-person narrator, who exists inside Lhe narrative frame,
the omniscient narrator resides ontside the frame.
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So far so good for Lite omniscient narrator’s access to tite itard-core facts
of tite story. Rut witat about tite omniscient narrator’s mental attitudes? Whose
are titey? Or wito are titey vested in? Witose intemal mental processes do titey
represent?

Tite conventional wisdom 1 grew up witit suggested a simple, symmetrical
answer: If mental attitudes are at alí expressed in titird-person nanative, titey
are most likely Litose of tite omniscient narrator itini/iterself.

Tite first titing 1 would like to demonstrate in titis study is titat titis simple
answer need not be tite case, and peritaps seldom is in well-written fiction.
Ratiter, tite presumed omniscient narrator in well written fiction often vests alí
expressions of mental attitude in tite various participant citaracters “. 1 will
begin titis study witit and examination of tite deployment of perspective in the
novel Caíd Mountain by C. Frazier5.

3. THE DEPLOYMENT OF PERSPECTIVE IN COLD MOUNTAIN

3.1. Preliminaries

Caíd Mounsain (itencefortit CM) is a itistorical novel taking place during
tite Civil War. Witetber intended or not, Lite story follows in a rougit way tite
Lrajectory of Homer’s Odyssey Tite stories of botit Odysseus (Inman) and
Penelope (Ada) proceed in parallel for the bulk of tite novel (cits 1-1>7).
Titey merge only toward the end (cits 18-20). A sitort epilogue (cit. 21)
concerns only tite surviving Ada.

In the first 17 chapters of CM, tite two eitaracters are geograpitically
separated. Tite buík of tite description in tite alternating Ada and Inman
citapters concerns only one of tite citaracters. And titat citaracter’s
perspecLive completely dominaLes tite citapter. Only in four distinct episodes
during titese first 17 citapters are botit citaracters present jointly on tite
seene. Ah four are memory reflections —two by Ada, two by minan—
about past events titat took place prior to tite opening of tite novel.

In Lite last titree citapters, Lite same stricL separation of perspective is
observed, but Lite pace is accelerated. Ada and Inman are jointly present on
Lite scene in four distincL episodes. BuL wititin eacit episode, tite sLrict
separation in tite control of perspective —either by Ada or by Inman—
applies to short sub-episodes.

In Lite quantified study presented below, 1 included only tite episodes in
witicit tite two main citaracters were jointly present on tite scene. First, tite
fulí four memory-based episodes scattered across citapters 1-17. And
second, tite first of tite four late episodes, in witicit tite control of perspective
sitifts titrougit alternating 8 sitort sub-episodes.

Estudios Ingleses de la Universidad co~iwlutense 14
¡999, nY 7: 1¡-48



T Girón Tite usual suspects: tite granimar ofperspective iii narrativefiction

Tite reason for titis selection is obvious. Titat eititer Ada’s or Inman s
perspective would dominate tite narratives witen ite or site is tite only main
citaracLer present is predictable. DemonstraLing titat Lite same sLrict assignment
of perspective also obtains witen botit main citaracters are present on tite
scene drives tite point itome more forcefully.

3.2. Perspeet¡ve and irrealis scope

In titis section 1 wilí illustrate sume of tite problems one encounters in
deciding witicit expressions are externally accessible, witicit are strictly
mental-intemal (‘inaccessible’); and witicit of tite latter also impuse irrealis
(or realis) seope. WitaL is extraordinary about tite text is itow difficult it is Lo
find even sitort passages wititout massive intrusion of perspective. TitaL is,
of externally inaccessibíe expressions. My determination of scope is entirely
derived from tite sLudy of modality in natural language 6•

Example (3) beíow involves several accessible expressions in addition
tu twu inaccessibíe ones (‘saw’, ‘just’) witit no seope effects.

(3)”...When not twenty feet GONE, though, he LOOKED BACK over his
sitoulder and saw herjust TURNING...” (CM, 199)

Example (4) involves tite realis scope of tite factive verb ‘know’. Tite
utiter inaccessible predication (‘unseemly’) is scopeless:

(4)t..Knowing [whatsite OID was unseemly]...” (CM, 202)

In example (5), Lwo mental-internal predications are used (‘apparent’,
‘fascinaLion’), buL neititer iruposes any scope:

(5)”...”Now wuuíd be the time” Inman SAID, LOOKING to where Ada
STOOD alune, HER BACK TO the people, slightíy STOOPED,
PEERLNG in apparentfascination at the inscriptiuns...” (CM, 63)

In example (6), several inaccessible expression impose ¡rrealis/ non-
fact seope, eacit for its own reason:

(6)”...Ada LOOKED Inman directly in the face, and he realized too late
[that he had not [planned [what to SAY]]]. Before [he coníd
[formulate a phrase]], Ada SAID...” (CM, 63)

FirsL, negation (‘not’) imposes non-fact scupe. ~ Second, tite non-
implicaLive mudality verb ‘plan’ imposes irrealis seope on its complement, 8 a
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scupe further augmented by tite non-referring WH-pronoun ‘witat’. Tite irrealis
adverbial (‘before’) is also under irrealis seope ~. And tite modal ‘could’
imposes irrealis scope. ‘Realize’ imposes realis scope. ‘Tuu’, ‘late’, ‘directly’
and ‘formulate’ are inaccessible expressiuns wititout scope. And tite perfect
auxiliary ‘itad’ is most likeíy also indexed Lo Inman, probably because it falís
under tite realis scupe of ‘realize’.

Example (7) involves a pletitora uf inaccessible seope-imposing expressions
—tite mudals ‘could’, ‘would’ and ‘migitt’, tite modality predication ‘draw up
Lite nerve tu’, and tite irrealis time adverbial ‘until’. Alí titis in addiúon tu the
realis-seuped ‘see’ and Lite scopeless ‘make a fool of itimself’.

(7) “...Inman could [see that they would MI [TALK tite topie round aud
round until [une or anuther that day might [eventually draw up the
nene [to GO tu iter and make afoal of hirnseljl]fl...” (CM, 62)

WitaL soon becomes evident is titat perspective-coding expressions do not
come isulated in Lite CM narrative. Ratiter, Lhey are tbiekly bunched up
togetiter, witit une often licensing tite otiter. Titus, in (7) aboye, ‘would’
licenses tite irrealis of ‘until’, whicit by itself could also mark a realis ADV
clause; and tite irrealis ‘until’ in turn titen licenses tite modal ‘migitt’.

Similar cumplexity is seen in examples (8) and (9) below, with multiple
seupes piling une uver tite uLiter:

(8) “. ..He itad LEFT it OPEN, and Ada guessed [he wished [he had
CLOSED it] but could not [now decide] [whicb [was worse, tite
awkwardness [of TAKING THE TWO STRIDES to [DO it]]. ur the
sharp intimacy suggesíed hy [tite yawning doorway and the NARROW
bedstead]fl]...” (CM, 203)

(9) “Site WENT tu tite duor and OPENED it for [a BREATH offresh air].
The night srnelled [uf wet rotten leaves] and was so dark [site couldn’t
[see beyond the drops of water caíching tite door ligití as they FELL
froin tite porcit eve]]. Frurn tite parlur carne site simple first notes of
Guod King Wenceslas. Ada recognized [Monroe’s st¡ffphrasing at the
piano]...” (CM, 78)
Tite non-fact scope of negation is again seen in example (10):

(l0)”...When Inrnan fin isited, Ada did not [know what [tu SAY], su she
SAID...” (CM, 198)

In example (11) beíow, tite irrealis seope of tite cumparative! likening
operator ‘as if’ is furtiter augmented witit Lite irrealis scope of Lite numinalized
‘idea’, itere acting as a non-implicative modality verb, witit Lite non-referring
REL-pronuun ‘witat’ adding fuel tu tite already raging irrealis Ere:
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(II )“...“Nut me” Inman said, as if [testing tite idea [to see II it stoodplurnb
and level tu the visible world...” (CM. 199)

In (12), tite irrealis scope uf tite manner subordinator ‘how’ is augmented
by tite modal ‘migitt’. Tite irrealis seupe uf ‘prospect’ is augmented by tite
modal ‘wuuld itave’. And ‘suinmuned tite wit’ functions as a non-implicative
modality verb, witit irrealis scupe uver its complement (‘see). Alí titis in
additiun tu a pletitora uf scupeless inaccessibíe expressiuns:

(12)”...What did botiter iter was Inman’s QUESTION. How [might site react
tu the news [uf HIS DEATHI]? Site didn’t [know], though the prospect
uf it [loamed darker in iter mmd that evening that site would
have[íitougitt]]. Aud site worried [that site fiad rudely dismissed
[Inman’s STORY], itad not summoned the w¡t at tite time [to see titat it
liad not [been about an oid wornan], but about fis own fears and
desires]]..” (CM, 200)

Finally, example (13) illustrates tite irrealis scope of a purpose adverbial
(‘tu citeck its breadtit’) and a cumparison/likeness expression (‘as if’). In
addition, it situws ituw a cunjunction (‘so much so that’) can bíuck tite
spread uf irrealis seope.

(13)”...Adafound [titat site HAD TAKEN more than une glass of
champagne beyond tite prudení]. Her face felt [clamrny], and iter neck
was sweating...Her nosefelt as ifllt HAD BEEN SWOLLEN], so much
so ¡bat she PINCHED it between her two fingers [to check its breadth]
and titen WENT tu tite rnirror, where site síarted tu see it looking
Lnormal...]...” (CM. 77)

In eacit une of tite examples in (3) thruugit (13), virtually alí tite mental-
internal expressiuns were licensed by tite single person wito cuntruls tite
perspective during tite episude. Tu drive titis feature uf tite CM narrative
itome, consider tite entire sub-episode 5.1 (Pp. 319-320), in witicit alt
perspective is cuntrulíed by Inman, and Ada’s entire participatiun in tite
narrative is extemally accessible. Titis is, incidentally, tite first scene witere
Inman and Ada reunite after a 3-year separatiun, not tu mentiun Lite 17
citapters uf separate narratives. 1 itave excised seven unes in tite middle in
which tite terrain is described (still frum Inman’s perspective).

(14)”...Inrnan heard a sitot at no great distance frorn where he STOOD. He
PULLED back the main hammer uf the LeMatt’s to fulí cock and
WENT furward. He CAME OUT frum under tite dense iternluck sitade
into a chestnut gruye witicit sloped uff toward a... [7 unes excised]...
Titough Innian conid [not [see clearly but titree trees ahead titrougit

17 Estudios Ingleses de la Universidad Complutense
1999, nY?: 11-48



71 Givón TIte usual suspects: tIte granimar ofperspective in narrativefiction

Lite blur, it seemed [LhaLaL Use ené of Lite lane WAS A vagueCIRCEE uf light
FRINGED aruund with SNOWY LIMBS]. He HELD tite pistul bose in itis
hand, its muzzle aimed nowhere in particular other tizan forward. His finger
made contact with the trigger su that alt tite metal parts linking witit tite
hanimer tauched and tiglitened I¡ke [a spark RUNNING THROUGH frurn
une end tu anutiter].

He WALKED ahead and suon a figure bloomed uut uf the ligitt befure
itim, a black silitouette ARCHED OVER by tree lirnbs. It STOOD
STRADDLE LEGGED at the end uf the citestnut tunnel and when it saw hin
it BROUGHT TO BEAR un hurn a long gun. Tite place was so quiet Inman
could itear [¡beCLICK OF METAL as a hansmer was THUMBED backj

A hunter, Inman guessed. He CALLED OUT, SAYING.
—“1 arn lust. Ané besides, we don’t knuw enuugh abuut une anuther tu

starl kiíling une anuther yet”.
He STEPPED furward slowly. First he could see [¡be turkeys LAID each

by each un tite gruund]. Tite he saw [Ada’s fine face atop sorne strange
Irousered figrne, Iike [a mcmnish huy].

—“Ada Munrue?” Inman 5Am. “Ada?”
Site did NOT ANSWER but just LOOKED at hin.
He was to tite point that he figured. based on experience, ¡bat his senses

were uot a thing to [puf muclz stock in]. He believed [fis titougitt l~fe might have
gone astray su ¡bat it liad no more direction tu it than [of little blind puppies ina
bux lid]). Witat he saw migbt [be sume rrick of ligitt working un a disordered
mmd, ¡md spirits come upon him inform uf tu befieddle...” (319-320).

Only in une ambiguuus instance may a verb of mental experience (‘see’ in
“...witen it saw itim...”) possibly be attributed tu Ada. But it may just as
plausibly represent Inman’s uwn inference.

Witat 1 itave suggested, so far informally, is titat tite supposedly omniscient
narrator uf CM itas in fact made a deliberate citoice Lo “uut-source” ah
perspective —in additiun tu itis knowledge uf tite itard.core “facts”— by
attributing it tu a main citaracter aL any given puint in tite narrative. In tite next
sectiun 1 will backup titis suggestiun witit quantification.

3.3. The distribution of perspective-indicating expressions in Cok!
Nfountain

In ¡bis sectiun 1 present Lite results uf a quantified sLudy of tite distributiun
of perspective control in tite four earlier (memury-based) episodes of Caíd
Mountains in witicit buth main citaracters (Ada and Inman) were joint]y present
un tite scene. Por eacit episude, 1 give tite first line uf text, via witich tite autor
cues us about witich citaracter cuntrois Lite perspective.
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Episode #1 (pp. 59-66), taken uut uf a citapter dominated exclusively by
Inman’s perspective, opens witit tite narrative line:

(15) “Inman itad attended citurcit expressly fur the purpuse uf viewing
her.

In Table 1, twu main aspects of tite text Lave been quantified. First the
distributiun of reference tu tite two main citaracters in terms uf fulí NP
(mustly name) vs. anapitoric pronoun ur zero (cumbined). Tite reasun for Uds
quantificatiun will be made apparent laten

Tite more important quantification cuncerns tite divisiun uf predicaLiuns intu
extemally accessible (“ubjective”) and inaccessible (“mental”, “subjective”),
and tite distribution uf tituse between tite twu ¡nain citaracters. Tite entire
inventury uf alí tite expressiun counted as “inaccessible”, in alí uve episudes of
CM studied, is given and discussed in section 3.4.

TABLE 1

Distribution of reference and predications in CM, episode #1 (pp. 59-66>

Inman Ada

#1 (Inman) N N

NP 22 37.2 9 15.0
pro/0 37 62.8 51 85.0
total: 59 100 60 100 60/11950.4% A/T

objetive 24 24.2 17 loo
subjective 75 75.8 ¡ ¡ 75/75 = 100.0% 1
total: 99 100 17 100 99/116=85.3% 1

As une can see, Lite control of perspective in episude #1 by une citaracter
is near absulute. Titis lopsided “licensing” of perspecLive is reflected firsL in
tite fact that 100% uf tite 17 predicatiuns eontrolled by Ada are “objective”,
¡.e. accessible tu butit participants. In cunLrast, fuíly 75.8% of tite predicatiuns
contrulled by Inman are “subjective”, i.e. accessibíe only tu itim. And fully
100% uf alí “subjective” predicates in tite episude are cuntrolled by Inman.

Inman’s control uf tite episode is furtiter situwn in tite distributiun uf
total predicatiun: 85.3% uf titern are referenced tu Inman. But tite great itulk
of tituse —75/99— are “subjective” predicatiuns. Huwever, titis domination
does not extend to total referenee (‘wbo is being talked about’), where Ada
and Inman split almost equally (59/60).
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Table 2. presents similar distributional resu]ts fur episude #2 (Pp. 76-79)
uut uf a citapter durninated entirely by Ada’s perspective. Tite episode upens
with tite line:

(16) “Ada also paid muId iteed tu the yuung men...

TABLE 2

Distributiun uf reference and predicatiuns in CM, episude #2 (Pp. 76-79)

Inman Ada
#2 (Ada) N N

6 15.7
32 84.3
38 100

14 18.1
63 81.9
77 lOO 77/115 = 66.9% A

objetive 28
subjective 5
total: 33

84.8
15.2
loo

33 33.0
67 67.0 67/72 = 93.0% A
100 100 í00/133=75.1%A

Again, 93.0% of alí perspective-coding (“subjective”) predicatiuns are
cuntrufled by Ada. Of ah predicatiuns cuntrulled by Ada, fuily 6>7.0% are
“subjective”. Witile unly 15.2% uf Lite predicatiuns cuntrulled by Inman are
“subjective”. Again, fully 75.1% of tite predicatiuns in tite episude are
referenced tu ur cuntrulled by Ada.

Table 3. presents similar distributional results fur episude #3 (pp. 100-
102) out of a citapter duminated entirely by Inrnan’s perspective. Tite episode
opens witit tite line:

(17) “Inman uccupied himself pleasurably fur quite sometime with ¡bis

long sentence...”

TABLE 3

Distributiun uf reference and predicatiuns in CM, episode #1 (Pp. 100-102)

#3 (Inman) N

NP 6
pro/O 61
total: 67

Inman Ada
N

8.9
91.1
loo

5 11.3
39 88.7
44 100 67/111 = 60.3% 1

25 29.4
60 ‘70.6
85 100

32 96.9
1 3.1

33 100
60/61 ~98.3% 1
85/118 = 72.0% 1

NP
pro/O
total:

objetive
subjeetive
total:

Estudios Ingleses & la Universidad Complutense 20
1999, u.’?: ¡ 1-48



T Givón Tite usual suspects: tite gramniar of perspectire la narrativefiction

Inman’s control uf tite perspective itere is underseured by tite fact titat
98.3% uf ah “subjective” (perspective-indicating) predicatiuns are
cuntrolled by bu; titat 70.6% uf alí Inman-contrulled predicatiuns are
“subjective” (as cuntrasting witit unly 3.1% uf tituse cuntrulled by Ada);
and titat fully 72.0% of alí predicatiuns in tite episode are referenced Lo or
cuntrulled by Inman.

Table 4. presents similar distributional results fur episude #4 (pp. 195-
204) uut uf a citapter duminated entirely by Ada’s perspective. Tite episude
upens witit tite line:

(18) “Saying he no lunger matched that image didn’t telí Ada mucit...

TABLE 4

Distributiun of reference and predicatiuns in CM, episude #4 (Pp. 195-204)

Inman Ada

#4(Ada) N N

NP 25 16.8 26 13.7
pro/O 123 83.2 165 86.3
total: 148 100 191 100 191/339=56.3% A

objetive 93 95.8 73 28.4
subjective 4 4.2 184 71.6 1 84/188 = 97.8% A
total: 97 100 257 100 257/354 = 72.5% A

The control of perspective itere is just as lupsided. Ada contruis 97.8%
uf al! “subjective” predicatiuns. Fully 71.6% of tite predicatiuns controlled
by ur referenced tu Ada are “subjective” (as against unly 4.2% for Inman).
And Ada dominates 72.5% uf total predications in tite episode.

Tite next set uf 8 taNes give tite same type of distributiunal results for
tite sub-episudes uf episude #5 (pp. 3 19-322), tite first une uf tite fuur juint
episudes in witicit tite twu main narrative lines uf CoId Mountain itave
merged and tite two main citaracter reunite (citapters 18-20). Tite sub-
episodes are naturally rnucit siturter But tite same strict assignment uf
perspective tu eititer une or tite utiter uf tite twu main citaracters is observed.
Only tite pace uf sitift-of-cuntrul is nuw accelerated. And tite sub-episodes
nuw are butit temporally and geugrapitically contiguuus.

Again, tite first line in eacit sub-episode signals witicit uf tite two
citaracters cuntruis tite perspective. Sub-episode 5.1 opens witit tite line:
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(19) “juman heard a shot at no great distance frum where be stuod...”

TABLE 5

Distribution of reference and predications in CM, sub-episode #5. 1
(pp. 319-320)

Innian Ada

4*5.1 (Inman) N

6 17.1
29 82.9

35 100

N

14.2
6 85.8
7 100 35/42=83.3% 1

objetive 19
subjective 35

35.1
74.9

8 100

54 100

Sub-episude #5.2 opens witb tite line:

(20) “Ada, fiearing fier name spuken, was confused...”

TABLE 6

Distribution of reference and predicatiuns in CM, sub-episude #5.2 (pp. 320)

Inman

#5.2(Ada) N

NP
pro/O

¡
6 100

Ada

N

5
16.6
83.4

6 100 6/12=50.0%A/I

objetive 5
subjective 1
total: 6

100
¡

100

3 27.3
8 72.7 8/8 = 100.0% A

11 100 ll/17=64.5%A

Sub-episude #5.3 upens with tite line:

(21) “Tbey stuud wary, abuut tite number of paces apart specified fur
duelists. Nut clasping iteart tu fican as Inman itad imagine&..

NP
pro/O
total:

total:

35/38 = 100.0% 1
8 100 54/62 = 87.0% 1

total: 6 100
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TABLE 7

Distribution of reference and predicatiuns iii CM, sub-episude #5.3 (pp. 320)

Inman Ada

4*5.3 (Innian) N % N

NP
pro/0

2
27

6.9
93.1

29 lOO 1 100 29/30 = 96.6% 1

objetive 6 17.7
subjective 28 82.3 28/28 = 100.0% 1
total: 34 100 ¡ lOO 34/34 = 100.0% 1

Sub-episude #5.4 opens witit tite line:

(22) “Ada still did nut knuw him. He seemed tu iter sume madman awander
in tite sturm...”

TABLE 8

Distribution uf reference and predieations in CM, sub-episode #5.4

(PP. 320-32 1)

Innian Ada

4*5.4 (Ada) N % N

NP
prol0
total:

9

9

objetive
subjective

1
9

100

1

3 100
¡

3 100 9/12=75.0% 1

16/16=100.0% A
1

L6 94.1
100 17 100 17/17=100.0%A

Sub-episude #5.5 upens witit tite fine:

(23) “Inman iteard tite wurds and titey seemedjust...”

total:
100

total:
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TABLE 9

Distribution of reference and predicatiuns in CM, sub-episode 4*5.5 (pp. 321)

Inman Ada

4*5.5 (Inman) N % N

NP 1 7.6 /
pro/O 12 92.4
total: ¡3 100 ¡ 100 13/13 = 106.0% 1

objetive 6 24.0
subjective 19 76.0 / / 19/19=100.0% 1
total: 25 100 / 100 25/25 = 100.0% 1

Sub-episode 4*5.6 upens with tite line:

(24) “It rnight have been timbre of bis voice, angle uf prufile. Lengtit of
bune in bis forearm, sitape of knucklebunes under tite skin of his
itands...”

TABLE 10

Distributiun uf reference and predicatiuns in CM, sub-episude #5.6 (Pp. 321)

Inman Ada

4*5.6 (Ada) N N

NP 1 / 2
pro/O 15 93.7 16 88.8
total: 16 100 18 100 18/34 = 52.9% Ah

17 39.6
26 60.4 26/30 = 86.6% A
43 100 43/48 = 89.5% A

Sub-episude 4*5.7 opens witit tite line:

(25) “As they walked, Ada talked tu Inman in tite vuice sbe fiad heard
Ruby use tu speak tu Ihe horse when it was nervuus...
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total:

4
20
80
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TABLE 11

Distributiun uf reference and predications in CM, sub-episude #5.7 (pp. 322)

minan Ada

#5.7 (Ada) N N

NP / / 3 17.7
pro/O / / 14 82.3

total: / 100 17 100 17/17 = 100.0% A

objetive / / 7 33.4
subjective ¡ 1 14 66.6 14/14 = 100.0% 1

total: / lOO 21 100 21/21 = 100.0% 1

Finally, sub-episude 4*5.8 opens witit tite line:

(26) “Inman was tuu cloudy in bis titinking tu folluw anytiting she said...”

TABLE 12

Distributiun uf reference and predicatiuns in CM, sub-episude 4*5.8 (Pp. 322)

Inman Ada

#5.8_(Ada) N % N

NP 1 33.4
pro/O 2 66.6 5 100

total: 3 100 5 100 5/8 = 62.5% A

objetive / / 2 100
subjective 7 100 / / 7/7 = 100.0% 1

total: 7 100 2 100 7/9 = 77.7% 1

3.4. Type and distribution
Mountain

of ¡nternal/inaecessible predieations in Cok!

Witat is given directly below is an exitaustive list uf Lite predicaLions 1
counted as “inaccessible” ur “internal/mental” in tite same five episodes uf
CM ¡O Fur expressiuns titat appear more titan once, tite number of uccurrence is
given in parentiteses. A few comments are in urder cunceming my classificatiun
uf tite predications.

71 Givón
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Tu begin witit, my nution of “predication” is a bit expanded itere, tu
include not unly tite obviuus verbs and adjectives, but also adverbs and
lexical nominalizations. In additiun tu alí tite items titat were cuunted, 1 also
noted fuur nun-lexical constructions Litat impuse an irrealis mude over witat
fail under Liteir seope:

(a) negation
(b) conditional
(c) likeness
(d) purpuse clauses
(e) manner clauses
The utiterwise-”extemal” predicatiuns in ¡be scope of titese cunstructions

were cuunted, like alí “external” predicatiuns under irrealis, as “intemal” in
tite quantified study presented aboye.

Let me briefly illustrate tite effect uf sucit predicates in a few contriyed
examples:

(27) a. Outside irrealis scope:
She SPOKE

b. Under NEG scope:
Site didn’t [speak]

c. Under conditional seope:
lf [sitespeaksk..

d. Under likeness seope:
It was as it [site itad spokenl

e. Underpurpose scope:
Site got up to [speak]

In additiun, une must note une construcL un titaL produces realis scope, even
thuugit in tite text counted itere its use was unattested, clausal nominalizations.
lis effect may be best illustrated under tite scope of a predicate Litat otiterwise
impuses an irrealis seupe. In many cuntext, numinalizations resist ¡bis scope.
Thus compare:

(28) a. She was told [¡bat her mutiter died],
tfiuugh it turned uut sfie didn’t

b. She was toid [of her motiter’ s death]
*tituugfi it turned uut her mutiter didn’tdic

c. Sfie tbought [iter mutfier died],
thuugit it tumed uut she didn’t

d. Site thought [uf iter rnuther’s deatit],
*thuugfi it tumed out iter mutiter didn’t dic

1 divided alí predieations into Litose titat impuse modal scope and ¡bose
titat don’t —aL least in tite cuntext in witicit ¡bey were fuund in tite CM text.
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1 titen divided tite scope-impusing expressiuns into tituse titat impuse realis
scupe and tituse titat impuse irrealis scope. In eacit uf titese twu main modal
subdivision we find well-knuwn members uf tite titree major classes of
complement-taking verbs:

(a) perceptiun-cugnition verbs
(b) mudality verbs
(e) manipulatiun verbs
In additiun, alí modais —itisturically uffsitoots of irrealis-impusing

mudality verbs— were cuunted as irrealis-impusing predicatiuns.

1. Scope-¡mposing internal/subiective predications:
1 . 1. Realis scope:
1.1.1. Factive perception-cognition verbs:

see (21), knuw(18), be aware, remember(S), furget, find(5),
discover, realize(3), recognize, figure(uut)(2), understand, regret(2),
be startled, be appalled, be truubled by,

1.1.2. Implicative modal¡ty verbs:
find oneself(duing)(3), catcit uneself (doing), fznd a way, accumplisit,
acitieve(2), begin(2), start, fznisit, stup(2), take a mument tu

1.1.3. Implicative manipulation verbs:
make, leL, pruvuke

1 . 1.4. Clausal nominalizations

1.2. Irrealis seope:
1.2.1. Non-faetive pereeption-cognition verbs:

feel(l1), seem(12), appear(4), luok-like(2), itear(7), titink(11),
be!ieve(2), imagine(3), be sure(2), wunder(if)(4), guess(3),
fear(2), suggest(2), decide(2), dream, agree, mean, worry,
suspect, ituld tu be, speculate,

1.2.2. Non-implicative modality verbs:
wisit(5), want(3), cituuse(3), try(4), long, itave a desire Lo, itave a
reason Lo, fail, lack, conspire, lack experience of (duing), need tu,
not botiter tu, draw up tite nerve tu,

1.2.3. Non-implicative manipulation verbs:
expeet

1.2.4. Modals:
cuuld(20), wuuld(l0), migitt (9), itave-Lu(2)

.2.5. conditionals
1.2.6. purpose
1.2.7. negation
1.2.8. l¡keness:

as if swullen(2), like a sitadow (uver itim),
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2. Scopeless predications
2.1. Verbs

furmulate, itave patience, admire, signify, catcit one’s breatit, mmd
ituvering, citeck, titruw one’s tituugitts, cali up an image, smell(4),
oceupy oneselí, rest in one’s head, leave no mark, skitter, lix one’s
mmd, supply tite missing details, cunstruct, furm, match, bose grip
un une’s mi, matcit tite image, capture iter recullecLiuns of, Lease,
test, catcit uneself, testing, engage iter, iter ears ring, iter titougitts
tussed abuut, leave unsaid, react, loom darker in iter mmd, disrnissed,
summon tite/une’s wit, falí into titem uut uf itabit, adjust une’s mmd,
go titruugit tite next day, pictures flowing into une’s mmd, f¡lled witit
yearnings, awake, set rigitt, materialize, signify, class as, elude, based
upun, put stuck in, gone astray, itad no directiun, bad spirits come
upun itim, befuddle, be uvercurne by, exist, left bis mmd scuured, left
bis iteart jailed, do nut matter, came tu mmd, cuunt, fo!luw (witat site
said), itave a clear destinatiun in mmd, eyes rested un, mmd tum un
tu, yearn fur, arise in une’s titinking, recunstruct, emerge

2.2. Adicetives:
addled, impurtant, fine, foreign, beautiful, pretty, utterly awkward,
patient, arnusing, sincere, amused, prudent, clarnmy, normal,
vivid(2), unplanned, cunfused, simple, lunesume, sufter, faint, giddy,
unable, content, puzzted, fantastic, perpiexed, vague(2), surry,
citeerful, solemn, saddened, tender, sity suitable(2), visible, gluumy,
mum, glib, flinty, pincited, clenched, tigitt, capable of, dark,
unbidden, dreamlike, ityputitetieal, founded un, amazing, speculative,
sitaduwy, witituut true furm, wakeful, cleariteaded, brigbt,
considerable, unseemly, total, disiteartening, fit, dirn, wurse, sitarp,
be like, quict, confused, drawn (face), sitining (eyes), firmer,
unluoked-fur, itarder, tituughtless, wi!d, tender, likely, just,
warranted, unguverned, ravaged, wum ragged. weary, tired, nervuus,
same, calming, cloudy (persun), fine, faint, muflied, firm, total,
previuus, disordered

2.3. Lexical nom¡nalizat¡ons:
experience(2), expectation, question, a rusitirig in tite itead, beitaviur,
tite luuk un (bis) face, attentiun, in preparatiun for(2), suftness(2),
feel, brigittening, spirit, dream(2), titougitt(3), trutit, intent, suund(2),
lack of repurt, acite, pruspect, idea, fears, desires, perfurmance,
belief, relief, mystery, feelings, knuwledge, itupelessness, resolve,
errurs, display, wonderment, intimacy, absence, experience, life,
trick, mmd, trickery, luye, ringing in itis soul, estirnation, timbre,
sitape, itunger’s seal (un itis brow), tone, easement, thinking, news,
world,
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2.4. Adverbs:
expressedly, for tite purpose uf. fiercely, pleasurably, absently,
evidently, entirely, too(2), witit little success, truily, poorly, straigbt,
successfully, clearly, Lruly, aitead uf, nevertiteless, seamlessly, well,
just, straddle-legged.

As une can see, witile tite scupe-less categuries cunsist uf a Long list uf
lexical ur pitrasal —often metapitoric— expressions titat seldom recur, tite
scope-impusing categuries consist uf mucit smaller lists witit mueit
recurrence. In a broad way, titis division resembles tite well-known divisiun
between lexical and grammatical murpiternes. Titis, of course, is not an
accident. Tite scupe-impusing predicates identified itere are the usual
suspects in tite grammaticalization uf modal¡ty and evidentiality cruss-
linguistically.

In Englisit, of course, unly tite modais are strictly grammaticalized. BuL
tite utiter scope-bearing verbs still fumisit tite bulk uf indicatiun uf modality
and evidentiality in Englisit discuurse, butit spuken and written.

Of our list, tite verbs titat impuse realis scupe cude cititer certain
knuwledge (‘know’ etc.), privileged sensory access (‘see’), resulting
emotional state (‘regret’, ‘be appalled by’), successful initiatiun ur terminatiun
(‘start’, ‘fxnisit’) or successful manipulatiun (‘make’). Of alí sensory verbs,
furtiter, only ‘see’ qualifies for impusing realis seope. This recapinilates
faititfully tite predictions uf tite evidentiality literature (Citafe and Nicituis, eds
1984; Givón 1982; interalia).

Tite verbs Litat impuse irrealis scope are eititer verb of less-privileged
sensory access (‘itear’, ‘feel’), verbs of belief (‘Litink’) or inference (‘seem’,
appear’, ‘guess’, ‘suspeet’) or reduced certainty (‘be sure’, ‘wonder if’),

uncunsumniated intent (‘want’, ‘wisit’, ‘long’, ‘try’), duwnrigitt failure
(‘fail’, ‘lack, ‘nut butiter tu’), ur uncunsummated manipulation (‘expect’).

Out uf tite irrealis-scope gruup, only une of ¡be usual suspects is missing
—conspicuuusly--— frum use in Coid Mountain: tite itearsay indicatur ‘say’.
Ml uses uf this verb 1w tite tefl 1 studied were strictly “objeetive”,
accessible Lo alí present un tite seene. Titis gap may be due tu personal cituices
made by tite autitur in eititer contents, style uf genre. It also may be due Lo tite
fact titat anutiter itearsay operatur —, itear’— itas been used cupiously (7
times).

4. SCATTERED PERSPECTIVE

Tite strict indexing uf Lite perspective over contiguous citunks —parts,
citapters, episodes oc sub-episudes-— uf narrative tu specific citaracters is
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strikingly consistent in CoId Mauníain. Titis practice tums out tu itave been
my intuitive favurite long befure 1 citanced upon titis wunderful novel. Witat
titis practice accumplisites su well, in additiun tu bringing fictional
citaracters alive, is tu demulisit tite mytit of tite umniscient narratoti

Ja titis section 1 would ]ike Lo iliustrate 1mw anotber novelist deploys tite
very same device witit mucit less skill and, 1 suspect, cunsiderably less
awareness. 1 wifl do titis by applying exactly tite same kind uf quantitative
analysis, used aboye un CM, Lo Lite farcical crime novel Lucky You by Carl
Hiaasen.

Hiaasen, a newspaper repurter fur Tite Miami Herald, itas later in itis
career brancited uut into crime fictiun, uf sons. As we sitalí see beluw, tite
itigit-frequency “subjective” predicatiuns ite uses ja Lucky You are tite same
unes identified in tite CM text (section 3.4 aboye). WitaL is more, tite control
uf perspective in Hiassen’s narrative is —just like in CM— always indexed
Lo specific citaracters. Huwever, tite perspective dues nut always stay witit
tite same citaraeter titrougitout an entire episude. Sometimes it indeed does,
but aL utiter times it switcites rapidly back and fortit between citaracters
jointly present un tite scene— during tite cuurse uf even siturt sub-episudes.
As a result, a faint but unmistakable aura uf a wise-guy omniscient narrator
huvers over tite entire novel. And Litis may be precisely tite rigitt tune —perhaps
tite autitor’s intended tone— fur a satirical novel.

As in tite case of CM, 1 studied only passages of Lucky You in witicit
butit main citaracLer —Tum ¡Crome and JuLayne Lucks— are juintly present
un tite scene. As an illustration of tite cunstanL sitifting of tite control of
perspective, cunsider tite folluwing passage, marked tite same way as CM
passages aboye. Sub-sectiuns wiLit sitifted perspective are separated.

(29)”... ARRIVINO hume, site recognized Turn Krurne’s blue Honda
PARKED in tite driveway. He WAS SITTTNG in tite swing un tite
purcfi. JuLayne SAT DOWN next tu itim and PUSHED 0FF. With A
SQUEAK, tite swing síarted [tuMOVE]. JuLayne SAID: ‘...“ [skipped
8 lines of pure quoted dialugue]
JuLayne EXTENDED iter itand.

Krurne studied tite bite mark witit mock seriousness.
“Grizzly!” he SAID.

Sfie SMILED. Buy did itfeel good litis toucit]. Strong and gen/le and
ah titat stuff Witicit was how [it always started], with a warm and
durnb tingle.
JoLayne HOPPED OUT of tite swing and said: “We’ve goL an fiuur
befure sunset. 1 want tu situw yuu sometiting”.

Wfien tfiey GOT tu Sirmnons Wuud, site POINTED OUT the Fur Sale
sign.
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Turn Krume FOLLOWED her over tite fence, thruugit tite pine and
palmettus. She STOPPED to [POINT OUT bobcat scat, deer tracks and
a red-sitouldered itawk in the treetups.
“Furty eigitt acres” JoLaync SAID.

Site was WHISPERING, so Tum Krurne WHISPERED back. “Huw
much do ¡bey want fur it?”

“Titree mulliun and citange” site SAID.
Krume ASKED about the zuning.
“Retail” JuLayne ANSWERED WITH A ORIMACE.
Titey STOPPED un tite sandy bluff OVERLOOK1NG tite creek.
JoLayne SAT DOWN and CROSSED her legs. “A shupping malí and a
parking lot” site SAID, “just hIce in tite Juni Mitchell song”.

Torn Krumefelt he should [beWRITING down everytizing site SAID.
His notebook nagged at him frurn the back pucket uf bis jeans. As if
[hestill izad a newspaperjob]
JoLayne, POINTING at the tea-culored ribbon uf water:

Sr/lI WI-IISPERIING, like [she WAS in citurcit]. Which he supposed [it
was], in a way.

Tite entire list of tite “subjective” predications used in five episudes uf
Lucky You in witicit JoLayne Lucks and Tom ¡Crome are juintly present un
Lite scene ~1isgiven directly beluw.

1. Scope-¡mposing pred¡cat¡ons:
1.1. Realis scope:
1.1.1. Factive perception-cognition verbs:

see, mask, f¡nd(2), recugnize, indicate, know(3), note, nutice, be
wonderful, be nice, amuse/be amused, no wonder,

1.1.2. Implicative modality verbs:
start(2), break uut, go un, stup,

1.1.3. Implicative manipulation verbs:
itelp, leL,

1.1.4. Clausal nom¡nal¡zations

1.2. Irrealis scope:
1.2.1. Non-factive perception-cognition verbs:

titink(6), itear(2), appear, feel(3), luuk, appear, seem(2), guod,
suppose, figure, be certain, intrigued by, make a case titat, itave a
clue, scared, deny, wunder,
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1.2.2. Non-implicative modality verbs:
want(3), wisit, try(2), need tu, make up une’s mmd, entitíed tu,

1.2.3. Non-implicative manipulation verbs:
mution fur, telí,

1.2.4. Modals:
cuuld(4), cuuld itave, must itave, wuuld, wuuld itave, situuld,
migitt,

1.2.5. conditionals
1.2.6. purpose
1.2.7. negation
1.2.8. Iikeness

2. Scopeless predicat¡ons
2.1. Verbs

itave a puint, stumble into, make way, go un, suotite, a chilí go duwn
X’s arm, take it easy, mean, iturt, tear itim up (inside), nagged at itim,
itave a job, itusit, disappear, sting, make eyes water, get, use/be
used(2), cuuld in itead, minimize, make bluod go culd, summun,
cave (in), itave, cituse, solve, sitiver, make ajuke, itappen, care abuut,
cuunt(2), itave some¡bing tu do witit, Lake in,

2.2. Adjectives:
tun, fierce, metrunumie, rigitt, manic, raw, nicer, previous, frontal,
total, sustainable, itandful, encuuraging, electric, muck(2), smitten,
quick, unreadable, unresponsive, alune, preuccupied(2), freezing,
true, deep, decent, strung, reliable, knuckleiteaded, insane, stressed,
standard, slicker, bemused, upset, nice, steady, strong, gentle.
dumb, warm,

2.3. Lexical nom¡nal¡zat¡ons:
sympatity, realizatiun, anticipatiun, witisk, feelings, seriousness,
satisfactiun, mystery, expressiun, mystery, pilluw talk, innucence,
tingle,

2.4. Adverbs:
reluctantly, prubably, in a raw voice, incredible, miscitievuusly, in a
way, quietly, spurtively, deliberately, indescribably, no longer, cutting
itim a louk, accurding tu, cunsecutively, gravely, tensely, faintly,
exactly, tou, certainly, alí titat stuff. silently, enuugit,

Tite quantified results uf tite distributiun uf reference and control-uf-
perspective in tite five episudes of Lucky You are given in tables 13 titruugit
17 beluw, eacit preceded by tite fxrst line uf tite episode.

(30) “When Tom Kronie saw JoLayne’s living ruon...”
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TABLE 13

Distributiun of reference and predications in LY, sub-episode #1 (pp. 52-55)

Tum Krorne JuLayne Lucks

#l(TK) N N

NP 16 45.7 12 32.4
pro/O 19 54.3 25 67.6

total: 35 lOO 37 100 37/72 = 51.3% JL/TK

objetive 19 38.7 33 100
subject¡ve 30 61.3 / / 30/30 = 100.0% TK
total: 49 100 32 100 49/74 = 66.2% TK

(31) “Arriving hume, sbe recugnized Tom Krome’s blue Honda parked in
the driveway...”

TABLE 14

Distributiun of reference and predicatiuns in LY, sub-episode #2 (pp. 68-69)

Tun Krume .luLayne Lucks

#2(TK/JL) N N

NP ¡3 46.4 15 34.8
pro/O 15 53.6 28 65.2
total: 28 lOO 43 100 43/71 = 60.5% JL

objetive 21 70.0 39 69.7
subjective 9 30.0 17 30.3 17/26 = 65.3% JL
total: 30 100 56 100 56/86=65.1% JL

(32) “The bank’s computer indicated .JoLayne’s
since tite previuus afternoun at Huuters...”

Visa card itadn’t been used
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TABLE 15

Distribution of reference and predications in LY, sub-episode 4*3 (pp. 90-91)

Tum ¡Crome JoLayne Lucks

413(TK?) N N

NP 7 30.4 9 33.3
prol0 16 69.6 18 66.1
total:

objetive
subjective 14

23 100

12 46.1

27 100 27/50 = 50.4% JL

26 100
53.9 14/14 = 100.0% TK

total: 26 100 26 100 26/52 = 85.3% TK/JL

(33) “According tu tite bank, JoLayne’s credit card had been used twu
nigitts cunsecutively at the sanie Hutters...”

TABLE 16

Distributiun of referenee and predications in LY, sub-episude 4*4
(pp. 114-115)

Tum ¡Crome JoLayne Lucks

#407K) N % N

NP 11 68.7 11 47.8
pro/0 5 31.3 12 52.2
total: 16 100 23 100 23/39 = 58.9% JL

objetive 13 50.0 19 90.4
subjective 13 50.0 2 9.6 13/15 = 86.6% TIC
total: 26 100 21 100 26/47 = 55.3% TK

(34) “ICrome luoked
preuccupied...”

Estudios Ingleses de la UniversidadComplatenre
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TABLE 17

Distribution uf reference and predications in LY, sub-episode #5
(PP. 156-158)

#5(JL)

Tom Krume

N

JoLayne Lucks

N

NP 11 28.9 14 34.1
pro/0 27 71.1 27 65.9
total: 38 100 41 100 41/79 = 51.8% JL/TK

objetive 14 100 18 25.0
subjective / / 54 75.0 54/54 = 100.0% JL
total: 14 100 72 100 72/86 = 83.7% JL

As can be seen aboye, in titree episudes —4*1, 4*3 and 4*5— une of tite
participants (TK, TK and JL, respectively) cuntruls 100% uf “subjective”
predications, altituugit nut necessarily su mucit of tite total predication. But in
episude 4*2 JL cuntruis unly 65% uf tite “subjective” predications (also 65%
uf total predications). And in episude 4*4 TK cuntrois unly 85% of subjective
predicatiuns (and 55% uf total predications). Carl Hiaasen, aL least in tite LY
episudes studied, appears tu be a mucit less cunsistent practitiuner of tite
strict assignment —wititin discrete cuntiguous episudes— uf tite control uf
perspective. Still, it is itard tu find a “subjective” predication in LY titat is nut
unambiguously indexed tu a specific citaracter.

Tite strict indexing of perspective tu a single citaracter in LI’ persists
even witen less-savury citaracters occupy tite seene. Titus, tite folluwing
example is dominated by tite perspective uf eititer une ur tite otiter of tite
two main villains uf tite stury, Bode Gazzer and Citub.

(35 )“...“Eat me” SAID Bude Gazzer.
He was ashamed tu admit [tite trurit, titat he could[n’t [SPEAK the

word “niggen “] He’d [doneso only once in his life, aL age tite/ve], and
his fatiter liad [promptly HAULED him uutside and WHIPPED his
itairless bate ass with a razur strup]. Titen itis mutiter liad [DRAGGED
hin into tite kitchen and WASHED itis muuth witfi Cumet, tite scorcli
of witicit stihl revisited itis tender thruat at tite mere WHISPER uf
“nigger.” UTFERING it ALOUD was out oftite question.

Which was a major handicap fur a self-proclaimed racist and
mihitiaman. Bude Gazzer worked around it.

Citan ging the subject, he SAID tu Chub: “Yuu need sume carnus,
buddy”.

“1 dun’t think su”.

71 Givón
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“Witat size pants yuu wear?”
Citub SLUMPED in the seat and pretended [he was trying [tu

sleep]]. He didn’t [want[tuRIDE al! fize way tu Granger]]. He didn’t
lwant [tuBREAK INTO a stranger’s fiuuse and steal a Lottu ticket]]

And he sure as itelí didn’t [want tu WEAR carnuuflage clutfies.
Bude Gazzer’s entire wardrobe was camo, which he[’d ordered from
the Cabella’s falí catalug un a sto/en MasterCard number. Bude
believed [carno garb would [be essential br [survival when [NATO
truups INVADED frum tite Bahamas and tite Wfiite Rebel Brutherfiuud
TOOK TO tite woods]]. Until [Bude OPENED his cluset], Cfiub izad
had[no idea [¡batcamo carne in so ¡nany sitrub-and-twig styles] 1. Tfiere
was your basic Trebark (Bude’s parka).; you Realtree (Bude’s rainsuit);
your Mossy Oak, Timber Gliosí and Treestaná (Bode’s cullectiuji uf
jumpsuits, sitirts ané trousers), your Konifer (Bode’s snake-pruuf
chaps), andyour True-Leaf (Bude’s all-weatizer muuntain buots)

Cfiub didn’t [dispute [Bode’s announcernent [that suciz a selecfion
of camos, properly mnntclied, would [make a man invisible among tite
uaks and pines]]]]. Having [grown up in tfie muuntains of nortit
Georgia], Chub didn’t [want[tu be invisible in tite woods]]. He
wanted [tube seen and iteard]. He especial/y wanted [not [tu be
mistakenfor a tree by a rambunctious bear ur randy bubcat]]...”

Tite switcit of perspective from Bude’s tu Chub’s folluwing tite siturt
dialugue is unmistakable. Bude’s beliefs, witen embedded in tite segment
cuntrulled by Citub’s perspective, are presented titere frum Chub’s perspective,
not Bode’s.

5. THE USE OF REFERENTIAL DEVICES TO RENDER PERSPECTIVE

Quoted below is an episode from Sasquatch, a yet-tu-be-publisited
novel. Tite central citaracter’s parents, Amanda and Leland McGraw, are
juintly present on tite scene. 1 will give first tite current version, tuld frun
Amanda’s perspective, titen tite preceding version uf tite very same episude
tuld frum Leland’s perspective. Tite clear assignment uf perspective, and tite
“mental” predicatiuns used, are no duubt similar tu Frazier’s practice in
CoId Mountain. In tite text-segment beluw, 1 have buId-faced tite ful!-NP
(name) vs. anapiturie prunouns titat refer tu tite two main citaracters. Since
unly Amanda and Leland are present un tite scene, tite use uf prunuuns
alune —‘site’ vs. ‘ite’— wuuld itave presumably sufficed, if tite purpose uf
tite usage were unly referential disambiguatiun.

As will be ubviuus, many uf tite pronuuns are licensed by tite cunventions
uf referential eontinu¡ty. But many utiters are nut, and neititer are any of tite
full-NPs.
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(36) From Amanda’s perspective:

“He’s guing tu take tite weird Gregersen buy witit itim” Lelaud
telís her.

Titank Gud Leland knows berter titan tu cunfide tu anybudy but
ber. His snap judgernents, she knuws only tuu well, can geL titen buth
in real truuble. She also knuws Lee is sure about having been left out
uf tite Jed’s summer plans. She fiad better tread suftly.

“That’s rite une called Ole” she reminds him. “Well, it’ nut
sucfi abad idea, come to think”.
Iji tite rnid-afternuun, tite twu uf titen are savoring tfie sitort hours

witen tfie sun itits tite frunt deck. Sbe has fixed a late suup-and-salad
luncfi. Jed had gune visiting, must likely tite very same Gregersen
buy.

Tite twu uf them ate nursing large margaritas, Leland’s favurite
drink.

“Can yuu imagine tose two taking uff in tfie rruck?” says Leland.
“Might be a sight” sbe concedes.
lf tite universe had had roum for une persun messier tfian her son

Jed, sbe is cunvinced it wuuld be Ole Gregersen.
“Dun’t you titink we ougitt tu swap cats?” she telís Leland.
“Yuu mean, give fiim tite Volvo?”
Titeir eyes meet uver tite glasses.
“Migitt be safer” she says.
“Safer br whu? Nut for tfie Volvo”.
“Got a better idea?”

Leland itesitates. Tfie way be dues witen he is stuck with a weak
puker hand.

“1 was titinking of driving titernduwn myself’.
She luuks at him with feigned iturrur:
“Yuu dun’t expect itim tu go fur that, dear?”
Lelaud sigits.
“1 guess not” he says. “Gascogne’s only a siturt itup. 1 suppuse 1

cuuld give fu rny celí pfione. Titey can cali if tite truck breaks duwn”.
“Tfiat’s a rerrific idea, dear” she says. “Let’m Lake Bear tuu witile

titey’re at it. Between the three uf titem, ite’s gut to be tite must level-
headed”.

“Focused, yuu mean
She itas succeeded in distracting Leland from fis disappuintrnent,

long enuugf for bim tu burst into laugitter. His head is tussed back,
she luyes tite way bis severe face cracks up when, fur a sfort murnent,
be drops bis preoccupatiuns —his ubsessiuns— and witit titern his
decorum. Tite way he used tu back witen they still duped. Sumetirnes
sbe wished ¡bey still did. Leland was mucit more fun titen. She
suspects sbe probably was tou.
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She wunders at what point she can stir tite conversatiun tu what is
un her nind. She fiad better let Leland get used tu tfie idea uf Jed
going uff un bis uwn. She is sLiIl surprised buw nuch barder .)ed’s
impending departure is hitting Leland. He fas been moping aruund fur
weeks, bitching abuut titings that usually wuuldn’t natter.

Or is it Archie’s miñe? She duesn’t think su. Fur alí site can teil,
tfe mule case fias done nuthing tu Lelaud su far except infuse itim
with a dose uf pre-trial adrenaline. It is her bad luck, site thinks, tu be
su intimately assuciated with a pair uf adrenaline freaks. Site nust
itave selected at least tfie first. In wfiich case, Karma is more hIce it.

“Titink we shuuld talk tu tfie Gregersens?” site asks Leland.
“Yeait, nake sure tfie huy has tfeir pernissiun. You better do it

thuugfi”.
“Wuuld be fice tu invite titen uver fur dinner...”
“Yuu kiddin’? You’ve not even started tu unwind”.
Titat, she decides, is tfie opening she itas been waiting fur.
“True” site says. “l’n still grading”.
Lelaud hites.
“lf LitaL place ever jets yuu be” he says, ‘just long enuugh so 1 can

grah ‘n witisk yuu away for a weekend un tfie cuast. Christ, Mandy,
I’ve fiardly seen yuu since Citristmas”.

“Yuu’ve nuticed?” site says.
Wfat site has been planning tu telí Leland wuuld be easier tu put

acruss if that much is already conceded.
“Lee” site says, “listen”.

He is still gut his nucking face un. Site is surry site fias tu drag
him back duwn tu seriuus stuff But it can’t wait.

Site sets her glass duwn, gets up and crosses uver befiind Lelnod.
Site leans over ami, automaticahiy, Leland’s amis wrap around ¡itt,
dragging her duwn un his lap. She luuks np at him.

“Lee” she says, iter voice barely audible, “1 don’t think 1 can take
it any more”.

Frum cluse quarters, site can telí she’s finally got Leland’s fulí
attentiun.

“That bad?” he says. “Like tite fiigit scfuul?”
“Wurse. If 1 dun’t quit suon, 1’ll go raving mad”
“Rigft now? With Jed guing tu Rice?”
Site itas anticipated titat.
“Yes” site says, “1 knuw. But listen, titere is a way”.
“Oh?”
Leland squints up at her. She gues un:
“Yuu’ve been looking fur surneune tu replace María for munths,

right?”
“Yeafi, sure...
Leland stops. It dawns un blm:
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“Yuu’re not seriuus, Mandy, are you?”
“1 am” sbe says. “1 want tu do it”.
“He rny secretary?”
“We can calI it office manager. Administrative assistant. Research

assuciate —titere. Titey do come up with wunderful titíes nuwadays,
dun’t íitey?”

Leland is sfaking his itead in dishelief:
“Sure yuu can” he says. “But would you he happy duing it? Nut to

mentiun tite lousy pay”.
“Cuuldn’t he wurse tfan up at the cullege, tite way titey treat

instructors”.
She has tuld Leland in graphic detail.
‘How abuut tite medical insurance?” be asks. “How abuut your

retirement account?”
“AlI seven tfiuusand dullars wortit uf it? Wuuld hardly buy a

decent cruise tu Acapulco. Por une. Might as wetl rolí it into an IRA”.
Leland inspects iter clusely. He fruwns.
“Yuu are seriuus” be says.
“Isn’t that obviuus?”
Her fiands, clasped atuund Leland’s neck, are slowly tigftening

tite nuose she has titruwn around bim. Duwn beluw, she can already
feel tite purtent uf sornetiting stirring. Definitely.

“Speaking of obviuus” sbe says, “witile tite twu rnunsters are uut,
migitt tite lady uf the fuuse, just mayhe, entice tite laird upstairs into
her lair?”

“Titat ubviuus?”
“Race yuu” sbe says aud vaults uff his lap.
Leland’s wurries will dissipate nuw, tituugh sbe knuws bis

amnesia will unly be tempurary. He will resume his bruuding unce
they are done. She thinks she can handie titat, tou...”

In (3>7) beluw, tite very same episode was tuld (originally so) from
Leland’s perspective.

(37) From Leland’s perspective:

“He’s guing tu take tfie weird Gregersen huy witit itim” he telís
Amanda.

He knuws he can telí her titis. He is indeed prune tu making snap
judgernents that can get bim —can get them butfi— into trouble. He is
still sure, ituwever, abuut itaving been left uut uf Jed’ s sumrner plans.

“Titat’s tite une called Ole” says Amanda. “Well, it’s nut sucf a
bad idea, come tu titink”.

In tite mid-aftemuun, tfie rwo of titem are savuring tite sitort ituurs
wfen tite sun fiits tfie front deck. Amanda has f¡xed a late suup-and-salad
luncit. Jed itad gune visiting, must likely tite ve¡y same Gregersen huy.
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Tite twu uf titem are nursing large margaritas, bis favorite drink.
“Can yuu imagine thuse twu taking uff in tite truck?” be asks ber.
“Migfit be a sight” Amanda concedes.
If tite universe fiad liad roum for une persun messier than bis son

Sed, be is cunvinced it would be Ole Gregersen.
“Don’t you think we ought tu swap cars2” says Amanda.
“You mean, give fin tite Volvo?”
Titeir eyes meet uver tite glasses.
“Might be safer” sbe says.
“Safer fur wf u? Nut fur tfe Volvo”.
“Gut a better idea?”

He stups. He knuws he’s gut a weak puint titere.
“1 was thinking uf driving them down myself’ be says finally.
Amanda looks at blm wirit feigned iturror:
“Yuu dun’t expect itirn tu go for tfat, dear?”
He sigfs.
“1 guess nut” be says. “Gascugne’s unly a sitort hop. 1 suppuse 1

cuuld give itim ny ccli phune. Tfey can calI if the truck freaks down”.
“Tfat’s a terrific idea, dear” says Amanda. “Let’m take Bear tou

witile they’re at it. Between tite titree uf titern, he’s got tu be the most
level-headed”.

“Focused, you mean”.
Amanda fas succeeded in distracting 1dm frum bis disappointment.

He bursts into Iaughter and Amanda joins bim. Fur a rnument, it feels
hIce oíd times, tfie way it used tu back when titey still duped. Sumetimes
be wished titey still did. He knuws be was mure fun then.

He can reil Amanda is stirring the cunversatiun tu something titat
is un ber mmd. Trutf is, be bimself is surprised fuw much harder
Jed’s irnpending departure is ititting bim. He knows fas been bitching
abuut titings titat usually wouldji’t marter.

Or is it Arcitie’s miñe titat’s hutfering bim? He doubts it. Su far,
tite mule case fas done notiting tu blm except infuse blm witfi ¡be
expected duse uf pre-trial adrenaline. Puor Mandy, stuck for lite with a
pair uf adrenaline freaks. Sbe must itave selected blm thuugf. Karma.

“Tfink we shuuld talk tu the Gregersens?” sbe asks blm.
“Yeafi, make sure tfe buy has their permissiun. You better do it

tituugh”.
“Wuuld be fice tu invite titern uver fur dinner...”
“Yuu kiddin’? You’ve nut even started tu unwind”.
Amanda takes fier time responding.
“Tme” sbe finally says. “I’rn still grading”.
“If titat place ever lets yuu be” be says, “just long enuugf su 1 can

grab ‘n whisk yuu away fur a weekend un tite cuast. Cfrist, Mandy,
l’ve fardly seen yuu since Citristmas”.

“Yuu’ve noticed?” says Amanda.
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He waits.
“Lee” says Amanda, “listen”.

Ah uf a sudden, Amanda seems dead seriuus.
She sets ber glass down, gets up and crosses uver befiind bim. She

leans uver and, autumatieally, bis arms wrap aruund ber, dragging ber
down un bis lap. Sbe luoks up at bim.

“Lee” she says, her voice barely audible, “1 dun’t think 1 can take
it any mure”.

Serious indeed.
“Tfiat bad?” he says<LiIce tite itigf seituol?”
“Worse. lf 1 don’t quit suurs, I’ll go raving rnad”.
“Right nuw? Witf Jed guing tu Rice?”
But he expects sfie has tfuugitt about thaI.
“Yes” says Amanda, “1 knuw. But listen, titere is a way”.
“Of?”
He squints up at her. Amanda gues un:
“You’ve been luoking br someune tu replace María fur montits,

rigití?”
“Yeaf, sure...”
He stups. tt finally dawns un bim wfat sbe fas in mmd:
“You’re nut seriuus, Mandy, are you?”
“1 arn” says Amanda. “1 want tu do it”.
“Be my secretary?”
“We can calI it office manager. Administrative assistant. Researcit

associate —titere. They do come up witit wunderful titíes nuwadays,
don’t titey?”

Ile sfiakes bis itead in utter disbelief:
“Sure you can” be telís ber. “But would yuu be fiappy doing it?

Not tu mention tfie luusy pay”.
“Couldn’t be worse tfan up at tfe college, tite way titey treat

instructurs”.
She has told bim about it in graphic detail.
“Huw abuut the medical insurance?” be asks. “How abuut your

retirement account?”
“AII seven thuusand dollars wortf uf it? Wuuld fardly huy a

decent cruise tu Acapulco. Fur une. Migitt as well rolí it mío an IRA”.
He inspects Amanda clusely.
“My Gud, yuu ar~ sei-ious” be says.
“Isn’t tfat ubvious?”
He can feel Amanda’s hands, clasped aruund bis neck, tightening

like a gentle nuose. Duwn beluw, sumetfiing is stirring. He fiupes it is
nut tuu ubviuus, but tfen it appears it is.

“Speaking uf ubviuus” says Amanda, “while tite twu rnunsters are
out, migft tite lady uf tite fiuuse, just maybe, entice tite laird upstairs
into iter lair?”
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“That ubviuus?”
“Race yuu” she says andvaults uff bis lap.
And be folluws ber into tfe itonse. Titere will be plenty of time tu

wurzy ahuut Amanda’s startling plans later...”

Table 18 beluw gives ¡be quantitative distributiun uf full-NPs (names) vs.
anapitoric prunuuns in tite two versions uf tite episude. Tite distributiuns are
indeed strikingly lupsided. In eacit version uf tite episode, tite citaracter frum
witose perspective tite episude is tuld is coded un]v as a prunuun, never as a
hill-NP (narne). Cuwversely, tite otiter citaracter commands 100% of tite
referential use of full-NP (name).

TABLE 18

Tite distribution uf referential devices between Amanda and Leland
in tite twu versiuns uf tite Sasquatciz episude

(a) From Amanda’s perspective (36):

Amanda

NN

Leland

26 43.4
34 56.6

¡ / 26/26 = 100.0% L
60 100 60/94 = 63.8% A

total: 60 100 60 100 60/60 = 50.0% AL

(it) From Leland’s perspective (37):

Leland Amanda

N % N

NP / 1 22 52.4 22122 = 106.0% A
prol0 59 100 20 47.6 59/79 = 74.6% L

total: 59 100 42 100 58.4% =L

One may of course ask witat was tite authur’s purpose in such usage, a
usage that is apparently unattested in cititer Frazier’s ur Hiaasen’s nuvels?
Since tite au¡bur is available tu intruspect after tite facts, tite answer is, itappily,
available:

(i) A first-persun narratur naturally never refers tu iter/itimself by name,
unly by tite prunoun ‘1’.

(u) But tite flrst-persun narratur will refer tu anutiter citaracter apprupriately
by ñ~ll-NP ur prunuun/zeru —depending un cunsideratiuns uf referential
cuntinuity ¡2

NP
pro/0
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Tite usage in tite two versions of tite Sasquatch episode, aboye, merely
transíates ¡bese conventions into Litird-person narrative —une in witicit tite
strict assignment uf perspective tu cititer une participant or anutiter is
ubserved. BuL of cuurse, a related titird factor may be alsu invulved:
Cugnitively, anapitorie pronouns signal tite continued activation of tbe
topleal referent. Witile ¡be character cuntrufling ¡be perspective in fictiun is
nut always also tite mure topical une, often sIte is. Tu drive ¡bis puint tome,
cunsider ¡be fullowing observatiun, attributed tu une of tite central ctaraeters,
in Arunditati Ruy’s Tite God ofSinahí Things (1997):

“I’ve luid yuu before” she said, “1 don’t want yuu guing tu bis huuse. It
will unly cause truuble”.

Witat trouble, sfi e didn’t say. Site didn’t know.
Sumefuw, by nut mentiuning itis name, site knew tfat site fiad drawn fiim

indo ¡be tousled inrimacy uf ¡bar blue cross-stitch afternoon.

6. REVENGE OF THE OMNISCIENT NARRATOR

One can, it turns uut, find ratiter eunspicuuus examples uf an intrusive
omniscient narratur usurping control uf perspective from tite citaracters in
narrative fiction. Such intrusions are cummun in Lite wurk uf commercial
—itigitly successful— pulp-fiction writers. Tite deadly effect of sucit
intrusions serves tu furtiter exacerbate tite already-God-awful quality uf tite

writing. Cunsider, fur example. tite following interactiun between twu sisters,
Remy (ulder, married tu Pinkie, a sleazebag lawyer) and Flarra (16 years oíd,
a budding beauty lucked up in a cunvent seituol) ~:

(38)”...She inched cluser and lowered her voice tu an urgent whisper. “I’m
tailking abuuí a real kiss, Remy. 1 want to go un a real date without
nuns watching every muye. 1 want—”

“Romance”.
“Well, wfat’s wrung witit titat?” Reaciting fur Reny’s itands, site

pressed thern between her own. “Ficase, please, please, lcr me come
and live witit yuu and Pinkie and go tu a coed scfuol. Just fur my
seniur yeaf’.

[‘hurrawas bursfing to experience Life in its capitalizedform. Site
was curious about men because her exposure fo them was limited to
Pinkie, wito treated iter hike a faflier would —or af least a loving uncle.
Like any yourh of iter age, iter hormones were raging. TituÉ
physiological boiling puf was seasoned with [‘hurra ‘s innate zest for
¡¡fe, her active imaginaf ion and natural exuberante, aná iter
curiosityf’ (Brown, 1997, p. 98)
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Tite intrusive narrator’s voice can ato be fuund in higit-quality curnmercial
fictiun. Tite fulluwing passage is from a master crime-fiction writer. It begins
witit 3rd-persun descriptiun of tite reminiscences uf a clinic receptionist, Dawn
Citarles, as site is being interrogated by Inspector Morse. At first, tite
perspective is clearly Ms Citarles’:14

(39)”...There was sumething else she wuuld always remember, tou...
By une uf tfiuse minur cuincidences (so commonphace in Morses

bife) it had been just as must uf the personnel from tite media were
preparing tu leave, aL almost exactly 8:30pm, titas Mr. Robert Turnbull,
the Senior Cancer Cunsultant, fiad passed iter desk, nudded a greeting,
and walked slowly tu the exil, itis right hand resting un the shoulder of
Mr. J.C. Storrs. Tite twu men were talking quietly tugether fur sorne
witile —Dawn was certain of ¡bat. But certain of little else. The luuk
un tite cunsultant’s face, as fas as site conid recalí, fiad been neither tfat
uf ajudge witu fiadjust condemned a man tu death, nur that of une just
granting a prisoner fis freedorn.

No ubviuus grimness.
No obvious juy.

And indeed, tite re was <ideguate cause for such uncertainly un
Dawn ‘s parÉ, since tite scene izad been partialhy maskedfrom her by
tite continued presence of several persons: a ponytailed reporter
scribbhing a furicus sitoríitand as he interviewed a nurse: tite TV crew
packing away its camera <md tripods; tite Lord Mayor speaking sorne
congratuhatory words ¡‘sto a Radio Oxford micropitone —oíl of titemn
standing between iter <md tite top of tite titree bhue-carpeted stairs..

ifonly Dawn Citar/es coalá itave recafled a UItle ‘flore.

“If” —rhat little conjunction introducing titase unfulfilled
conditions in pasÉ lime witicit, os Donet rerninds us, demand tite
plupeifect subjuncfive in botiz clauses—a synfactic rule whicit Morse
liad masfered earhy on in an education witich ¡md been fctr more
fortunafe litan íitat enjoyed by tite receptionist at tite Harvey Clinic.

Indeed, over lite next two weeks, most people in Oxford were
destineti tu be considerably more fortunate titan Dawn Crarles: Site
received no communication from tite poetry hover of Pembroite; iter
motiter was admilted tu a psychiatric ward ura al Liltlemore; site xvas
twice reminded by iter bank manager of tite increasing problerns
arising froní tite large margin of negalíve equity of iter small fíat;...”
(Dexter. t996, pp. 1 l-t2)

In tite three paragrapits titat directly fulluw ¡be fzrst passeage in (39), tite
perspective may stifl be plausibly ascribed tu inspector Morse itimself; ttat is,
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to a participant character. Indeed, titese mildly intrusive paragrapits may
represent Ms Citarles’ perspective as embedded inside Morse’s perspective.
Tite last paragraph, ituwever, clearly conveys tite perspective uf tite —erudite,
urbane, but nonetiteless intrusive— Icnow-it-all Mr. Dexter

Finally, as a reminded titat grabbing tite stage frum one’s fictiunal
citaracters and speaking directly tu tite audience is an oId custum, easily pre-
dating Pirandello, cunsider tite fulluwing passage frum Homer’s Illiad 15 In
tite first (40), Homer’s direct interventiun bridges ¡be transition between Lite
narrative’s fucus un Ajax and tite Hector-led Trujan raid un tite iteacited
Acitaean boats:

(40)”...He was panting itard, and tite sweat streamed fron al! fis linfis. He
fiad not an instant tu relax. Whichever way fe looked, eacfi rnoment
added tu fis trouble.

Tehí me now, you Muses titat hive on Olympus, itow tite Acitaean
sizips were firs=’set on fire. Hedor went right up lo Ajas, sruck bis
ashen spear wiífi his great sword beluw tite sucket of tite puint and
siteared <fe head clean uff, Jeaving the truncated shaft tu dangle
fuolishly in Talemunian Aias’ fianó...” (p. 295)

In ¡be next passage, Homer’s interventiun occurs in tite midst uf Patroclus’
tigitt witit Cebriones as it shifts —fatally, it tums uut— tu Hectur:

(41)”...And fe iturled hiniself at tf e nuble Cebriones with tite fury uf a liun
wito fas ficen wounded in tfe breasíwhile assaulting tite pens and falis
a victim tu fis uwn audacity. Titus, Patrocias, did youfiing yourselfat
Cebriones.

Hector fiad jumped down from tite cfiariot un tite utiter side, and
tite íwu fuught for Cebriones hIce a cuuple uf lions un a muuntain
height...” (p. 312)

la tite next passage, tite interventiun occurred at a transitiun point in
Patroclus’ ferociuus figitt, witen Apollo intervenes tu tip tite scale uf battle:

(42)”...Titree times ite cfarged with a terrific ay, hIce a wild gud uf War,
and every time he killed nine ¡nen. But when he leaped in hIce a deznon
fur tite fuurtit time —alas Patroclus?— ¡be end came into sigft. In tfie
heart uf the battle Phuebus encountered him, Pbuebus nust terrible.
Parruclus fiad not seen fi irn curning through tite ruut: Tite God fiad
wrapped fimself in atfiieIc mist...” (p. 313)

In tite last passage, tite intervention uccurs just befure Patruclus’ death,
between Hectur’s mucking renditiun uf an imagined exiturtation by Acitiles
and Patruclus’ dying response:
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(43) “. tul yuu fiave turn tite tunic un man-killing Hector’s breast and
suaked it with itis bluod”. Tfiat is wfat he must have said; and like a
lunatic yuu took itirn at fis wurd.

And wizat did tite knigitt Patroclussay to tIsis? ‘Hectur’, fe replied,
in a failing voice, ‘buast witile you may. Tfis victory is yuurs —a gift
frurn Zeus tite son of Citronus and Apullo. Titey cunquered me...” (p.
315).

Equating Humer’s direet interjectiun uf itimself into tite Hilad narrative
witit an intrusive autitor’s perspeetive in mudern ftction is, 1 belie’ve, a bit uf a
stretcit. Tu begin witit, Homer is not a fictiun autitur in uur cunventional
sense, but ratiter mure like a reciter of oral tradition. His interventiuns are
conventiunal devices uf tite face-tu-face story-teller, itigitly formulaic,
inserted at majur titematic junetures uf tite narrative. One sucit titematie
juncture is tite stury-initial puint. Tite Illiad indeed upens witit an imperative
cunstruction, addressed tu tite (ioddess in tite vocative —titus witit tite autitur
clearly if implicitly present ¡6:

(44) Meninadide, Titeá, Peléidéun Akfiuléus
anger-ACC sing-IMP Guddes-VOC Peleus-GEN AchillesflEN
‘Sing, O Goddess, the wratit uf Acitilles (son) uf Peleus...’

7. FINAL REFLECTIONS

Titis exercise itas cunvinced me, in case 1 needed cunvincing, titat
perspective is indeed as ubiquitous in fictiun as uur wurk un gramniar situuld
itave led us tu suspect. It is expressed by a wide range of devices, sume lexical,
utiter gramniatical. Amung tfie latter, sume devices —titose related tu modal
seupe— are amazingly in tune witit current literature un mudality and
evzdentiaiity. Otiter devices, witile less predictable ftum uur study uf tite use uf
grammar in cummunicatiun, are nunetiteless systematic and coiterent.

While Englisit is nut currently cuunted as itaving a grammaticalized
evidentiality system, tite itigit text frequency uf tite evidential-marking verbs
titat spread modal scupe uver titeir complement clauses is a clear indication
uf tite great potential for precisely sucit grammaticalizatiun. They are, su it
appears, the usual suspects.

Tite exact status uf tite elusive umniscient narratur in fictiun is yet tu be
resolved. Sucit a nanatur is indeed umni-present in nun-fictiunal communicatiun,
including everyday cunversatiun and, ratiter conspicuously, acadernic and
juumalistic writing. Rut it remains an upen questiun, leastwise tu me, ituw
exactly tite au¡bur’s peespective is expressed in narrative fictiun. And it may still
be titat tite itallmark uf well-written fictiun is tite conspicuuus absence uf an
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intrusive narrator. PuL anotiter way, my strong bias is that in fiction oíl
perspective is better off being indexed, consistently and unambiguuusly, to
participant citaracters. ‘~‘

Titere is, lastly, a guod cognitive-evolout¡onary argument in support
of sucit a —seemingly-normative-— assumption. Fictiunal narrative is but
tite natural outgrowtit of everyday face-tu-face cummunication. In face-tu-
face communication, tite assignment uf perspeetive is clear as a belí. It is an
assignment titat itas always been tite fuundation of ituman —and no duubt
pre-ituman—— cummunicatiun: Control uf perspective is, by default, vested
in tite speaker (‘1’). Deviatiun fruin Uds default assignment is always tite
marked case. And une way or anutiter, perspective is always unambiguously
assigned.

Tite act uf ceding tite perspective tu a ¡bird persun must he aL tite core uf
witat distinguisites fictiun from non-fiction. Fictiun is tite intruductiun into
face-tu-face cummunication uf imaginary citaracters —neititer tite speaker nur
tite itearer nur persun claimed by titem tu actually exist— witose fictiunal
doings now becume tite focus of tite communicatiun. Assigning tite control uf
perspecive tu titose imagined titird persuns is indeed a supreme act uf creating
a fictitious universe and —for tite moment and until furtiter nutice—
suspending tite ‘real’ universe uf ‘yuu and 1’ in witicit perspective is assigned.
by default, tu ¡be speaker; ur, gmdgingly. tu tite itearer; but seldom tu anyune
else.

NOTES

Runn¿ng Througit tite Ta//Crass.NY:HarperCollins (¡997; fienceforthRTG).

2 Larry McMurtry, Leaving Cheyenne, NY: Harper and Ruw (1963; Penguin ppbk

edition 1986).
Fur extensive discussiuns uf modality and modal scope, see Givón (¡979 cfi. 3; 1984

chs 7,8,9; 1995 ch. 3).
‘ Ihis obviously must leave out at least sume framing elements uf grammar itself wfiich

remain controlled by the speaker/writer.
C. Frañer ColdMountain, 1997.

6 See again extensive discussiun in Givón (1979 cfi. 3; ¡984 cfis 7, 8. 9; 1990 ch. 13;
1995 ch. 3).

Givón (1979, ch. 3; ¡984, ch. 9).
8 Givóji(1984ch.4; 1990cfi. 13).

(Givón ¡990 cfi. 19; 1995, ch. 3).
O 1*1: pp. 59-66;#2: pp. 76-79;#3: pp. l00-102;#4: pp. 195-204;#5: PP. 319-322.

#l: pp. 52-55;#2: pp.68-
69;#3:pp.9O-9l;#4: pp. 114-ltS;#5: pp.156-158.

2 See Givón (ed. 1983; 1990 cfi. 20; 1992).

~ From B. Brown <1997) Fol T~esday, p. 98.
“~ C. Dexter(1996) DeatIs isNowmyNeigitbor, PP. ¡1-12.
~ Hurner, Tite 1/liad, tr. by EV. Rieu (1950),

16 Glossed aud transíated by Steve Shankman <iji personal coniniunication).
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‘ A cuunter-example tu tfiis is Dickens’ Bleak House, wfiere perspective shifts regularly
between aix omniscient author and une character speaking it ihe lst persun.
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