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One of the most obviously artiﬁcial’ devices of the storyteller is the trick of going beneath the surface of ,_

the actioh to obtain a reliable view of a character’s mind and heart. (1)Whatever our ideas may be

about the natural way to tell a story, artifice is unmistakably present whenever the author tells us

what no one in so-called real life could possibly know. In life we never know anyone but ourselves by

thoroughly reliable internal signs, and most of us achieve an all too partial view even of ourselves. It is
In a way strange, then, that in literature from the very beginning we have been told motives directly
and authoritatively without being forced to rely on those shaky inferences about other'men which we
cannot avoid in our own lives. | |

“There was a man m the land of Uz, whose name was Job; and that man was perfect and upright,
one‘ that feared God, and eschewed evil.” With one stroke the unknown author has given ﬁs a kind of

information never obtained about real people, even about our most intimate friends. Yet it is

| irlformation that we must accept without qujéstion if we are to grasp the story that is to follow. In Life if
a friend confided his view that Aisfriend was “perfect and upright,” we would accept the information
With qualifications imposed‘ by our khowledge of the speaker’s character or of the general fa]]ibi]ity of

mankind. (2)We could never trust even the most reliable of witnesses as completely as we trust the

author of the opening statement about Job. ;

We move immediately in Job to two scenes presentéd with no privileged information whatever:
Satan’s temptation of God and Job’s first losses and lamentations. But we conclude the first section
with another judgment which no real event could provide for any observer: “In all this Job sinned not,
nor charged God foolishly.” How do we know that Job sinned not? Who is to pronounce on such aA

question? Only God himself COuid know with certainty whether Job charged God fbo]ishly. Yet the
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‘author pronounces judgment, and we-accept his judgment without question.

It might at first appear that the authoi' does not require us to rely on his unsupported word, since
he gives us the testimonial of God himself, conversing with Satan, to confirm his view of J ob’s moral
perfection. And after Job has been peStered by his three friénds and has given his own opinion about
his experience, God is brought on stage again to confirm the truth of Job’s view. But} clearly the

reliability of God’s statements ultimately depends on the author himself; it is he who names God and

assures us that this voice is'truly His.

(3)This form of artificial authority has been present in most narrative until recent times. Though.
Aristotle praises Homer for speaking in his own voice less than other poets, even Homer writes |
scarcely a page without some kind of direct clarification of motives, of expectations, and of the relative
importance of events. And though the gods themsel\/res‘ are often un‘reliéble, Homer—the Homer we |
know—is not. What he tells us usually goes deeper and is more accurate ‘th}an anything we are likely
to learn about real people and events. In the opening lines of the Zliad, for example, we are told, under
the half-pretense of an invo;:ation, precisely what the tale is to be about: “the anger of Peleus’ son
Achilleus and its devastation.” We are told directly that we are to care more about the Greeks than the
Trojans. We are told that they were “heroes” With “sfrong ‘souls;” We are told that 1t was the will of
Zeus that they should be “the delicate feasting of dogs.” And we learn that the particular conflict
between Agamemnon, “the lord of men,” and “bﬁ]]iant” Achilles was set o'_n by Apollo. We could never
be sure of any of this ‘information in real life, yet we are sure as we move through the Iliadwith Homer

constantly at our elbow, controlling rigorously our beliefs, our interests, and our sympathies.

(4)Though his commentary is geherallv brief and often disguised as simile, we learn from it the precise

quality of every heart; we know who dies innocent and who guilty, who foolish and WhO‘ wise. And we

know, whenever there is any reason for us to know, what the characters are thinking: “the son of

Tydeus pondered doubtfully /. . .. Three times in his heart and spirit he pondered turning . . .” (Book
VIIL, 1L. 167 - 69). - |

- — from Wayne C. Booth, “Telling and Showing” (1961)
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But the first Poets, as I have said, spoke a language which though unusual, was still the language of

men. This circumstance, however, was disregarded by their successors; they found that they could

please by easier means: thev became proud of a language Wthh they themselves had invented, and

~ which was uttered only by themselves, and, with the spirit of a fraternity, they arrogated it to

themselves as thelr own. In process of time metre became a symbol or promise of this unusual

1anguage, and whoever took upon him to write in metre, according as be possessed more or less of

| true poetic genius, introduced less or more of this adulterated phraseology into his compositions, and
the true and .the false became so'inseparablyinterwoven that the taste of men was gradually
perverted; and this language was received as a natural language; and, at length, by the 1nﬂuence of
books upon men, did to a certam degree really become so. |

- ﬁ'om W]]ham Wordsworth Appendix to the “Preface” to Lyrical Bal]ads
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I ;vander thro’ each charter’d street,
Near where the charter’d Thames does flow.

And mark in every face I meet

Marks of weakness, marks of woe.

In every cry of every Man,
In every Infants cry of fear,
In every voice' in every ban,

The mind-forg’d manacles I hear

How the Chimney-sweepers cry
Every blackning Church appalls,
And the hapless Soldiers sigh
Runs in blood down Palace walls

(2) |
No more be grieved at that which thou hast done.
~ Roses have thorns, and silver fountains mud,
Clouds émd eclipses stain both mooh and sun,
And loathsome canker lives in sweetest bud.

All men make faults, énd even I in this,
Authorizing thy trespass with compare,

Myself corruptmg, salving fhy amiss,

Excusing thy sins more than thy sins are.

(3

Softly, in the dusk, a woman is singing to me;

Taking me back down the vista of yeai's, till I see
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A child sitting under the piano, in the boom of the tingling strings

And pressing the small, poised feet of a mother who smiles as she sings.

In spite of my'se]f, the insidious mastery of song
 Betrays me back, till the heart of me weeps to belong
To't\he old Sunday evenings at home, with winter outside

And hymns in the cosy parlour, the tinkling piano our guide.

(1)

- (2)

(3)
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~ (D first-person narrative  (2) ambiguity  (3) realism (4) protagonist
(1) | o

@)

3

@)




g}

SREEER " . 8 / 8

N Write a short summary of your research project, containing specific information such as the author, the work(s),

and your critical point of view. Your answer should be more than 300 words in English.




