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4 ?bstract

In this thesis, I outline a theory of catharsis which
is designed to avoid violating the constraints imposed by a
Wittg?nsteinian theory 4§ émoéfon, whilst at tﬁe same . time
capturing traditional intuifions concerning the nature of
our response to fiction., In Cgbpter 1,1 iﬁehtify'a problem
conéereinglcatharsis which arises in Kepdall Walton's theory
of fictioﬁi In Chap;er\II, I discuss traditional purgation
theories of catharsis, with a view to establishing what
precisely is involved in such;theories,'Qnd'whether they
necessarily vio&ate fhe,constraints imposed’by the :
‘Wittgensteinian theory of emotion aécepted'byNWalton.
Concluding that -they do violate thege constréints,‘l turn in]

Chapter 111 to a_considerétjon of Leon quden’s ,

zclarificatioh,theory of catharsis, which suggests thgl éhe
concept denotes an intellectual'process rather than any
emot%onal experience. In Chabter IV, I give an account of
what this process might involve, based on Wittgenstein's
notidn that we learn the'meanings of ¢ ncepts'by seeing them
in use in particular contexts. In Chapter V, I argue that
 added support is given to this account of how it is that we
learn from fiction by §tcéﬁside;ation of Stanley Cavell's
concept of acknowledgme;t.;I then arguehthat this notion
also allows us to understand how it is thatAWe can have

Y

genuine emotions the objects of which are fictional.
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1. Catharsis and Emotion

It is chiefly by fictionally facihg certain {
situations, engaging in certain activities, and
having or expressing certain feelings, I think, that
a dreamer, fantasizer, or game player comes to terms
with his actual feelings -- that he discovers them,
learns to accept them, purges himself of them, or
whatever exactly it is that he does. !

-

The idea that in responding to fiction a person goes through

some sort of ptocess which enables him to "come to terms

K

with"; "discover", "learn to accept", or "purge himself of"
his emotions has for centuries played a major role in
theories of literature. This process has commonly been
referred to as catharsis, a term originally derived from
Aristotle's definition of tragedy in the sixth chapter of
the Poetics: |

Tragedy, then, is an imitation of an action that 1is
serious, complete, and of a certain magnitude; 1in
language embellished with each kind of ornament, the
several kinds being found in separate parts of the
play; in the form of action, not of narrative;
through pity and fear effecting the proper
[catharsis] of these emotions. *

' Kendall Walton, "Fearing Fictions", Journal of Philosophy,
LXXV, 1, 1978;.p.24.

.2 S.H. Butcher, Aristotle’s Theory of Poetry and Fine Art,
(4th ed.; Dover.Publications, 1951)., My italics. Butcher
translates catharsis as "purgation" here. I shall discuss
purgation and purification theories of catharsis in my next
chapter; for reasons which will become obvious I prefer to
leave the /question of how emotion is involved in catharsis
open for the present.
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Since theksppearance of the first commentary on the Poefics,
Robortello's In Librium Aristotelis de Arto Poetica
‘yExplfcationes’, the concept of catharsis has been under
continual discussion by 1iteréry critics, poets, classicists
arrd philosopheré alike;

Although this discussion has“not resulted in any one
universally accepted interpretation\of the qathartic process
or effect, scholafs have ggnerally agreed onftwo points. The
first concerns thg‘import nce of the role played by the
concept in theories of liferature and aesthetic response.
For example, many Aristotelian scholars have noted that
Plthough cathars}§ appears only once as a techﬁical term in

the Poetics*, its position in the definition of tragedy
. ,

indicates that Aristotle thought of it as being the end
("telos") or purpose ("ergon") of ;tragedy. Sir David Ross,
for example, notes that: "To be complete, [the definition]
must mention the finai'cause of tragedy, and this Aristotle

does by namlng purgation as its aim"®,

* Published in Florence in 1548. For an account of early
criticism of the Poetics, see B. Weinberg's A History of
Literary Criticism in the Italian Renaissance, (Chicago,

1961), and J.E. Spingarn's Literary Criticism in the
Renaissance, (Harbinger Books ed., New York, 1963).

somewhat patchy survey of the history of 1nterpretat10ns and
criticism of the "catharsis clause” of Aristotle'’

deflnltlonuls given in Chapter III of K.G. Srlvastava s
Aristotle” $ Doctrine of -Tragic Cathars:s A Critical Sur'vey,
(Allahabad, 1982).

* The word does occur once more in Chapter XVII (1455b), to,‘
describe the deliverence of Orestes in Euripides' Iphigenia '
"by means of the purificatory rite". (See Butcher, p.63). R
 Sir David Ross, Anlstotle, (5th ed., reprinted, London,
1953) p.282. F.L. Lucas, in his Tragedy in Relation to N
Aristotie’s Poetics, (London, 1928), also suggests that the ~~ &
catharsis clause of the definition gives us the function  /§%ﬁ
that tragedy fulfils; see pp.13-14. Butcher calls his i
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The concept of catharsisjalso plays an important, if
obscure, role in Kendall Walton's theory of fictiqn; its
importance there is imdicated by the fact that it is
introduced in "Fearing Fictions" as a substantial part of
Walton's tentative answer to

the fundamental question of why and how fiction is
important. Why don't we dismiss novels, plays, and
films as "mere fiction" and hence unworthy of
serious attention? ¢
Walton's theory turns on the idea that our response to
certain forms of art should be understood in terms of
playing games of "make-believe"’. Such games, he notes, are

also used in education and in certain forms of

psychotherapy; he characterises their "value and importance”

in these contexts in terms of their cathartic effect:

such activities serve to clarify one's feelings,
help one to work out conflicts, provide an outlet
for the expression of repressed or socially
unacceptable feelings, prepare one emotionally for
possible future crises by providing "practice" in
facing imaginary crises. °®

Since our response to art also involves playing games of

"make-believe"”, he says, "It is natural to presume that our
{cont'd) chapter on catharsis "The Function of Tragedy".
See also Leon Golden, "Catharsis", Transactions of the

- American Philological Association, XCIII, 1962. The only

major commentator who disagrees with this view is G.F, Else,
in Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argument, (Cambridge, Mass.,
1957) .

‘ Walton, "Fearing Fictions", p.24.

’ Walton's theory of fictional response is given in "Fearing
Fictions" and in "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds From The
Real World?", Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism,
XXXVII, 1, 1978. His account of representation -and fictional
truth, on which the theory is based, 1is given {2 "Pictures
and Make-Believe", Philosophical Review,. 82, 1973. A more
detailed account of Walton's theory Wlll be given later 1in
this chapter.

* "Fearing Fictions", p.24.

£
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experience of repfesen;ational Qorks of art is valuable for
similar reasons"’. Although he‘does not use the term
explicitly, his suggestion here is clearly that the "value
and importance” of fiction lies in the fact that it can have
a cathartic effect on us. This suggestioé is reiterated
later in the same ﬁaper, when he aréues that his theory
accounts for the way in which "wost last as wéll as they.
do, how they spr&ive multiple readings or'viewings without
‘losing their effectivéness". His explanation is that each
.reading of a work can be a differént game of make-believe,
in which the "prop", (the‘woék in guestion), is used
differently. However, even if we accepthalton's theory of
make-believe, this is not wholiy convincing. It séems clear
‘that we do‘not necessarily play.a different "game" every
‘time we re-read a novel or see again a fam{liér play or
£ilm. Walton concedes this, and in doing so provides perhaps
the clearest indication.that some notion of catharsis blays
an important role im his theory:

even if the dame is much the same from reading to

‘reading, one’s emotional needs may require the -

therapy of several or many repetitions. '°

Aécqrding to Walton's theory, then, the "value and
importance” of fiction lies in the fact that it provides
"emotional therapy", and "an outlet for the expre§sion of
repressed or socially unacceptable feelings"”'Although
(cétharsis is not mentioned éxplicitly in "Fearing Fictions",

> ibid.
'® "Fearing Fictions", p.27; my italics.
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work of fiction a person "comes to terms with his thual
feeiings.a. discovers them, learns to accept them, purges
himself of them..." indicate that whatever the precise
nature of the'process Waldon has in mind (and he never
sta%bs this), it bears a close reseqblance to traditional
notions of catharsis.

The second point on which scholars intergsted in
catharsis have generally agreed is that the cqthartic

.
process in some way involves our emotions or feelings. As

the quotation above indicates, Kendall Walton is vague about

the precise nature of this involvement, although it is clear

that he thinks that the cathartic process he ocutlines has

some effect on our emotional sﬁbility. Aristotle's

position, on the other hand, appears to be (at least on thé

surface))ych clearer. It is characterised by S.H. Butcher,

one of the most respected commentators on the Poetics, as
follows:

" [The work] excites the emotions of pity and fear --
kindred emotions that are in the breasts of all men °
-- and by the act of excitation affords a )
pleasurable relief. The feelings called forth by the
tragic spectacle are not indeed permanently removed,
but are quieted for the time, so that the system can
fall back upon its normal course. The stage, in .
fact, provides a harmless and pleasurable outlet for
instincts which demand satisfaction, and which can
be indulged here more fearlessly than in real
life."

Milton describes the cathartic process as involving: -

raising pity and fear, or terror, to purge the mind
of those and such like passions, that is, to temper
and reduce them to just measure with a kind of
delight, stirr'd up by reading or seeing those

e gbtcher, p.245.

st
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passions~well imitated '3
J .

é@pllCit in traditional notlons of cathar51s, then is the
-v1ew that fictions do, or at any rate can, arouse genuine

‘emotions in us. Together wit® the notion of cathaf51s

* .

'1tseﬁf this view has played a central part in our
understanding of literature and of the arts in general
through history Plato condemned poetry on the grounds that

it ! waters the growth of pa551ons whllst Aristotle stated:

| [T]he plot [of a tragedy) must be structured... that
the oné who is hearlng the' events unroll shudders
with' $ear and feels p1ty at what happens: which is

(ﬁhat one would experience on hearing the plot of the

Oedipus 1
4

Walton says~

We respond to. what we know about fictional -worlds in
many of the ways that we respond to what we know ‘
about the real world -- or at least it seems that we

- do. When we learn that Tom Sawyer.and Becky are lost
in a cave we worry about whether they will find

, their way out. We sympathise with the plight of
Willy Loman. We are terrified of the Frankenstein
monster., Fictional characters cause real pepple to

-‘shed tears, lose sleep, laugh, and scream. B

Ay,

" The intuition that art can (and according to some’ should)

arouse emotidn-in its audience has of gourse also been 'a

-

~ céntral element in expressioni%t_theories of art'®.
"Clonsidered in.the light of a commonly held view Of the
_nature'of emotion however; it .is apparent that this_

1ntu1tlon, and thus the notion of cathar51s, presents a

12 . Introduction: to- Samson Agonlstes, (0.U.P. ed;; Oxford,
1960). . _ : .

12 poet tcsq Chapter 14,

te Walton "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds From The Real

World?", p."12.

~'® See, for example, John Hospers, "The .Concept of Artistlc
Expre551on_, reprinted ‘in IntPoductOPy Readlngs in

Aesthetics, (New York 1969) p 142-166.



puzzle for philosophers interested in the nature of fiction.

This view of emotion can be“seen as having arisen from a
dissatisfaction with what Errol Bedford and George Pitcher
have characterlsed as the "traditlonal" théory of the nature
of the emotions“
According to [the‘traditional] view an emotion is a
feeling, or at least an experience of a\spec1al type
which involves a feeling. Logically, this amounts to
regarding emotlon words as the names ofmieellngs 7
Briefly, we can distinguish three major objections that have.
commonly beenlmade against this "traditional” theory. o
Firstly, it is argued that there is no reason t0“5uppose
that there is a range ofldistinguishabie feelings such that
each of our emotion_words corregponds to a different
4 feeling. Bedford, for_instance, notes that'there,may be no
vperceptible difference between the feelings that gccompany
annoyance andlthose that accompany 1ndignat10n and yet
annoyance and 1ndignat10n clearly are dlfferent emotions.
Furthermore, it is argued,‘we cannot identify and : J/
distinguish between emotions simply by reference to B /
feelings. SeCondly, as Pitcher notes, emotions often,'it/not
Jalways; have objects --'I am angry at sométhing, afraid/of

/
/

,something, and so on. Feelings néed not have objects/

/

- however; indeed, 1t has been argued that 1t is precasely
thlS that d15t1ngu1shes emotions from. feelings. Thirdly, it

has been noted that it is a characteristic of emotions that
' See George Pitcher, "Emotlon", Mind, LXXIV, 295, 1965;

and Errol Bedford, "Emotions" reprinted in Essays in

Phllosophfcal f“;ychology, ed. Donald F. Gustafson, (New

York, 1964). yVa

' Bedﬁord p.77. "\

\
\

\
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i'they cange reasonable or unreasonable, justified ‘or

£
/
A

unjustified, and so on. This is not’'a characteristic of
feelings, however; and this has been taken as another
indication that emotion words cannot simply be the names of
feelings'®.

The altérnative view of the nature of emotions, &;
presented by Pltcher and Bedford among others, has a
strongly Wlttgenstelnlan flavour, largely in thatxlt asserts
the publlc nature of emotions. Bedford says, for instance:

For the moment, I only want to suggest that the
traditional answer to the question "How do we
identify our own emotions?" namely, "By
introspection", cannot be correct. It seems to me
that there is every reason to believe that we learn

about our own emotions essentially in the same way.
"as other people learn about them. '’

‘Bedford's point here, 1 think, 'is similar to that beingrméde"

by Wittgenstein in his discussion of the criterié we~usetto,

identify»pain".vEssentially, his argument there 1s that for7fh

the language of mental experience to functlon our conce%gg‘

of mental experlence must be governed by publ1c crlterla

’,There could be no poss1b111ty of objectlve meanlng,‘of'

'Qobjectlve justlflcatlon for the appllcetlon of terms, 15

those terms simply function as names of objects that are

necessarily private. Thus emotion words cannot simply be the

. names of feelings; the criteria we use for identifying and

distingufsﬂing between emotions are non—psychologicai.

's Bedford pushes this view to its extreme, arguing that
having ‘an- emotion is logically independent of having a
feeling. (p.80). ,

'* Bedford, p.81.

*° See his Philosophical Invest;gatlons, sec.246 ff

PRy
s b
-



Futhermore, it i§ argﬁed thaf the crit;ria for identifyihg'
an emotion cannot be simply behavioral. Emotion words carry
implications not simply concerning an individual's behaVior,‘
but also about the social contextrin which ﬁhat behavior is
meaningful. Bedford suggesté, for instahce, that thg“
behavior‘of someone who is ashamed may not noticeably differ
from that of someone who is'embarrassed. Which emotion we
ascribe to them will depend'on the soéial situation thét
they are in. He cites as an example the case of Peter
Davies, who was reported, to be "to hisvmild embarrassment"
the model for Peter ®an?'. The epithet "embarrassment” here
is appropriate; "shame", on the other hana, WOﬁld not be,
since‘Davis is not respons&ble for being the model, and

- since there is nothing reprehensible about it. OQur error in

i

‘calling him ashamed would bBe logical; it has nothing to do

with his behavior or feelings. Similarly, we can only,claim’[
that A is jealous of B if certain conditions with respect to
their relationship obtain; if these conditions are absent,

it would simply be wrong to ascribe jealousy to A. Once

»

again, our error in such a case would be Jogical, rather
than a matter of bad psychology.

Emotion concepts... are not purely psychological:
they presuppose concepts of social relationships and
institutions, and concepts belonding to systems of
judgment, moral, aesthetic, and legal. In using
emotion words we are able, therefore, to .relate ]
behavior to the complex background in which it is
enacted, and so to make human actions
intelligible.?? : . o

21, See Bedfdrd,~pp.85—86.
*?2 Bedford; p.98.
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According to this view emotions are seen as beind
conceptually linked to Seliefs, (and,on some versions of the
view, to desires and actions.)

For each emotion there seem to be certain

characteristic beliefs that the subject must have

about the object of his emotion. With many, if not

all, emotions he must have a belief in the

existence... of the object. He must also see the

object as havind certain properties. ??
1f, for instance, a person is afraid of a burglar, we would
expect him firstly to believe~eitﬁer that there is a burglar
or that there might well be one (Pitcher calls this the |
"General" belief or apprehension); and,sécondly to believe
that the presence of the burglar puts him in sdme danger
(Pitcher calls this the "Specificatory" belief or
apprehension.) A person who can corréctly be called
"afraid", that is, must believe that the object of his fear
exists, and must alSq hold certain beliefs about the i
properties of that object.'Further, it is sometimes cléimed;.
that‘emotion is conceptually linked tb éction": a person
who is afraid of a burglar will attempt to escape, or to
defend himself, or at least will have an inclination towards
such an action. (Of course, the range of possible actions
and lévels of inclina;ion towards them linked with a
particular emotion'may well be very éxtensive.) In the
various accounté of this view of Ehe nature of the eﬁofions
~the emphasis placed on the role of action and desire tends

*3 Keith Donellan, "Causes, Objects, é;g Producers of the
Emotions" (abstract), Journal of Philosophy, LXVI1, 21,
1970; p.948.

:+ For instance by Walton ("Fearing Flctlons(:;8296-9), and
by Pitcher (p.333). . , ‘
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to différ; however,.itlappears to be'generally agcepted that
the presence of beliefs on the pért of the individual
experiencing the emotion is a necessary condition for the
ascription and identification of emotion. As Walton says:

It seems a principle of common sense, one which

ought not to be abandoned if there is any reasonable

alternative, that fear must be accompanied by, or

must involve, a belief that one is in danger. **

It is clear that on this view of the nature of
emotions, the intdition that we are, or can be, genuinely
' moved by fictions presents a problem. To use Walton's
examples, we intuitively feel that we do detest Iago, fear
for Tom Sawyer and Becky lost in the céVe, pity Willy Loman,
envy Superman, and so on. At the same time, however, we know
full well (and hence believe) that these charécters are
fictional, that they do not exigf, (or, at any rate, that
they do not exist in the way tha% we do.) Thus it seems that
Pitcher's first -necessary conditdion fog;the ascription and
identification'of emotion, namely the "General" belief |
concerning the existence of the object of the emotion, - is
violated. Furthérmore, if we do not belieQe that the object
of the emotion exists, we cannot satisfy Pitcher's second
condition, that of having "Specificatory" beliefs about it.
When Charlés says he is f;iéhtened by the green slime in the
horror movie, he does not believe that it exists, and
therefofe cannot believe that he is in any danger from it.
1f we accept the theory of the nature of emotion outlined
aboye, we seem to be left with the conclusion that the

*® "Fearing Fictions”; pp.6-7.
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intuition that we can be genuinely moved by fiction is
simply mistaken; appearances aside, it is simply not
Iogically'posSible that one can have emotions whose.objects
afe fictional. WhateQer Charles may think or feel, it is nqb
thé case ﬁhat_he is afraid of the green slime. This
conclusion ié accepted by Walton at the beginning of
"Fearing Fictions": |

...I am sceptical. We do indeed get "caught up" in

stories; we often become "emotionally involved" when

we read novels or watch plays or films. But to

construe this involvement as consisting of our

having psychological attitudes towards fictional

entities is, I think, to tolerate mystery and court

confusion., *°¢ ,

‘This conclusion is unlikely to impress Charles,
however, for it seems gimply to fly in the face of the .
facts. As Walton.says: "We do indeed get 'caught up' in
stories; we often become 'emotionally involvéd' when we read
novels or watch plays or films". Furthermore, as we have
seen, the fact that we do become "emotionally involved" with
fictiaﬁs is at the heart of traditional thegries of
catharsis. If we abandon the intui%ion thé% fiction can
aréﬁge or evoke emotion in us, then, not only do we deny
what seems to be a brute fact;?bdt it appears that we shall
be forced to dismiss the concept of catharsisras an
unworkable notion based on a mistaken understanding of the
nature of emotion.,

Some philosophers have argued that the fact that we are

moved by fictions indicates that the theory of emotion

*¢ "Fearing Fictions", p.6.
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outlined abovejis_at best incomplete, and at worst simply
wrong?’, Like Walton, I shall give no arguments for
accepting the theory of emotions, beyoﬁd asserting that it
does seem to reflect "common sense". Rather than abandoning
the theory, it would be preferable if we could give gn
account of the fact that we do seem to get emotionally
involved with fiction, and of'the cbncept of catharsis,
which does not violate the constraints impqsed by it.
Walton prefaces his paper "Fearing Fictions" with a
quotation from Aristotle's Poetics concerning the power of
fiction to arouse emotfon in us**. This indicates that he

-

takes this intuition to be something that needs to be | N
unpacked or explained; indeed,'Walton's theor} of fiction as
‘a whole might be characterisea as an attempt to explain or
account for the intuition that we are moved by fictions/
without violating the constraints imposed by the theory of
émotioﬁ outlined above. Essentially, his point ig that when
we are "moved" by fictibn, rather than experiencing genuine
émotions, we experience "quasi-emotions"™. It will be useful
to have a brief account of his theory here. Walton érgues
that prbbositions that are "trﬁe in the world of a novel"

" (or in a "fictional world") are fictional propositions?’,
When a person says "Robinson Crusoe survived a Shipwreck",
he is to be understood as asserting that it is fictional

*7 See, for instance, Michael Weston, "How Can We Be Moved
By The Fate Of Anna Karenina?", Proc. Aris. Soc., supp.vol.
49, (1975); and H.O. Mounce, "Art and Real Life",
Philosophy, 55, (1980). , :
** See above, p.6. /
** "Fearing Fictions", p. 10,
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that Crusoe survived a shipwreck. To make such a statement‘
is not to Wttribute properties to Crusoe, nor indeed to
refer' to him at all; rather, it characterises the
.proposition itself as beiné of a certain kind. The operator
"It is fictional that..." is to be understood as analogous
to operators such as "It is believed/denied/wished/claimed
that..."; these bperators do not attribute truth to a
pr0position. "It is fictional that..." attributes the
property of fictionélity to a proposition®°, A fictional
truth is the fact that "it is fictional that p". A fictional
world is a collection,of fiction;l truths, and these truths
are true relative to that particular fictional world. '
Walton distinguishes between imaginary fictional truths
and make-believe fictional truths®', If it is fictional that
Jones is Emperor of China just because Jones imagines
himself to be sb( this is an imaginary fictional truth. It
should be noticed here that Jdnes[ in his gantasy, might
deliberé£e whether to be Emperor of China or of Japan. It
'§§§Vbevthe case that this deliberation involves him in
imagining being both. What makes it an imaginary fictional
truth relative to.his fantaéy that he is Emperdr of China is
his decision that this should be so. Make-believe fiétional
truths are those which are true in»virtue of something more
than my imagining them to be so (although pért of what makés
them true might be the fact that someone imagines’them to be

*® "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds From The Real World?",
p.15. ' ‘ o

2' "Fearing Fictions", p.11; "Pictures and Make-Believe",
pp.287-292.
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so.) For instance, whilst playing a game of mud-pies,
children might agree thaf'whenever a glob of mud is in a
certain box, it will be fictionally true that a pie is in.
the oven. This is a make-bglieve fictional truth; my
imagining that the box is a fridge will not make it
fictionally'true (relative to this game) that there is a pie
“in the fridge when there is a glob of mud in the box. We

should notice here that make-believe truths,. unlike - 3L :%‘

imaginary truths; enjoy independence from what people take

to be true. If 1t is a rule of the game of make bellewééthat
L¥

the sizes of pies are equivalent to the sizes of the gk

§ \‘:!PA\
n ﬁii?n:,~f
efis BiggEry

than Johnny s ple, no matter whether anyone has noticed the“

of mud, and 1f Sally's glob of mud is bigger t

then it 1is makerbellevedly true that Sally s g

fact. We can be ignorant of or mistaken about make-believe
truths as easily as we can be about the literal truths on
which they depend. -

Works of art generate make-believe fict{onal truths:
for instance, the novel RobinsOn'CPusoé generates the
fictional truths that Crusoe survived a shipwreck, that he
had a friend named Friday, and so on. Games of make-believe
can generate both imaginary and make-believe fictional
truths. Walton argues that in responding to works of fictibh}
we enter into a game of make-believe in which the work is

used as a prop”. This game of make-believe constitutes a

"world" in which both we and the characters of the work

*? "Fearing Fictions", p.13.

o
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reside; thus in responding to a work, entering into a game
of make—belfeQe, we become fictional. When I say "Crusoe
survived a shipwreck", I do so from within the game of
make-believe relative to which "Crusoce survived a shipwreck"
is a make-believe truth. Rather than asserting the
propositioh,,l pretend to (or méke—believedly) assért it; 1
make it make-believedly true of myself, relative to the
- world in which both Crusoe and.I.reside, that I\em asserting
A

1t, \\
Tom Sawyer and Willy Loman are neither real nor
believed to be. Instead, appreciators are fictional.
Rather than somehow promoting fictions to the level
of reality, we, as appreciators, descend to the
level of fictions. ?°

Walton arques that when Charles watches the horror movie, he
is playing a game of make-believe in which he uses the
images on the screen as props:

Charles believes (he knows) that make-believedly the,
green slime is bearing down on him and he is in
danger of being destroyed by it. His quasi-fear
results from this belief. What make§ it make-believe
that Charles is afraid rather than angry or excited
or upset 1s the fact that his quasi-fear is caused
by the belief that make-believedly he \is in danger.
And his belief that make-believedly it 'is the slime
that endangers him is what makes it make-believe
that the slime is the object of his fear... [T]he
fact that Charles is quasi-afraid as a result of
realising that make-believedly the slime threatens
him generates the truth that make-believedly he is
afraid of the slime. **

The proposition "Charles is afraid of the green slime",
‘then, 1is make-beiievedly true relative to the world in which

both Charles and the slime reside.

—————————————————— . (

*3? "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds From The Real World?",
p.21,.. = -

>4 "Fearing Fictions", p.14.
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Walton's account of‘ﬁﬁctional lgnguagelasserﬁs that
fictional characters neither exist no£ have properties. Thus
we can see that his theory is consistent with the'theory of
emotions outlined earlier in this chaptef. E&ctional
chaéacters cannot be the objects of emotion, becéuse the
relevant belief conditions for having an«eméﬁién eénnoﬁ be
met. Whatever "quasi-fear" is‘fqr Walton, it cannot be real
fear. | »

~Walton's theory, then, can be chara;teriéea as an
atﬁempt to defend the theory of emotion outlined above
against the charge that the common intuitiop that we can,
and do, have emotions whose objects are fictional
demonstrates the inadequacy of that theory. Walton's defense-
consists in giving an explanation of that intuition in terms
of our playing games of make-believe and thus "descending to
the level of fiction". My concern in this thesis is not with
the adequacy of Walton's theory of fictional response as a
whole; however, an apparent inconsistency in his account
illustrates the problem that I do wish to discuss. As we
. have seen, Walton claims“that the value and importance of
fiction lies in the fact that it "provides an outlet for. the
expression of repressed or socially unacceptable feelings”,
a chance to "come to terms with", "discover", or "purge"
ourselves of our actual feelings. In short, fictﬁon,
accogding to Walton, provides us with "emotional therapy”.

At the same time, however, he holds (consistent with the

theory of emotion outlined above) that fictions do not
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arouse genumne emot1ons in us.

\

L)

My aim m. thlS the51s is to give an account of the
cathartic process sketched by Walton, an account which will
capta;e traditional intuitions concerning both the nature of
catha}sisyand our emotional response to fiction without
violating the constraints imposed by what I, like Walton,
,take to be an aaceptable theory of emotion., If 'such an
account can be given, it will have the following advantages.
F1rstly, it will resolve the apparent 1ncons1stency in
Walton's theory. Secondly, it will go beyond‘Walton's vague
outline, and contribute more to ou} understanding of what he
refers to as the importance and value of fiction. Thirdly,
it will provide us with a way of understanding a concept
which has historically played a crucial role in theories of
literature and fictional response, but which appears as it
stands to be seriously threatened by a modern theary of

>

emotion.



11. The Purgation Theory of Catharsis

o

I1f any spirit breathes within this round, )
Uncapable of weighty passion

(As from his birth being hugged in the arms,

And nuzzled 'twixt the breasts of happiness),

Who winks and shuts his apprehension up

From common sense of what men were and are,

Who would not know what men must be -- let such
Hurry amain from our black-visaged. shows:

We shall affright their eyes. But if a breast
Nail'd to the earth with grief, if any heart
Pierc'd through with anguish pant within this ring;
I1f there be any blood whose heat is choked

And stifled with true sense of misery;

If ought of these strains fill this consort up -
Th' arrive most welcome. *°

S —

The great majority of the views of catharsis that have
been offered over the centuries can be considered as
variants of what I shall call the "purgation” theory. In
1957, when Gerald Else published his enormously influential

, .
commentary on the Poetics, he was able to say (of Bernays'

version of the theory) that it "has domiéated most thinking

BT

on catharsis sifice its publication, and still remains, with
minor variationg’in detail. what one might call the
vulgate"®**., In the'iarst part of this chapter I shall give a
historical accodgt of the theory, with a view to

establishing precisely what it involves. We will then be in

__________________ s

’s Marston, Prologue to Antonio*s Kevenge. S
*¢ G.F. Else, Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argument, (Cambridge,
Mass., 1957) p.225. T S
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nf% poSition to see whether'it necessarily viola;es the .
'constralnts 1mposed by the theory of emotion outllned in

Chapter I. v ' ' - o R

]
.

Our'first task here will be to consider some of, the

’"minor variations in getail" that Else reters to. We can
dlstlnguggh L£wWo major elements w1th1n the purgation theory
-of cath@g%ls, tbe dlStlnCthn between these two rests on a
debate as to_whether the wbrd cathar51s is used by Ar1stotle
._1n ‘the 51x€h chapter of the Poetlcs as a medical] metaphor,
5(the view. Jhamploned by Bernays) or as a religious »
metaphor,.(the view: defended most notably by Lessmg37 ) It

" should be noted here that my cla551fy1ng both views asv

"elements of the purgation.theory is at odds with the way in

whlch the v1ew has been presented in.the llterature;
traditionally, the debate,hasvbeen presented aSIOne Hetween:
‘the "purgation" theory and the "purlflcatlon" theory
However, it will be apparent from what follows that I
con51der thlS tradltlonal dlst1nct10n t@ be far too broad,
and an added source of confu51on in an- already confused
aebate.

. The most 1nf1uent1a1 proponent of the view that

cathar51s is used as a medical metaphor has been Jacob

7‘Bernays°'. Accordlng to Bernays, thefterm cathar51s denotes
27 1In Hamburgische Dramaturgle, (Hamburg, 1767); .translated
by V. Lange as Hamburg Dramaturgy, (New York, 1962)
* Ig "Grundzuge der verlorenen Abhandlung des Aristoteles
uber -Wirkung der Tragodie"; (1857}; reprinted in Zwei "
Abhandlungen uber die 'Aristotel lsche Theorie des Drama,
"(Berlin, 1880). Bernays' interpretation, though extremely
influential, was by no means original. Many Renaissance
cr1t1cs held similar views about the meaning of cathars1s,
- v . L«

G
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pathological effect on the soul analogous to ' the effect of
an aper1ent on. the body This view 1s based upon the use of
the word as a technical term in the medical writings of
Hippocrq;es ef Cos, and of Galen.fButcher notes:

In the medical language of the school of Hippocrates .
[catharsis] strictly denotegasthe removal of a :
painful or disturbing element. from the organism, and
hence the purifying of what remalns, by the
elimination of alien matter. f“:

Hlppocratlc medical theory was based on the ?dea that the

human body contains four "vital f1u1ds" or "humours
®

blood, phlegm, black bile, and yellow bile. It was thought
. " ‘Q’

that good health depends on these humours being kept in
proper propoftibn to one another; disease is the result of

the excess or deficiency of one or more of the humours. The

5

more disordered the humoufs are, then the worse the disease:
is; and 1f one or more of the humours is allowed to
'aecumulate in excess in the body it w1ll become "morbid" of‘
"corrhpt"; ACcording»to this theory, the task of the

RUPCEICRTR : . | I
physician is to expell the excess of the humour' in question
- - _ v

from the system bifo;e-it becomes morbid; this he does

<

through the uSe.of purgatives or aperﬁehts, a homeopathic
process, leaving the humours'in their correct balance or
proportion. This process of purging, or "cleansing" the body

of poisonous matterv‘is denoted by the term "catharsis"‘°.
t{cont'd) and Bernays was almost dlrectly anticipated by
Henri Weil, in "Ueber die Wirkung der Tragodie nach
Arlstoteles" reprinted in Verhandlungen der zehnten
Versammlung deut scher Phllologen in Basel, (Basel, 1848).

** Butcher, p.253. ‘ .

“*° See Butcher, p.253 note 1, and Srivastava, pp.37-39.
Perhaps the best account of the "medical"™ interpretation of -
cathar51s is given by R.D. Hicks and F. Susemihl, The '
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Advocates of the view that catharsis is used by

A

Aristotle in the Poetics as a medical metaphor have commonly

v turned to a passage in the Politics which, it is argued,
g1ves weight to their theory

We accept the division of melodies proposed by
certain philosophers into ethical melodies, melodies
of action, and passionate or inspiring melodies,
‘each having, as they say, mode corresponding to it.
But we maintain further that music should be
studied, not for the sake of one, but of many
benefits, that is to say, with a view.to
\(i)education, (ii)catharsis, ("catharsis" we use at
present without explanation, but when hereafter we
speak of poetry, we will treat the subject with more
precision); music may also serve (iii)for
1ntellectUal enjoyment, for relaxation, and for
recreation after exertion. It is clear, therefore,

. that all the modes must be employed by us, but not
all of them in the same manner. In education, the
most ethical modes are to be preferred but in
listening to the performance of others we may admit
the modes. of action and passxon also. For feelings,
such as pity and fear, or, again, enthusiasm, exist-
very strongly in some souls, and have more or less
influence over all. Some persons fall into a ;
religious frenzy, whom we see as a result of ‘the
sacred melodies -- when they have used the melodies
that excite the soul to mystic frenzy&-— restored as
though they had found healing and purgation. Those
who are influenced by pity and fear, and every
emotional nature, must have a like experience, and
others in so far as each is susceptible to such
emotions, and all are in a manner purged and their
souls lightened and delightened. The purgative
melodies likewise give an innocent pleasure to-
mankind.*'

It is commonly held that Aristotle's promise to explain what

héyaéans by catharsis'"when hereafter we speak of poetry”

—— —— m — ——— . —— — — ———

s9(cont'd) Politics of Aristotle, (London, 1894),
pp.641-656. See also Ingram Bywater, "Milton and the
Aristotelian Definition of Tragedy", Journal of»Philology,
27, (1900), pp.267-275.
s Polltlcs, VIII, vii; translated by B. Jowett. Reprinted
in The Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. R. McKeon, (New York,
1941). At the beginning of thé quotation, I have retained
"catharsis" where Jowett translates the term as "purgatlon



was fulfilled in the lost second book of the Poetics.
Whether or not that was the case, however,'the'promised'
explanation is unavailable to us, and supporters of the
medical interpretation have therefore resorted to the
passage in the Politicé asgprov%dihg the best indication of
what catharsis meant in the‘Poetics". Aa'Butcher notes, the
catharsis by means of music describedlin this passage is a
homeopathic treatment; "it cohsisted.in‘applying movement to
cure ‘movermr in soothing the internal trouble of the mino
by a wild and restless music"‘g. It seems clear, then, that
Aristotle uses catharsis in this passage from the Politics
as a medical metaphor; the guestiof ﬁs whether or not the
term is used in the same way in the Poetics. Commentators

following ‘the lead of Bernays claim that it is, and

initially, at least, it seems th§§ this 1nterpretat10n'does

have some plausibility: Having talked about the effect of

‘? Some more comfortably than others, it should be noted.
Ross, for example, suggests that the Politics passage shows
us the meaning of catharsis in the Poetics, and in The ,
Philosophy of Anzstotle, (2nd ed., Oxford, 1970), D.J. Allan
says:

' In the deficient state of the evidence, one must
evidently transfer what is thus said of an emotional
purge through music [in the Politics] to one which
is achieved by the viewing... of tragedy and comedy
[as suggested in the Poetics]. (p.156). A

Other commentators have been more suspicious of this -

transfer, however. In Arijstotie’s Poetics, (London, 1956),

Humphry House notes:

We are thus forced, paradoxically, to try to use the
passage in the Polltlcs, which Arlstotle himself -
admitted to be 1nadequate, as a ns of
interpreting the even more 1nadequate passage in the
Poetics. (p.106).

742 Butcher, p.248. Many commentators have notlced that Plato

gives a similar account of the cathartic "cure" in his Laws,

Vi1, 790-1. ‘
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"purgative melodies" on those suffering from "religious

frenzy", Aristotle comments that "Those who are influenced

by pity and fear... must have a like experience..."._Thus
commentators have argued thatvthe tragic emotions of pity
and fear are analogous to the humours of Hippocratié medical
thgory: if allowed to become too powerful, they can corrupt
thé mental or emotional health of the individual. Tragedy,
then, is analogous to the "catpartic music" of the Politfcs:.
it excites the emotions of pity and fear, "purges" them, and
leaves the individual "cleansed" and restored td "health",
"their souls lightehed and delighted". F.L. deas
éharacterises the position as follows:

In ordef to live tolérably we must be able to .

control the passions that struggle within us; but it

will be, easier and less harmful to control them when

we must, if we give them a harmless outlet when we

may. **

‘ “The proponents of the medical‘interpretation of
catharsis claim that furthe; support for their view is
provided by seeing Aristotle's introduction of the concépt
as a response to part of Plato's noéotorious attack on art,
and in particular poetry. Butcher rather elegantly
characterises Plato'g»view as follows: "Through its tearful
moods [poetry] enfeebleslthe manly temper; it makes anarchy

in the soul by exalting the lower elements over the higher,

and by dethroning.reason in favour of feeling"*®*. The

backdrop to this criticism of poetry is to be found in Book

"IV of the Republic. There Plato gives us an account of human

** Lucas, p.25.

J

. '® Butcher, p.246.
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nature according to which the soul is divided into three
parts: the rational, the irrational appetitive, and the
spirited parts*¢. In the picture Plato gives us, reason ié
constantly in conflict with the appetites, of" wh;ch the iﬁ
emotions are an important element. The "good life" consists
in the fullest possible exercise of reason, and the
subjugation, as far as is possible, of the emotions. Poetry,
however, directly appeals to the emotions:

"It waters the growth of passions Whlch should be

allowed to wither away and sets them up in control,
although the goodness and happiness of our lives
depends on their being.held in subjection., *’

How then are we to see Aristotle's introduction of
catharsis into his definition of tragedy as a response to
Plato's criticisms concerning the power of poetry to arouse
emotion? One answer to this is suggested by Ross:

That tragedy arouses pity and fear is a matter of
common knowledge, and was one of the main bases of
Plato's attack on it; by stimulating emotion, he
said, tragedy makes us more emotional and weak.
Aristotle implicitly answers him by saying that the
further effect of tragedy is not to make us more
emotional but to purge away emotion, *°®
The suggestion here is that Aristotle accepts Plato's
premises -- namely, that tragedy arouses emotion, and that
our emotions should be subjugated as far as possible -- but
denies the conclusion about the end result of tragedy that
Plato draws from them, Tragedy may arouse our emotions, it
1s suggested, but only to expell them from our systems.

‘¢ Republic, 1V, 434D-441C.

*7 Republic, X, 606D. (Cornford' 5 translation, Oxford,
1941). -

‘** W.D. Ross, p.283. Ross does qualify this statement later
in the same chapter.
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As it stands, however, this view of the cathartic
;yprocess”canhot.be correct. We noted earlier that the claim
that Aristotle uses catharsis as a,medical megéphor in the
Poetics is larg;ly based on the common - usage of the word as
a technical term in med1ca1 writings of the t1me. The
central tenet of Hippocratic medical theory was that health
depends on.the four bodily humours being present in the !
system in due proportion to each other. The cathartic
pfocess‘involved the expulsion of excessive amounts o% one
or more of the humours, leaving them in their correct

R ]
balancey Expelling one of the humours completely would be as

S w

démaging to the hea;th as allowing it to accumulate in the
system and become morbid. If catharsis is used in the
Poet ics as a metaphor based on the technical use of the term
in contemporary medical theory, then, it seems implausible
that it should mean"thexcompléte expulsion of the emotions.
Furthermore, if the version of the "purgation" theory that
we are considering here was the correct one, it sbould be
possible to demonstrate that Aristotle considered emotion,
or at least the emotions of pity and fear, to be an
undesirable element in_human nature which ought to be
expelled. Aristotle clearly did not think this, however. In
his discussion of the doctrine of the Mean in the
Nicomachean Ethics, for iﬁstance, he says:

By virtuelI mean moral virtue since it is this that

1s concerned with feelings and actions, and these

involve excess, deficiency, and a mean. It is

possible, for example, to feel fear, confidence,

desire, anger, pity, and pleasure and pain
generally, too much or too litle; and both of these
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are wrong. But to have these feelings at the right
times on the right grounds towards the right people
for the right motive and in the right way is to feel
them to an intermediate, that is to the best,
degree,,and this the mark of virtue., *°

Later in the same work, he gives us a specific example:

1

- Well, we do fear all evils -- e.g. disgrace,

poverty,. sickness, friendlessness, death == ‘But not

all of these are considered to be the concérn of the

courageous man, because there are some of 'them that

it is right and honourable to fear, and shameful not

to fear, e.g. disgrace. The man who is afraid of it

is upright and decent, and the man who 1s not afraid

of it is shameless;... *° i,j
These statements, I suggest, show clearly that Aristotle
cannot mean by catharsis the complete expulsion of emotion
from ‘the human soul. However, they do indicate that another
version of the "purgation" theory of catharsis might be more
successful.

'As we have seen, both Aristotelian ethics and the o
theory of medicine 'in which catharsis is used as a technical
term meaning purgation involve a central notion of balance
or proportion. From the passages from the Nicomachean Ethics

- « ,
guoted above, it is clear that Aristotle considered feelings
and emotions to be an essential part of human nature, which
have to be kept in due proportion. Bearing this in mind, it
seems that a more plausible version of the "purgation”
theory might be one which interprets catharsis as a process
which rids us of excessive emotion. According to such an-
interpretation, the emotions are not so much purged as
restored to a natural balance. As Butcher says:

__________ e e

** Nicomachean Ethics, 11, vi. (Trans. J.A.K. Thomson,
Penguin Books ed., 1955).
s° Njcomachean Ethics, 111, vi. My italics.



28

Y, Aristotle held that it is not desirable to kill or
. to starve the emotional part of the soul, and that
the requlated indulgence of the feelings serves to
maintain the balance of our nature. ' :

In a similar vein, D.J. Allan argues:

In general, [Aristotle] maintains that the
indulgence of powerful emotions under conditions
contrived for the purpose may calm them and render
them less liable to obstruct the rational ordering
of life; if so, [tragedy] will have an effect the
reverse of that which Plato professes to fear., *?

The éecond element in the purgation theory is the view
that Aristotle uses, catharsis as a religious metaphor
meéning "purification”". As I noted earlier, this kind of
view is uéualf} taken as being distinct from the "purgation”
theory; Else, fqr inétance, characterises the latter as
involving "purgation or,relief of the spirit from the
emotions”, and the former as "purification of the
emotions"*®?, The distinction is also sometimes drawn by
| arguing that whilst the "purgatjon" theory interprets
catharsis as a psychological“or pathological process,
"purification" theqries suggest that it is a process
concerned withamoféiitys‘.

The term "catharsis" undoubtedly- has a religious as
weli as a medical sense in Greek. Liddell and Scdtt.list one

*' Butcher, p.246.

** D.J. Allan, p.155. Versions of this view of catharsis are
held‘py Ingram Bywater, in Arjstotie on the Art of Poetry,
‘(Oxford, 1909), D.S. Margoliouth, in The Poetics of
Aristotle, (London, 1911), W.H. Fyfe, in Aristotle’s Art of
Poetry, (Oxford, 1940), L.J. Potts, in Aristotle on the Art
of Fiction, (Cambridge, 1953), F.L. Lucas, and Humphry
House, to name only a few of the most influential
commentators,

*?* G.F. Else, p.227 n.19.

** See, for instance, Srivastava, pp.37-52.
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its meanings, for instance, as "cleansing of guilt or

defilement"**., In this sense catharsis is a process by which

the subject is morally cleansed, "washed free of sin". The

suggestion implicit in the claim that Aristotle ‘uses

"catharsis" in the Poetics as a religious metaphor is that

the tragic catharsis in some way improves us morally. G.E.

Lessing argues:

... this purification rests in nothing else than in
the transformation of passions into virtuous habits,
and since according to our phllosopher each virtue
has two extremes between which it rests, it follows
that if tragedy is to change our pity into virtue it
must also be able to- purlfy us from the two extremes
of pity, and the same is to be understood of fear.
Tragic pity must not only purify the soul of him who
has too much of pity, but also of him who has too
little; tragic fear must not simply purify the soul

- of him who does not fear any manner of misfortune

but also of him who is terrified of every

misfortune, even to the most distant and improbable.
5 ¢

‘Lessing suggests, then, that catharsis "rests in

nothing else than in,the transformation of passions into

virtuous habits...". The implication here is that the end of

tragedy is to make its audience into more moral beings.

Although it is presegted in a more sophisticated or

technical way than usual by Lessing, the view that drama is

chiefly a didactic tool is of course not original to him;

critics have for centuries argued that i® watching, say,

Oedipus, we learn of the folly of pridé, of defying the

gods, and so on*®*’, However, is this what Aristotle is

*sLiddell and Scott, Greek—English Lexicon, (9th ed.,
Oxford, 1940), pp.850-851. See also Srivastava for a list of
uses of catharsis as a religious term.

54
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Lessing, translated by V. Lange, p.193.
For an account of Greek views on this, see Butcher's

-
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arguing, as Lessing would have us believe? In opposition to
this, Butcher argques:
Aristotle... was the first who attempted to separate
the theory of aesthetics from that of morals. He
maintains consistently that the end of poetry is a
refined pleasure. In doing so he severs himself
decisively from the older and more Purely didactic
tendency of Greece... [H]e never allows the moral
purpose of the poet or the moral effects of his art
to take the place of the artistic end. *°®
Butcher's claim is backed up by the text of the Poetics.
Aristotle begins the work by stating his intention thus: "I
propose to treat of Poetry in itself and of its various
kinds, noweing.the essential quality of each"; his intention
is clearly to study poetry as an end in itself. When he
censures Euripides and praiseéiSophocles, it is not for the
quality (or lack thereof) of thei: mcral teaching, but for
their technical skills as poets®'. In Chapter XXV, (1461b),
Aristotle says "...depravity of character [is] justly
censured when there is no inner necessity for int%oducing
[it]." The implication here is that the representation of
immorality by the, poet is permissible if the plot demands
1t. As Butcher notes, the successful artistic end, rather
than the moral effect, of the work is of supreme importance
to Aristotle. Given this, we can see that Lessing's theory
cannot be correct in making moral purification the end of

~tragedy. This is not to say, however, that Lessing's view is

completely mistaken; we might say rather that it is

*?’(cont'd) essay "Art and Morality", op cit, pp.215-239.
*® Butcher, p.238. :

3% See, for instance, Chapters XVI (1455a), and XVIII
(1456a). :
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misleading in its emphasis. Aristotle maintains that the end
of tragedy is to give pleasure, and it is at least plausible
to suggest that the emotional balance or equilibrium:
referred to by Lessing constiuutes or contributesAto that
pleasure. 25

s

cathartic ptpcess -- in that the balancing of the emotions

improvement may be an indirect result of the

removes a hindrance to virtue -- but it is not the end of
tragedy;°: The central notion in Lessing's ("purification")
theory, then, is that cat%arsis is a process through which
the emotions are balanced, or kept in correct proportion. As
we saw earlier, this is precisely the notion underlying
purgation theories. It is my suggestion, therefore, thet the
two can fairly be characterised as variants of the same
theory.

We are now in a position, I think, to give a general
characterisation of the view that I referred to at the
beginning of this chapter‘%s the purgation theory of
catharsis. The purgation in question is of excessive
emotion, and the result of the cathartic process is to leave
the individual 'in a state of emotional balance or
equilibrium which in turn results in pleasure. Whether we
take Aristotle to be using catharsis as a religious or a
medical metaphor, whether "purgation" or "purification" is
the better translation, this state of emotional balance or
harmeny is taken to be the result of the cathartic process.

¢® Butcher argues thls in support of his own interpretation
of catharsis.
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We must now turn to a consideration of whether the
purgation theory of catharsis q;céééarily violates the
constraints imposed by the theory of emotion outlined in
Chapter I. From the discussion above, it is clear that the
idea that works of art can arouse real emotion in us is
essential to the purgation theory. The emphasis of the
theory is entirely on restoring emqtional balance; if there
is no possibility of being genuinely moved by art, then, the
theory simply becomes vacuous. However,vit éhould be noticed
that there is nothing in the theory which suggests that
these emotions necessarily have fictional objects. It might
plausibly be suggested by the purgation theorist that the
objects of the emotions aroused by a work of art are not
fictional particulars, but "universals" of some kind. It
should be noticed that this is a natural move for the
purgation theorist to make; the resources which enable him
to do so are given by the Aristotelian conception of art,
and in particular poetry, as being essentially coﬁéerned
with universals‘'. For example, if seeing a performance of
Othello makes me angry, the object of my anger would not be
any of the characters of the play, but something such as
"the jeanps nature of man". Walton refers to such
possibilities when he says:

Although Charles is not really afraid of the
fictional slime depicted in the movie, the movie
might nevertheless produce real fear in him. It

might cause him to be afraid of something other than
the slime it depicts... (Jaws caused a lot of people
‘' This feature of Aristotle's conception of poetry will be
discussed more fully in my next chapter.
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to fear sharks which they thought might really
exist. But whether they were afraid of the fictional
sharks in the movie is another question.) *:?

-

T{f attractiveness of this Suggestion lies in that it seems

-
to\hllow us to retain the intuition that we are,(dr can be,

moved by fiction. It seems clear that we can have emotions
\vxggse ijects are universals; we can hate véolence or

bigotry, envy success or happiness, and so on. These obj%cts
exist as universals (or at any rate they can be believed to
exist) and can thus serve as tﬁe objects of genuine emotions
according to the theory of emotion we are dealing with here.
If it couId\QSkgemonstrated that the objects of emotions
aroused in us by works of fiction are universals, then, the

intuition that we can be moved by fictions would be
; X
supported without violating the constraints imposed by the

theory of emotion. This, it appears, would also provide a
" basis for traditional theories of catharsis*?,

’ I will arque here, however, that the suggestion that

emotions aroused in us by fiction have objects which are
universals will not help us in the attempt to give a

characterisation of catharsis which captures traditional
/
intuitions con¢erning emotional response to fiction without

violating the coftstraints imposed by our theory of emotion;
‘? "Fearing Fictions", p.10.

*? In recent discussions of the possibility of being moved
by fiction, some people have argued that the objects of the
supposed emotions age fictional sjituations rather than
fictional characters. (See, for instance, Michael Weston,
and Don Mannison, "On Being Moved By Fiction", Philosophy,
60, 1985.) It might be argued that this move towards
fictional situations is in effect the move ‘thwards
universals; if this is the case, my comments here will apply
to both. ‘
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nor, therefore, will it be able to save the purgatlon

'theory F1rstly, let us con51der what it is to have an

emotion whose:object is a uhlversal. The paradlgmatic casé\\\\.

\'s.

can be efpressed as follows: For any x, if x is ¢, then
'other things belng equal we will be dlsposed to act towards
_x in certaln ways“. Worklng from this formulation, it is
plauSible to argue that haVing‘an'emotion whose,objeet‘is a-
partlcular is a necessary gondltlon for hav1ng an emotlon |
‘whose object is a universal. We mlght say that this
relatlonship between having an emotion whose object is a

: universal'and having emotione the objegts of which aré
partlculars in c1rcumstances in thch that universal is

' 1nstant1ated is one of abstﬂactlon On this formulatlon the *

- r

paradlgmatlc way . of explalnlng how one comes to: have
emgtlons such as anger ‘at human cruelty and pltyifor animal
suffering is by referringiback to one‘s being moved by‘“
perticular states ov affairs such as Smlth klcklng his dog,

Jon&s strangllng his cat, and so on. One is moved by
~universals through first belng moved by part1cular states of

4

affairs in wh1ch those unlversals are 1nstant1ated‘5. As we

. ** 1 would emphaSISe that thlS is not meant to be a formal
“definition. It is worth pointing out, however, that a -~
formulation in terms of dlSpOSlthﬂ to action is consistent
with both Walton's and Pitcher's views. (See "Fearlng
Fictions™, pp.$-9, and "Emotion", p. 333.)

¢* Consider a case in which a peréan is not moved by ‘actual
~circumstances in which -animals are dealt with cruelly. His
callousness would not only make it difficult to understand
how he could ever have come to have’ pity for animal-
sufferlng in general, but (accordlng to our theory of
emotion and the resultlng formulation of what it is to have
an emotion whose object is a universal) would.also prov1de

grounds for denylng that he ‘has that. emotion at .all. -
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have seen, however, the theory of emotion we are dealing

'

w;th here seems to deny the possibility that we can be moved

rby flctlona-icharacters or events. The suggestlon is that

’ ”“ o

Ioglcally I cannot feel anger at Othello or p1ty for

"'Desdemona. leen that we cannot be moved by the relevant .
partlcular‘states/pf affairs, then, the suggestlon that
frctlon oan arousﬁ real emotions in us the’ob]ects of. which
are the correspondlng universals would appear to be’
untenable,. .
| It may be,objected‘ however,,that expegience of .
’emotlons whose objects are partlculars is not a necessary
cond1t10n for the having of emotlons whose objects are
universals. We can characterise th1s point as belng,thatrthe
~ .Mmovement from emotlons of the former kind to emot1ons of the
latter kind is not one of abstraction but of znfenence For
) instance, let us-say that I see various 1n:;ances of human}
crueity, and that from these I infer that it is a part of
human nature.tombe_éruel. It'might be argued that it is
cOnceptually possible for me“to be moved by my conclusion
" without hating been moVed by any of the particular instances
of human cruelty that led me to it. Whether or not this
Asuggestlon represents a conceptual 90551b111ty with regard
to 'real life", however, it does not help us in the case of
'.fiction..It.follows from our ~ory of emotion that for a
state of affairs to generate an emotion it must’ be believed
to be real In order to make an 1nference from partlcular

i

circumstances wh1ch results in an emotlon whose obje%§ is a
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universal, then, these particular states of affairs must be

‘believed to be real, It is clear, however, that in
responding to fiction we do not believe the characters or
events depicted to be real; indeed, it is precisely this

point which generated the dilemmas presented in Chapter I.

There may of course be other ways of explalnlng how

_emotions whose objects are unlversals are caused. In order

to be of value in our attempt to give an account of
;atharsis, however, it seems ciear that it is incumbent updn
any sﬁch explanation to establish how it is that a work of
fictionvmoves us; that is, how it produces the;emotional
effect that it does in us. I have argued that the
léuggespioné discussed above cannot establish such a link
without violating.the constraints imposed by the theory of

emotion outlined in Chapter I. Furthermore, even if the

suggestion that the emotions aroused in us by art have

vobjects which are universals succeeded in. guaranteeing the

,‘(:~ ey ’

pomslb111ty of our having genu1ne emotions in response to

~fiction, it is not clear that it really meets our intuitions

on thé’matter. Even if it 1is grantéd that works of fiction

can arouse in us emotions whose objects arefﬁniveréa}s, it
might be argued (and I think plausibly so) that our

intuition is that we.can also have emotions whose objects

are fictional particulars. Colin Radford, for example,
. . . W

insists that: » - -
...we do not really weep for %E; pain that a real
person might suffer, and which real persodns have
suffered, when we weep for Anna Karenina, even if we
should not be moved by her story 1f it were not of

A
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that sort. We weep for her. We are moved by what'
happens to her, by the situation she gets into, and
which is a pitiful one, but we do not feel pity for .
her state or fate, or her history or her situation,
or even for others, i.e., for real persons who might
have or even have had such a history. We pity her,
feel for her and our tears are shed for her. This
thesis is even more compelling, perhaps, if we think
about the death of Mercutio. ¢°*¢ : '

In this chapter, we have established that the purgation
theory of catharsis depends on the notion that we can have
real emotions T? response to fiction. I have argued here
that even if we take the objects of these emotions to be
univegsals, rather than fictional particulars, the theory
violates the constraints imposed by the theory of emotion
~outlined in Chapter I; and that even if this were not the
case, such an interpretation fails to capture our intuitions
concerning the nature of our emotional response to fiction.
For these reasons, I suggest, the purgation theory cannot
satisfy the requirements for the account of catharsis that I
am aiming to give in this thesis. In the next chapter,
therefore, we will turn to a consideration of a more recent
interpretation of catharsis. This interpretat I suggest,

P

will be of more help to us in fulfi%ling these aims.

¢ Colin ﬁadford, "How- Can We Be Moved By The Fate of Anna
Karenina?", Proc. Aris. Soc., supp.vol. 49, (1975); p.75.



'IIIT The Clarification Theory of Catharsis

In sooth I know not why I am so sad:

It wearies me; you say it wearies you;

But how I caught it, found it, or came by it,
‘What stuff 'tis made .0f, whereof it is born,
I am to learn.*’ ’ .

.
1

T

gf In response to the traditional theories of catharsis,
discussed in the previous chapter, Leon Golden has argued‘
tﬁat the cathartic process.{s essentially intellectual; this
view has come to be known as'the "ciarification" or

iy "intellectual" theory of cathar51s". Golden rejects the
traditional accounts that takg’cathar51s to be a matter of
the purgatlon or purlflcation oﬁ the emotlons chiefly on the
ground that they have no firm basis in‘the text of the
Poetics itself‘’. Golden's claim is that:

...another imnterpretation of catharsis is possible
which will bring it organically into connection with
the. argument of the Poetics that leads up to the use
of the term in chapter 6.and will place it in a more
effective and intimate relationship with other
statements in the Poetics. °
‘7 The Merchant of Venice, Act 1, Scene 1.
‘* See Leon Golden, "Catharsis", Transactions of the
American Philological Association, XCIII, 1962; "Mimesis and
‘Catharsis", Classical Philology, LXIV, 1969; "The
Clarification Theory of Catharsis", Hermes, 104, 1976.
‘* This is also argued by G.F. Else; see, for instance,
pp.228, 440. For Golden's criticisms of the traditional
views, see especially "The Clarification Theory of
.Catharsis", and his "The Purgation Theory of Catharsis",
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, 31, 1973.
’® Golden, "Catharsis", p.52.

38
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It is my contention that Golden's interpretation of
catharsis within the'pontext of‘specificélly Aristotelian
concerns also provides ué with the beginnings of an account
that allows ds to/ make sense of .the concept within the
framework of a more general concern with the natu?e.of dur
response to fiction. In particular, Golden's account of the
concept allows us to retain the intuition that the cathartic
process has something to do with the emotionsj yet does not
violate the constraints imposed by the theory of emotions
outlined in Chapter I. |

Golden first notes that the placing of the catharsis
clause at the end of the definition of tragedy indicates
that its function is to denote the end, or goal, of.
tragedy’'. He also points out that before setting out the
.definition*Aristotlé explicitly claims to have discussed all
Cits élements in the preceeding chapters of the work. It has
frequently been pointed out that this is true of all the —

-elements of the definition except the catharsis clause’?:

;.
indeed;ﬁﬁﬁ is precisely this omission that has generated the
histofical controversy over the meaning of the tefm.
Golden's Suggest?pn is that although Aristotle doeé not
explicitly discuss catharsis élsewhere in the text of the
Poetics, he doeé diséus§.the goal or "final cause" of
tragedy; and that given the placing of the catharsis claqse
at the end of the formal‘definifion, this discussion is of

' See above, Chapter I, note 5.
'* By Else, for instance; p.224.
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itself.

Golden notes that Aristotle states several times
fhrouéhoup the text of the Poetics that .poetry should give
'pleasuféﬂtd its audience. In Chapter 23, (1459a20), he talks
of the "proper pleasure"lto be produced by epic poetry, and
in Chapter 26, (1462b12), in comparing tragedy and epic
verse, he suggests that "the two arts should produce, not
any chance pleasure, but éhe one proper to them." In Chapter
14, Aristotle clearly indicates that the productiqh of
pleasure is the goal of the poet:.

‘Por one must not seek any and every kind of pleasure

from tragedy, but the one proper to it. And since it

is the pleasure that comes from pity and fear by

means of imitation which the poet should try to

produce, it is clear that this must now be built

into the plot. 73
The "poet;'that Aristotle is referring to here is the tragic
poet, and we are told that there are twp factors ihvolved'in
the pleasure which it is his goél to produce: (i)fear and
pity, and (ii)imitation. There is a gquestion of priority
that should be noticéd here. In Chaptér 1, Aristotle statés
thét the various forms of poetry are allcforﬁs of mimesis,
or imitation. The pleésure that is‘the end of poetry in_
'general,"then, is‘the pleasure th;t~is associated with or
involved iﬁ imitation. Howéver, Aristotle also tells us that
each form of poetry should produce a "propef" pleasure --
that is, a particular kind of pleasure appropriate to that
form of poetry. The pleasure appropriatevgﬁ pragedy is
brought about through the representation or portrayal

’? Chapter 14, (1453b12—14). Else's translation, my italics.
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(imitation) of people in circumstances which in some way
involve pity and fear. This last sentence is of course
extremely ambiguous -- precisely how pity and fear (or

emotions in general) are involved will be crucial not only

\

to an intefpretation of Aristotle, but, more importahtly for
our purposes here, to the whole question of the role played
by emotion in our response to fiction. We shall return to
this issue shortly; for the moment , however, the crucial
;point to notice with respect to Goiden’s theory is;that of
the two eléments involved in the pleasure that tragédy
shQuld produce;;"imitation" is in an important sense prior
to "pity and fear".

At the béginning of Chapter 4 of the Poetics, Aristotle
says: . ..

As to the general origin of the poetic art, it
stands to reason that two causes gave birth to it,
both of them natural: (1) Imitation is a part of ,
man's nature from childhood, and he differs from the {
other animals in the fact that he is especially
‘mimetic and learns his first lessons through
imitation, as is the fact that they all get pleasure
from works of imitation. An indication of the latter
is what happens in our experience. There are things
we find painful to look at themselves, but of which
we view the most accurate reproductions with
pleasure: for example, replicas of the most
unprepossessing animals, or of cadavers. The reason
for this also is that learning is highly pleasurable
not only to philosophers but to the rest of mankind
in the same way, although their share of.it is
limited. For that is why people enjoy seeing the
reproductions: because in their viewing they find
they are learning, inferring what class each object
belongs to: for example that "this individual is a .
so-and-so", 74 - :

Imitation, then, is a part of human nature, and it is

T4 Chapter‘4, (1448b4-19). Else's translation.
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through imitation that man learns, or gains knowledge, most.
naturally. Works of imitation give fus pleasure, even
representations of objects that would revolt us if we were
confronted by the original. The reason for this, Aristotle
states, if that we Jearn from imitations, and it is a fact
of human:nature that learning is pleasant to us. As Else
puts it, "PleaSurevin learning belongs to all hen, because
tﬁe desire to learn is a fundamental impulse."’®

Golden's arguments thus far gan‘be summarised as
follows. Firstly he notes that catharsis seems to denote the
end or goal of tragedy, and suggests that although Aristotle
does not explicitly discuss catharsis elsewhere in the
‘Poetics, he does discuss the goal of poetry. That goal is
the.production of pleasure in the audience, and is, to
generalise, the pleasure human beings receive from
imitation, of which poetry is a form. This pleasure is
produced because we Jearn from imitations, and léarning is
-natufallybpleasant. As Else says:

Trégedy is in the first place a species of imitation

and must produce the pleasure appropriate to all

imitations: a pleasure which... is basically

—_——

’® Else, pp.129-32. He notes that Aristotle's claim here is
a challenge to the Platonic view that men are on the whole
irrational, and that imitations ("appearances") lead us away
from knowledge of reality, and that the poet only encourages
our ignorance. Aristotle is saying here that the desire for
knowledge is a. fundamnetal human.impulse, not restricted to
- philosophers; that imitation helps us to gain knowledge; and
that the artist promotes our natural desire to learn.

In his "Mimesis and Catharsis", Golden gives an account
of Plato on mimesis which suggests that the two philosophers
have more in common on the subject of imitation (and on the
concept of catharsis itself) than Else's comments here
- indicate. :
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The end or goal of tragedy, then, consists in a
learning process of somé kind. Golden suggests that what
Aristotle_means by "learning" is made clear in the passage
from Chapter 4 of the Poetics quoted above: "in their
-viewing they find tﬁey are learning, inferring what class
each object belongs to: for example that 'this individual is
a so-and-so'." Else notes in his commentary that by
"learniﬁg" and "inferring", Aristotle does not mean thé
recéghition that "this person represents that persé%", bﬁt
rather'that "this person represents that kind of persoﬁ":

In Aristotle's terms, if you have merely recognised
the resemblance of one individual (the portrayed
one...)“to’another individual (the original...) you
‘have not :learned anything. Learning and knowledge
are of universals; the individual per se is
unknowable,.. The first question for the would-be
knower is...: to what genus does this individual -
" belong?... In other words the trick of recognising
and- identifyirg images or reproductions is a part of
the general process of acquiring experience, and is
pleasurable for the same reason, because we are
‘learning a part of the grand structure of genera and
species which cofstitutes reality. "7

Golden's claim, then, is that we learn from imitation by
movinéufrom a perception of the particular to an awareness
of the universal which governs it. Poetry, as a form of

imitation, is concerned with the universal. In support of
IS

A

this claim, he cites Chapter\g of the Poetics: P

B . -
From what has been said it is clear too that the
" poet's job is not to tell what has happened but the
kinds of things that can happen, i.e., the kinds of
events that are possible-according to probability or
necessity... [The difference between history and
¢ Else, pp.447-8.
'’ Else, p.132,
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poetry is this:] poetry tells us rather the
universals, history the particulars. "Universal"
means what kinds of thing a certain kind of person
will say or do in accordance with probability or
necessity, which is what poetic composition aims
at... 7°* )

In summary, Golden suggests that we learn from poetry thus:

The artist so orgénises his work that the spectator

is able to infer, from the individual circumstances

pictured before him, the universal law that subsumes

them. This movement from the particular to the

uriversal involves a learning process in that it

renders clearer and more distinct the significance

of the events presented in a work of art. ’°

Golden has argued that the prgduction of pleasure is
the goal of the poet, and has identified that pleasure as
consisting in learning from imitation. The pleasure of
tra;edy, then, as a form of poetry; consists in leafhing.
However, as we noted earlier, tragic pleasure is
differentiated from other forms of poetic pleasure in ‘that
it specifically involves pity and fear,band therefore Golden
arques that tragedy in some way involves learning aboﬁt pity
and fear. "...tragedy consists of the artistic
representation of particular pitiful and fearful evengs in
such a way that wé are led to see the universal laws that
make these particular events meaningful"*®,

Having argued that the goal or end of tragedy is a
learning process by which the.audience is made aware’of thev
"universal léws" that make the pitiful and fearful events
portrayed "meaningful",'and that the term catharsis
functions in the definition of tragedy as its end or goal,
::~E;;;;;;_;:—z;;;1a36—b10). Else's traﬁslation. |

'’ Golden, "Catharsis", p.54.
*? Golden, "Catharsis", p.55.
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Golden points out that there is an interpretation of the
term that allows us to see the two stétements of end or goal
as beingvclosély related. Citing as evidence pasgﬁges from
the works of Plato, Epicurus, Philodemus, Euripides, and
Aristopganes, Golden establishes that it is possible to
translate "catharsis" as "clarification", in an intellectual
sense, and that this translation is "as easily derived and
is as fully justified"” as those which read the term as
"purgation” or "purification"*®'., Thus he translates the
final clause of Aristotle's definition as: "achieving,
through the representation of pitiful and fearful
“ situations, the clarifiéation of such incidents"®?, and
claims that:

All art forms... are essentially learning

experiences whose climax or goal is an insight or

inference from the individual artistic

representation to a universal truth.*?®

Golden claims that when catharsis is interpreted in the
way that he has -suggested "it articulates'clogely\with the
general argument of the Poetics in a way that‘is‘not true of
the standard renditions of the term as 'purgation' or
'purification'"**, I shall not attempt here to assess the
relative merits of the two kinds of account as
interpretations of Aristotle's thought. Rather, I suggest
that whatever the advantages of his théory over the
traditibnal theories in terms of Aristotelian scholarship,

‘' See especially "Catharsis", pp.55-58, and "The
Clarification Theory of Catharsis", pp.444-445,
*? Golden, "Catharsis", p.58.

*? Golden,  "Mimesis and Catharsis", p.148.

*' Golden, "Mimesis and Catharsis", p.147.
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A

Golden'"s account of catharsis allows us to make more sense
of the concept in the context of questions concerning the
role of emotion in our response to fiction. The dilemma wifh
regard to catharsis in the light of the theory of emotion
that I outlined in my first chapter arose be-ause of the
common intuition that catharsis denotes a process that is
fundamentally to do with the emotions. The crucial question
concefning the concept thus became that of how émotions are
involved in the ¢athartic process. The ;raditional answers
to this question, we saw, suggested that the work arouses
emotions in us which are then released, leaving us "purged"
or "purified" emotionally. This acgéunt of the cathartic
process, 1 argued, conflicts with the constraints imposed by
what I am takiné to be the correct account of emotiQn. If we
accept it as the correct account of catharsis we are forced
to abandon either that theory of emotion or the concept of
cathafsis itself.

Golden's account of catharsis, AS'we have seen, gives
us an answer to the question of how the emotibns are
involved in the cathartic process in térms of Ieérning.uHe
argues that our having emotions_in response to yorks of art
has nothing to do with the cathartic process®®; and that
given this, catharsis cannot be defined in terms of
purgation o;uaurification. Catharsis is concerned with "the
clarification of reality": it is an intellectual(brocess

H

through which we learn something about the nature of the

A
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emotions. This account thus allows us to retain the
intuition that catharsis is concerned‘with the emotions,
. whilst the claim that catharsis involves an intellectual
rather than an emotional experience avoids violating the
donstraints imposed by our theijy of emotion. ‘
‘ Golden's toncern, clearly{ is to make the concept of
wcatharsi;‘intelligible in the contexf of the rest of the
Poetics, and indeed of Aristotelian philosophy as a whole.
As such, his theory depends upon specifically Aristotélian'
notions of imitation, pleasure, learning, and so on. It is
my suggestion,'howéver, that the hotion of catharsis as an
intellectual process can be spelled out in such a wéy that

it does not commit us to accepting the Aristotelian

doctrines that Golden relies on. My attempt to do so will

centre on two issues which, ifarticular, stand in obvious

need of further discussion. '}y, exactly what is it that

we are suppbsed to learn from ion through the cathartic

process? Secondly, how does the process workv—- that“is, how
is it that we learn from fiétions? In answering these
questions, I shall be expanding on and clarifying Golden's
comments concerning the power of art to make us aware of
"universal laws", my aim being to show that the notion of
catharsis as a learning process is important and useful

beyond the limits of Golden's specifically Aristotelian

enterprise. : .



& N e
- IV. Learning from Fiction

A
An emotlon therefore becomes more under our control,
and the mind is less passive to it, in proport10n»as
it "is more known to us. ¢ ’

‘Leon Golden has given an account of the cathaftic'
process in Aristotelian terms, according to which it is a

* learning process resulting in some kindaoﬁ "clarification of

LS

reality”. Catharsis is not a matter of the arousal c-
experience of .emotion, he argues, but of learning?something

about the nature of emotion. As we have seen, this account
. ‘ t ) v k .
‘has the advantage of allowing us to retain theé ‘intuition

that the cathartic process is'concérned with the emotions,
'whiiet it does not violate the constraints imposed by the
.theorf of~emotion outlined in Chapter I. Thus it seems a
poss@ble cahaidate for‘the "cetharticf process sketched by
,walcon: | |

It is chlefly by flctlonally fac1ng certain ST
situations, engaglng in-certain act1v1t1es, and '
having or expressing cettain feelings, I think, that

a dreamer, fantasizer, or game- player comes to terms
with his actual feellngs -- that he discovers them,.
learns to accept them, purges himself of them, or
whatever exactly it is that he does.®’

‘Golden's account, however, is spec1f1cally concerned w1tﬁF$

the notion of cathar51s in Arlstotellan phllosophy, and his

s Splnoza, The Ethlcs, Part V, ¥Yrop. III,
s "Fearlng Flctlons . p.24.
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. .
notion of learning -- "a movement from the particular to the
‘ )
universal" -- is only developeﬁ within the context of the

Arlstotellan conceptlons ‘of art, imitation, and pleasure on
whlch it dependsi. In this chapter I will attempt to provide
an account of how and what we learn from fiction tnat goes
beyond the eoncerns of specificall§ Ar@stotelian
scholatship. My contention is that if this account is
successful, it will provide us with an important part of the
answer to, as Walton pute it,

the basic question of why‘and how«fittion is

important, why we find it valuable, why we do not

dismiss novels, films, and plays as "mere fiction"

and hence unworthy of serious attention, ** -

Let us consider first the question of how it is that we
"learn" frOm fiction. In some ways, at least, it does not
seem that thlS question is particularly problematlc. For
instance, the character Big Bird, frqm teleVision's Sesameb
Stﬁget,;teaches children to count; the fact that children do
(or at least can) learn from him does not strike us as
puzalingf\despite nis difference in ontological status from:
a.firstdérade teacner at Strathcona Elementary School.
~Similarly, itgwonld seem that we can learn that Brighton is
an Engliéh aeaside town from Graham Gteenefs fovel Brighton
Rock as well as from_a geogiaphy textanookver atlas. We can,
then, learn: pleces of 1nformat1on or facts of some sort from

1

flctlon .

'Thevquestion that we are concerned with here, however,

is that of how we can learn about emotions from fiction.

** "Fearing Fictions", p.6.
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This qge%tion, it might appear, ie }ende;ed problematic by
the constraints that the eheory of emotione'butlihed in
Chapter I imposes on the poseibiiity of having emotions the
objects of which are fictional entiﬁiee. It is plausible to
eUggest that learning about emotions requires personal

emotional experience; that is, that we Jearn about the

>

nature of emotion by, or through, experiencing emotions. For

instance, we might say that a child learns about "leve"\by
having that emotion, in various ways and towards various
objects: love for-his parents, for friends, sexual love,

love of art, of his country, and so on. However), whilst a

person might love, say, Shakespeare's Qriting (which is

real), the theory of emotions outlined earlier suggests that

he cannot léve Shakespeare's characters (which are not). How

then can we' learn about emotion from fictional entities
towards whlch (it is suggested) we feel no emotion?

The suggestion sketched above, then, appears to pose a
threatgmo the p0551b111ty of our learning about the nature
of 'emotion from flctlon. However, I shall argue that this
suggestion is misleading in that it conStruesAEhe notion of
"emotional experience" toe narrowly. It beeemes g&parent
that this is so when we eee that althougﬁ it seems to be

e
based on the commonsense theory of emotion that we are

concerned with here, it ih fact runs counterdto-that theory.

BothlBedford‘and Pitcher we may recall placed great
) gt

emphasis onﬁih‘~ fb7Ic Rature of emotion concepts-

Emotion'c@nahpts.,. are not purely psychological:
they presuppose concepts of socihal relatlonshlps and

'
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1nst1tutlons, and concepts belonging to systems of
+judgment, moral, aegthetic, and legal. In using
emotion words we are able, therefore, to relate
behavior to the complex background in which it is
enacted, and so to make human actions
1ntell1g1ble i :

o
A

However, in arguing that learning.ébout emotions requires or
‘presupposes the having or feeling of those emotions, the
suggestlon we are considering here draws its’ inspiration
from a lond philosophical tradition,»(encompassing both
Descartes and Hume, for example) according to which

’

emotlons are feellngs and . .thus,an essentially private

s ‘

matter. There is a semiemgn ﬁﬁgch it does seem obviously
. T <l ;‘g 5 . ‘ )

true to say, for examplééﬂtﬁaﬂfone-can never really know

what love is unless one has experienced it oneself. The
intuition here is that our mental experience, including
emotion, is essentially'privéte; and it is grounded in a:

tr@dition which holds that the only facts which we can know

or certain are facts aboutlour own mentalisrates,;these
:jﬁeing the only facts directly accessible to us. Our
;fknowledge of the external world and of other minds, which is
| not‘directly accessible to us, is based (whetHer by analogy,
"the goodness of God 1nduct1ve reasonlng,’and SO on) on this
prlmary,‘1mmed1ate knowledge of one's own mental experience,
Tradltlonally, however thls kind of philosophical theory
has glven‘rlse to scepticism: given that-I have no direct
access.tolthe n;nds‘of others, how'can I be certain that
what I call "love" is what is referred to by others as
"love"? Th1s scept1cal position is largely what W1ttgenste1n

———— v —— s - — s - = — - —

** Bedford, p.98.
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is attacking in his atgument against the possibility of a
"private language"’®, and is characterised by'him as

follows: '¢,“
The essential thing about private experience is
really not that each person possesses his own
exemplar, but that nobody knows whether other people
also have this or something else. The assumption
would\thus be possible -- though unverifiable --
that ohe section of mankind had one sensation of red
and another section another, *

If I say of myself that it is only from my own case
that I know what the word "pain" means -- must I not
say the same of other people too? And how can I
generalise the one case so irresponsibly?

Now someone tells me that he knows what pain is
only from his own case! -- Suppose everyone had a
box with something in it: we call it a "beetle". No
one can look intoc anyone else's' box, and everyoné .
says he knows what a beetle is ‘only by looking at
his beetle. -- Here it would be quite possible for
everyone to have something different in his box. One
might even imagine such a thing constantly changing.
-~ But suppose the word "beetle" had a use in these
people's language? -- If so, it would not be used as
the name of a thing. The thing in the bex has no
place in the language-game at all; not even as a
something: for the box might even be empty. -- No,
one can "divide through" By the thing in the box; it
cancels out, whatever it-is, °*?

Puéhed te its furthest exé;eﬁe, this position becomes one of
"scepticism with regard teﬁthe existence of other minas et'
all? not only might your "beetle" be diffeég%t from mine,
you may not -even have one at all. The central thrust of
Wittgenstein's "private language argument" is that for the
language of mental experience to function as it does, (or
even functiep at all), our concepts of mental experience

- must be'geverned by public criteria. The theory of emotion

’* See Philosophical Investigations, (Oxford: Blackwells,
1958); §8243+363. Henceforth P.I.

v P.I., §272. B '

*:.pP.I., §293.
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outlined.in my first chapter is a specific application of
this general doc¢trine to our understanding of emotion, and’
it is clear that in arguing that emotions are essentially
private, the suggestion we are considering here runs counter
to that theory. I shall argue here that ‘given a broader
conception of what is involved in the experience of emotion,
one that makes emotional exéé;ience a "public" mafter, the
problematic aspect of the queétion oﬁ how we learn about
emotion from fiction disappears.

Firstly, to construe "emot ional experience" simply in
terms of the having 6f; or feéling, emotion is to understate
tﬁe case. It seems clear that one of the ways in which we
learn about the nature of particulaf‘emotions is by having
“sthose emotions ourselvesi but this is'sureiy net the whole
story. An essential ?lemen£ in one's experié;ce of.love, for
instance, apart from that of loving others, is that of being
loved by others; it may even be the case that the latter is
in some sense "prior" to'the former. Noting this feature of
“emotional experience", of course, will not by ipself
resolve our difficulty goncerning le%rning<about émotion
from fiction; for whatéver we may feel (or "feel") for .
fictional charactefs, it is élear'that they cannot feel
anything for us’’.

A further way‘jn which we learn about the nature of
particular emotions is by seeing thém, so to speak, "in use"

by others. For example, let us say that Jack loves Jill. We

’? See Kendall Walton, "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds From
The Real World?", p.12.



can see (at least some of) the effects that feeling ﬁhe
~emotion have on Jack; and that being the object of the
emotion have oﬁ Jill; and in doing so we can learn about
aspects of love fhat (perhaps) would not have been disclosed
‘to us throughlour personal experience of the .emotion. We
“know thatvlove can be destructive, fut%le, miSplacedw as
well as overwhelming, enriching, and so on. Our’awargness of
these varying aspects of "love", I suggest, is largely
v .
gained through seeing in others the effects of having and
‘being the object of the emotion. It is on this aspect of our
"emotional experience" that I wish to base my account of how
we learn about emotioné from fiction. In doing so, I shall
be drawing on Wittgenstein's talk in his later philosophy
about the meaning of a concépt being revealed in the way in
which it is used in a particular form of life. It will be
° -
useful to have a brief account of these ideas here.
Wittgenstein's accountvcan be seen as attacking a

~ traditional émpiricist theory of‘meaning.‘In order éo bring
out what this kind of theory involves, Wittgénstein begins
th? Investigations by quoting at length from Augustihe‘s
Confessions:

When they (my elaers) named some object, and

accordingly moved towards something, I saw this and

grasped that the thing was called by the sound they

uttered when they meant to point it .out... Thus, as

I heard words repeatedly used in their proper places

in various sentences I gradually learnt to '

understand what objects they siénified.

He then goes on to say:

-- In this picture of language we find the roots of
the following idea: Every word s a meaning. This
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meaning is correlated with the word. It is the
object for which the word stands. °**

‘The point here might be expressed in the following way. This
account, in trying to explain how-wﬁat we say, (our
language), links up with ‘independent reality, suggests that
words stand for objecté, and that the meaning of a word is
the idea of the object that it stands for or refers to. Thus
an expression or phrase can, so to speak, be "checked"
agéinst the ideas that i£ represents,.and the meaning
discovered’®. Against this, Wittgensteinvargues that
language grows out of and is determined by human activity as
a whole. In On Ceﬁfainty, he says "[Olur talk gets its
meaning from the rest of our proéeedings:, énd "A meaning of
a word is a kind of employment of it™'¢, His suggestion is
that the Jay to find out or learn what a concept means is to
look at its grammar; that is, at the way in which it is
used. |

For a large class of cases - thoﬁgh not for all --

in which we employ the word "meaning" it can be

defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in
the language. '’ i .
1f, for example, you pdinféﬁ out to me two people "playing"

Russian roulette, and told me that they were engaged in the
activity of playing a game, I might agree or disagree with
you. However, in order to do either, I must know the kind of

thing that a game is. As Wittgenstein's well-known analysis
¢ pP.I., §t. ‘

>* This is, of course, an inadequate characterisation of
this view of the nature of meaning; however, it should
suffice for our purposes here.

>¢ On Certainty, (Oxford: Blackwells, 1969); §§8229, 61.

7 P.I., §43.
'éﬁa'
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of thaglconcept demonstrates, there are no necessary
conditions for the application of "game"; the way in which I
know what the concept means is by knowing the way that it is
used, bf knowing how it is applied in other instances, and
"s0 on: in other words, by %nowiﬁg the overall role of the
word in ianguage".

So one might say: the ostensive definition explains

the use -- the meaning -- of the word when the

overall role of the word in language is clear. *°

The "overall role of the word in language" is

determined for Wittgenstein by criteria. 1t should be
notfced that Wittgenstein's use of "criterion" differs from
the brdinary use of the term, fhis boint”is well brought out
by Cavell in The Claim of Reason. There he introduces a
distinction between criteria as used by J.L. Aﬁstin and
Wittgensteinian criteria. The former, he says, "relate this
name to that (species of) object. It is a full test of your
posseséion of the criteria... if you can recognise and name
aﬁother such object when you sée one..."'°°, Criteria as
used by Austin, then, have to do with the attaching of names
(or predicates) to particular (kinds of) object.
Wittgensteinianvcritéria, however{ are in an important sense

"prior" to criteria as Austin uses the term: knowledge of

e e e m e — . — ——

** See P.I., §§865-75,

> P.I., §30. »

'°°® Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1979); p.73. Henceforth CR. On the difference between
Wittgensteinian and ordinary uses of "criterion", see also
John V. Canfield, Wittgenstein: Language and World,
(University of Massachusetts Press, 1981), Chapter 3; and
Roger A. Shiner, "Canfield, Cavell and Criteria", Dialogue,
XXIT (1983). '



the former is{presqpposed in knowledge of the latter.
One has al%eady\to know (or be able to do) something
in order tg be capable of askind a thing's name. But
what does one have to know?

We may say: only someone who already knows how to do
something with it can significantly ask a name. '°°

The "something" that one has to know before being capable of
asking a thing's name (that is, before being capable of
subsﬁming an obﬁect\undeg a concept, or using Austinian
“criteria) is "the overall role of the word in language":
Wittgensteinian criteria. As Cavell says: "The criteria do
not relate a name té an object, but, we might say, various -
concepts to thé*congept of that object"; "They establish the
position of tHé con¢ept of an 'object' in our system of
Lo

concepts"'°?, If you do not know these criteria, "then you
lack, as it wére, ﬁét only a piéce of information or
knowledge‘buffthe possibility df aquifing any information
about such oﬁﬁecgs uberhaupt"“{’. Before we can meaningfully
ask, for example, what the pop&lationhof Russia is, we have
to have the concepts of "Ruﬁsié" and "population"; we have
to know that Russia is ﬁhe kind of thing that can have a
population but not a toothache, that the concept of
"population” is related to that of "number" in a way that
"Russia” is not, and so on. The fact that we do possess
these criteria is’revealed in: =

...yoUr ability to use the concept in conjunction

‘with other concepts, your knowledge of which
concepts are relevant to the one in question and

oy p.I., §§830,31.
"°: CR, p.73, 76.
'** CR, p.77.
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which are not; .your knowledge of how various
relevant concepts, used in conjunction with the
concepts of different kinds of objects, require
different kinds of contexts for their competent
employment, '°*

How is it, then, that we gain possession of Wittgensteinian
criteria? Wittgenstein says "It would be an answer to say:
'I have learnt English'"'°*, Cavell's gloss: "Is there any

less general answer to this than 'In coming to talk'? And
. 4
would it make any diffeﬁence if we said, 'In coming to know

what things are, what people do'?" "But anybody who can
speak knows these things"'®*‘, We possess Wittgensteinian
criteria by virtue of being members of a culture, a

community, a form of life, for in a deep sense our criteria

‘

are our form of life.

You cannot use words to do what we do with them
unless you are initiate f’the forms of life which
give those words the point and shape they have in
our lives, '°”

However, Wittgenstein emphasises that "I know what a
word means in certain contexts"'°*. His point here is that
we gain our knowledge of criteria ih the process we call
"learning a language", but that ;e do not do so
exhaustively; we do not learn all of the ways in which a
concept is used in learning language.

We don't say that the man who tells us he feels the
visual image two inches behind the bridge of his
nose is telling a lie or talking nonsense. But we

'°4* CR, p.73.

'°® P.I., §381. Cf. "You learned the concept 'pain' when you
learned language". (§384).

‘¢ CR, pp.43, 56.

"7 CR, p.184. ' = . ,

'°* The Blue and Brown Books, (Oxford, Blackwells, 1969) ;
p.9. (Henceforth BB.)
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say that we don't understand the meaning of such a

phrase. It combines well-known words, but combines

them in a way we don't yet understand. The grammar

of the phrase has yet to be explained to us,'°’
To fail to understand the use of a concept in cerﬁain
éircumstances is, for Wittgenstein, a failure to grasp the
meaﬁing of that concept. This is a matter of not possessing
the criteria by which the concept is being applied. To
"explain the grammar" of a concept is to give the criteria
by which it is applied, which is to give (part of) the

~meaning of the concept. Wittgenstein's suggestion is that wew“

go about this through a series of what we might call
"grammatical investigations™, through looking at the way in

which the concept is used in particular circumstances.

We feel as if we had to penetrate phenomena: our
investigation, however, is directed not towards

o~ phenomena, but, as one might say, towards the

. . . . . -

N "possibilities" of phenomena. We remind ourSelves,
that is to say, of the kind of statement that we
make about phenomena... Our investigation is
therefore a grammatical one. ''°®

It is by lobking at "the kind of statement" that we make
about concepts and thus learning low to use them, then, that .
Qe learn the meaning of those concepts. As Cavell says: "To
know how to use the word 'anger' is to know what anger
ig, "t

I suggest that this notion of Wittgenstein's provides
us with one (though not the only) model for understanding
how it is that we learn from fiction. According to this
model, works of fiction can be seen as a series of

1009 BB, p'.'lo.
tre pP.IL, §90.
111 CR’ p.185.
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"grammatical investigations", directed towards "the
possibilities of phenomena". In reading or watching fiction,
we are presented with concepts in use in particular
circumstances and situations. By providing examples of the
way in which certain concepts are used, the work reveals the
criteria which govern them. Thus, for example; Othello can
be seen as being among other things an investigat#n into
the grammar of "jealousy". Through observing the way in
which jealousy is compared and centrasted,to other conceﬁts
such as envy, hate, love, honour, apd so on -- that is,
through observing how the concept is used and works in the
context of the play -- we can extend our knowledge of the
criteria which govern our use of jealousy, which make
jealousy what it is in our form of life. It is the
possession of these criter\a that~gives ns thqﬁpossibility
of identifying jealousy, of distinguishing it from other
emotions; indeed, of knowing what jealousy is. ‘in watching
Othello,tand thus extending our knowledge of the crlterla of
the concept, these possibilities are enhanced and 1ncreased

Earlier in this chapter I suggested that the notlib‘

one's gaining emotional experlence need not 1nvolve ones

i%, that emotlona} experience need not be prlvate. ThlS

point is made explicitly by Bedford, when he argues thaw;¥

, .:_ ‘: EN

learn about our emotions essentially in the same

;-
e gway,
other people learn about them"''?, We learn aboug f‘y
' %

- ''?* Bedford, p.81.

v
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primarily not by introspection, but by observing human
ac?ion within the éontexf of "social relationships and
institutions... systems of judgment, moral, aesthetic, and
legal™''®, My suggestion was that one can, for examplé,
learn about what love is by observing a love affair between
Jack and Jill. On the account o?hhow it is that we learn
from fiction that I am advocating here, reading or watching
works of fiction is analogous to observing Jack and Jill's
romance. In both cases, we can learn about aspects of an
emotion through seeing that concept in use in particular
contexts. I noted earlier that it may well be that in
watching Jack and Jill we can learn about aspects’of love
that would not have been revealed to us through our personal
experience of loving and being loved. It seems clear that
this possibility is even greater in the case of responding
to and learning fro; works of f;ction, where thé subtlety of
the way in which concepts are put: to work, and the richness
Sf’the situations in which they are used, are limited only
by the skill of the author.
In this chapter, I have gigﬁn.2P account» of how it is
that we learn from fiction based péfhittgenstein's arguments
‘V%%g’that the meaning of a concept is revealed in the way in
Mgg&@%hich'it is used in'language. My suggestion here has been
| that we learn from works of fiction by seeing in them

.«concepts in use in particularly rich and complex situations.

This account also indicated what it is that we learn from

'3 Bedford, p.98.

[
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_fiétibn; ﬁémely, the criteria which govern our use of
éoncepts'and structure laéghage. Unlike the theory off?
¢atharsis offered by Goldeﬁ,‘my account of how it is 'that we
learh from fiction is not dependenf uboh specifically
Aristotelian concept@!ps of art and‘émiéatiOh. My suggestion
has been thét as "grammatical‘inveétigafions*,.o; e#tended .
éxglorat@ons\of'critefia, worgs of fiétion provide us with
the resdur;%g to broaden our knowledge not only of fhe
meaniﬂgs of\pa;{icqlar concepts but of the nature of our
form of life itself. This account, IISUQgest, pfovideg a
Sﬁbstaﬁtial part of the answer to Walton's question
concerning the importance and-value'of fiction. In my” next
‘chapter, i_shaly fu;therfdévelop'this answé:>th;ough a

. X
coQEjderation of Stanley Cavell's nq%ion of acknowledgmentk%

N



V. Acknowledging Fictions

2

What's Hecuba to him, or he to Hecuba,
That he should weep for her?''?,

%

C‘\ Thus far, we have considered Goiaeg’s account‘qf'

1/catharsis; thch suggests. that the cathartic process
involves some kind of learning experience, an account of the
concept that does not conflict with‘tﬁg/constfaints imposed
by the theory of emotion outlined in Chapter I. In the last
%ﬂépter, Ibgave~an account of what'this learning pgdcess
involves; my éuggestion“was that we learn about the criteria
for the application of concepts from literature, by‘seeinéi
there these coﬁcepts in use. In thisﬂéhapter ve will return
to the issue of the possibility of haviﬁg ehotions with
fictional objects,wby way of a discussion of Cavell;s
concept of ackhowledément; Consiaering this problem again
will allow us to complete our outline of cathar51s as a

ﬁﬂlearnlng process. |

As I indicated in Chapter IV, it is a central tenet of

Wittgenstein's later thought that the meaning of a word is
given by t?e ways in which it .is used in partiCulari
"language-games". If we wént to fing out more about what a
word means,wthen, we should look at particular instances or

'*4 Hamlet, Act 11, Scene 2.

G 63 . LT
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sitwations in which it is used; the differences in the way
o .

in which it is used from case to case show us the range and

subtlety of the criteria which govern its use, and thus of
its| meaning. Cavell makes this point.in speaking about

ordinary language philosophy at theu%egiﬁhing of his study'
-~ - \..s'/“ .
of King Lear:

...specifically the issue is one of placing the
words and experiences with which philosophers- have
always begun in alignment with human beings in
~particular circumstances who can be imagined to be
having those experiences and saying and meaning
those words. This is all that "ordinary" in the
phrase "ordinary language phllosophy" means, or
ought to mean... It.reminds us that whatever words
are said and meant are said and-meant by particular
men, and that to understand what they (the words)
mean you must understand what they (whoever is u51ng
them) mean... ''*

Thus,vI have suggested, we can see.a wosk efsfiction as
investigating the grammar of concepts by putting them to
work in particuiarfsets of circumstances or situations; and”
that by studying these situations, we can learn &ore about
how to~use those.goncepts,'and thus about what they mean.
"Jealous§ﬂ;mean§ what it does in Othello because it is uSed
in avce?tain set of circumstances: those portrayediin che
play.. To understand nhat,jealousy,means in Ehe'play we haue
to understand these . qrrcumstances. Slmgﬁﬁxly, we only f
understand Othello s "Put out the ilght and then put out .
tHe light", and Lear's Fool's "Nothing‘will come of nothing,
nuncle”, because (or 1f) we understand the contex;s in which
'they are spoken. In other contexts or circumstances, their

''* Stanley Cavell, "The Avoidance of Love", reprinted in
Must We Mean What We Say?, (Cambridge University Press,
1976); p.270.
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meaning might be duite different.

We ask "What does 'I am frightened' really mean,
what am I referring to when I say it?" And of course
we find no answer, or on& that is 1nadequate.

The guestion is: "In what sort of context does
it occur?"' ¢ -

The point of ‘embarking upon the kind of‘grammatloal
investigationa that Wittgenstein does in his later
philosophy, then, is to see how wotds function differentlﬁ
in dlfferent contexts, to 1ncrease our knowledge of thelr

overall role in language,~of our cr1 eria. In order to

’

understand and thus.learn from these investigations, we must
" be able to understand the contekts or situations 1in |
question, As I indicated in the previous chapter,
W1ttgenste1n holds that language arises out of the sphere of

human activity as a whole: "our talk gets its meaning from
the rest of'our préoceedings”. The criteria which govern our

use of concepts, our language, are thus internal to human

activity, or "the human form of life"''’. It follows from:-
this that the circumstances or situations in which the -

concepts in question are being used are essentially human
situations, by which I mean that they are of, or within, the

human form of life''*. Understanding this is crucial to
"'t P.I., p.188. Cf. §§525, 583, 652, See also BB, pPp.
19-20, 145-7, 157, S | o
''7 See R.A. Shiner, "Canfield, Cavell and Criteria": "our . -
form of life and our criteria are one" (p.264). i
'"* It should be noted here that the phrase "the. human férm
of life" is not Wittgenstein's. His nétion of a "form of -

- life" is somewhat ambiguous, and there has been much d1spute
as to whether he would have accepted -that’ it has any meaning
as I am u51ng it here.. See, for %pstance, John Cook, "Human
Beings", in Studies in the- ‘Philosophsy of Wlttgensteln, ed.
Peter Wlnch (London: Routledge 'Kegan Paul, 1969);
Teichman, "W1ttgenste1n on Pergbns and Human Belngff, in

r
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understanding grammatical investigations, and so to being

‘abieﬁmq extend our knowledge of criteria.
. ‘.; H oL 8
The point I have sketched above, however, appears to

_ 4 S
pose a threat to my account of how it is that we learn from
fiction. I will characterise this as the "philistine's"

threat. As Don Mannison says:

Q' [We] mlght always be in a position to argue
A successfully that the "odds" were 51mply enormously

g

“;. against the actual occurrence of situations... of _

. the sort portrayed in King Lear or Anna Karenina. 1

“ lack anything resembling a "knock-down argument"

+« here, but can only point to the strangeness of
'«allow1ng epistemology to enthrone and enshrine this
variety of Philistinism., ''°

It séems clear that some YOrks of fiction ‘are in some sense
"abth" our world, or the human form of life: the novels of
Saul Bellow orf§1rgln1a Woolf, for instance. By introducing
the ne£1ons éf allegerles or fables, this class might be
extended so as to include fairy- tales, anlmal stories, works
of sc1ence—f1ctlon and,fantasy, and so on. But it will be
objected by the philistine that to construe this as meaning
‘that the 51tuat10ns deplcted 1n works of f1ct10n are "of the
human fo%m of life" is to stretch things too far. Characters
such as Anna Kareg&na and King Lear are obviously not human
beings,-they areléietions. This is even more obvious, he
wfllgpoiht out, if we consider Bilbo Baggins, or the

It

Cyclops. And if the characters are fictional, so must be

——— e ——— g — o — ————

"1 (cont"d) Understanding Wittgenstein, ed. G. Vesey,
(London; Macmillan, 1974); Peter Winch, "Nature and
Convention”, in his Ethics and Action, (London: Routledge &

Kegan Paul, 1972) Roy Holland, "Is Goodness A Mystery?", in

his Against Emp:n:c:sm, (Oxford: Blackwells, 1980).
"'’ Don Mannison, "On Being Moved By Fiction" , P.84.

g
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their situations or cireumstances. Fictional'situatiohs, it
ygll be said, are just that -- fictional -- and the best
that can be saia about their relation to our world, to the
human form of life, is that some of them represent some
empirically unlikely, but possible, events,

Our philistine here is of course quite correct in his

assertipn that the situations portrayed in works of fiction

are:fictional, and that we know this to be the case. The

crucial issue here, however, is whether or not this
assertion necéssaﬁily involves the denial of the possibility
of ‘seeing fictional situatibns as being of our form of life.
If the philistine's assertion does involve this denial, it
appears that we will be forced to reject $y accouht of
learning from fiction. If we cannot understand fictional
situations as being in an important sense human- situations,
the notion of works of fiction being Wittgensteinian
grammatical investigations into criteria and the meanings of
concepts becomes‘ﬁnintelligible. I will argque here, hovever,
that the concepts being investigated-in fiction are
distinctively human concepts (by whi;h I mean that their use
is a function of our criteria, of our form of life),.andv
that the situations or contexts in which they are at work
can beisegn as being of or within the human form of life in
spite 6£'the fact that they are fiétional. S&€eing that this

is so is not an epistemic matter, however; rather, I want to.

suggest,+«it requires what Cavell terms "acknowledgment” on
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our part"“t My suggestion is that this notion will not only
give support to my account of how it is that we learn from
fiction, but will also provide us with the means by which we
can understand how it is that we can have genuine emotionsv
the objects of which are fictions.

Cavell argues that there is no foundation to our
knowledge beyond what he calls "our mutual attunement or
agreement in our criteria", what W1ttgenste1n descr1bed as
"agreement in judgments" or agreement in forms of lle".
This agreement makes possible both language and ;nowledge:
as human beings we are internal ly related to other human -
beings through this mutual attunement or agreement. The
notlon of 1nternal relat10nsh1p is at the heart of Cavell S
concepts of acknowledgment and avoidance, klnshlpland_'
separation: Essentially the point is this. As the pnilistine
denies that the characters and situations depicted in
fiction are. of onr'form of life, so the sceptic in the
traditional problem of other minds rejects the humanity (or
"personhood") of other homo sapiens. (In effect, he denies
7that there is a human form of life in denylng the role of

"2° Cavell's non- eplstemlc concept of acknowledgment" is
introduced in his paper "Knowing and Acknodﬂedg1ng"' the
concept is developed in "The Avoidance of Love", and more
fully in The Claim of Reason. The concept is introduced in
‘response to what Cavell cplls "the genuineness of the threat
posed by scepticism", and out of dissatisfaction with the
foundationalist attempt to dismiss that threat. A discussion
of- these eplstemological concerns would require a thesis in
itself, and would in any case be out of place here. Rather,
B! shall concentrate on a specific application of the notlon
to aesthetics.y In particular, I will go on to argue that
"acknowledgment" 1s a valuable resource for understandlng
the mechanlsm of our respo e to fiction.

,ﬂ ‘ | . 4
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A

égreement and community.) Thus he will_respond to my claim
that I know that you are not at this moment in excruciating
pain by saying that for all I,know you are in excruciating
pain but are hiding it from me'- |

The threat posed by the sceptic here is a serious one:
we are, so to speak, separated by our bodies. Direct
knowledge of what is happening in your m%nd is unattainable,
and therefore for all I know you might be, as Cavell puts

% -

it, "an automaton a zombie, an android, an angel, an alien

]

of some unHeard of kidney.. "1z Ccavell argues that thlS is
the "truth" of scept1c1sm"‘lwhere the sceptic goes wrong,
he suggests, is in goncentrating on the separation between
human beings, and ignoring the kinship that exists between
ﬁs, We are separate =-- as Cavell puts it, "Join hands ‘here
as we may, one of the hands is mine and the other is
yours,""’. §nowing, or rather acknowledging, another
involves an a&areness and an acceptance of that
separateness,‘of our difference, of our 1nd1v1dua11ty
However, there\ls also kinship between us: we are internally
relatgd through‘our agreement in ]udgments, which is what
makes knowledge possible at all.

The affirmation of this kinship, which is at the same
time an overcoming of our separateness,’is whaé'Cavell calls
"acknowledgment"; it is an affirmation Qf my humanity and

yours. In acknowledging, I "reveal” myself to you; I

"1 CR, pp.423-4.
t2a CR, pn4480 - N )
'?? "The Avoidance of Love", p.340.
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recoghise the internal relationsHip between us: it is as
mueh @ matter of understanding something about myself as
about you. The opposite of, or alternative to,
acknowledgment is "avoidance" -- the concentration on our
separateness and the exclusion of our kinship. Avoidance, it
should be noticed, involves denying something about oneself
as well as about others.VOur concepts, the use of which are
directed ana made possible by agreement in judgments, are
fundamentally communal: I.cannot coherently retain my
humanity whilst denying that of others. Thus Cavell arques
that scepticism with regard to other minds, whilst it
contains an important truth --vthat we cannot know of the
existence of other minds -- is ultimately incoherent. Our
'réiétionship to others is not one of knowing, but of
acknowledgment .

E Cavell's reading of King Lear in "The Avoidance of

Love" aepends heavily and expliqitly on the notions of

"acknowledgment and avoidance. His implicit suggestién is

that by showing us these concepfs’in use, the play can show

or tell us more about what they mean. A brief account of

Cavell's interpretation of the play will make clearer how he

thinks these concepts work. He says:
[The] motivation which manipulates the tragedy é%“>
throughout its course, from the scene which precedes g
the abdication, through the storm, blinding,' evaded .
reconciliations, to the final moments... [is] the

attempt to avoid recognition, the shame of' exposure,
the threat of self-revelation., '2* :

L5

Very briefly, the point is that Lear will not ackﬁﬁﬁledge
""""""""""""""" Y

'?¢ "The Avoidance of Love", p.286.
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that Cordelia loves him because he sees her love as making a
claim upon him, as a demand that he should return her love

in kind. In thus .avoiding her, he avoids revealing certaln

things about himself, avoids reveallng them both to h1mSe1f

and to others- namely, that he does not dare or even know
how to glve or to accept love and that he would rather have
the public and empty "love" that his other daughters are so
ready to glve ~"love" that makes no demand on him and which
he does not have to return. Tragedy is contingent; it is not
the result ofuthe inexorable Qprkings of fate but of a
failure of acknowledgment, a distinctively human failing.
Cavell's readihﬁ'of Lear, then, suggests that it is a play

about acknowledyment and avoidance, an investigation into

‘the grammar of these concepts., Whether or not this reading

of the play is accurate it does succeed in h19hl1ght1nguthe

~tact that in order to understand the play, we have to see

iLear and the other characters as being in some sense human

(or persons), in situations that are within our form of

life, Lear is not a tragic hero in the classical sense,

doomed by fate or "some over-riding classical passion”

rather, he is a man, who chooses his fate, who brings down .
tragedy upon himself,

Our ph1115t1ne" is likely to be extremely dissatisfied
with all this. He will protest that Lear is obviously not a
man, that he i§ Figtional -- the preduct of someone's mind,
who if he exists at all, only exists on paper. There is no

questlon of him having or making ch01ces' his fate, which is
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as fictional as he is, is decided along with everything else
about him by his creator. Just as the sceptic in the
traditional problem of other minds was correct in his .
insistence that we cannot Know of the existence of other
persons, the philistine is of course quite right about all
- this, Lear simply is fictional, and we are not. In certain
ways, we are clearly separated from fictional characters: we
do inhabit different worlds, and there is nothing we can do
to eliminate this separation. As Walton says:
From our position in the real world we cannot, it
seems, rescue Robinson Crusoe from his island, or
send flowers.to Tom Sawyer's relatives grieving at
his funeral, Willy Loman cannot tell us his
troubles, nor can we give him advice. A Frankenstein
monster may threaten with ‘destruction any character
who has the misfortune of sharing its world, but we
in the real world are perfectly safe from it. '2°%
However, like the sceptic, the philistine goes wrong in
concentrating exclusively on the separation between us —-- in
this case, on the fictionality of characters. In doing so,
he fails to recognise that there is also kinship between us.
, . .
We must now turn to a consideration of the nature of that
kinship.
As I indicated earlier in this chapter, Cavell suggests
that the kinship that exists between human beings is a
function of our shared (Human) fotrm of life, which is
structured by what Wittgenstein calls agreement in

judgments. We are inte:nally related, Cavell éuggests,

through "our mutual attunement or agreement in criteria”. My

'** "How Remote Are Fictional Worlds.From The Real World?",
p.12.l i ’

/
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suggestion here is thaf this relationship also exists
between human beings and fictional characters; that is, that
our kinship with fictional characters is of the same kind as
our kinship with other minds. That this is so is apparent'
frem what has already been said about language and criteria.
Language as a whole, including the language of fiction, is
governéd or structured by our criteria, which is to say that
it is a function of the human f&r@ of life. The concepts
used in fiction, the situations and contexts in which they
are put to wofk, and the characters who use Eﬁem‘are
therefore necessarily of or within the'humén farm of life,
The situakions and fates of fictional characters are the
Akinds of situations that only members of our form of life
can go through, and they a}e the kinds of situations that we
all do go through. Lear, for example, has a uniquely human
choice: he can either accept or reject the love that he is .
offered, he can respond to Cordelia'in kind, or he can
"avoid" her in the way that his othér daughters avoid him.
He chooses to reject love, to deny another and thus himself.
Our kinship with him consists in that this is a choice which
is open to us all, and which we are continually faced with.
We can see that his "traéic flaw" lies in nothing mdre and
nothing less than his denial of his kinship with -~thers, his
rejectién of community, and this is a flaw to which only
members of the human form of life are subject.

As in the case of‘other minds, the affirmation of

kinship with characters is also an acceptance of our



iy,

there is also kinship between us -- they are of dhﬁqfdrm of

[ ot

life. To acknowledge characters is to recognise that in # ° W
spite of the "distance" between us,'they are in éxaéep'sense
like ourselves, and that their situations are like our
situations. Thus their fictionality, though not elimina;ed, .,
can be overcqme. Certainly Léar is fictional, but he is a
fictional human, a fictional member of the human form of
life. | |

I have égaued here that Cavell's notion of
acknowledgment pfovides us with the resources_for
understgnding how it is that we reqognise the ‘characters and
situations depicteé”in works of fiction as being both
fictional and of ouf form of life. W#™are now in a position
to see how Cavell's notion supports my account of how it is
that we learn from fiction against the philistine's claim
‘that characters such as Bilbo Baggins and the Cyclops are
obviously not human; that we know that the characters and
events of fiction are fictional and thus have a different
ontolog{cal and metaphysical status from us. I have argued
that such characters are necessarily of or within the humany
form of life because their (albeit fictional) existence is
governed by and is a function of human criteria. The
philistine's claim.poses no threat to the theory that we

learn from fiction by seeing there concepts in use in human

situations once it-is realised that we can and do
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e

Earlier in this chapter, I sugyested thadﬂ&he concept

of acknowledgment might help us to resolve the puzzle
, 5 N

!

goncerning the possibifi&x of our ha¥®ng genuine emotions in
response to fiction outltned in Chapter I. Thi puzzle was
generated by the gpot that the theory of emotion that we
have been dealing with in this thesis holds that at least
two beltef conditions must be satisfied for the ascription
of a genuine emotion. Pitcher terms these the "General"

bekief, in the existence of the object of the emotion, and

. . . ’
~the "Specificatory” belief, that the object has certain

properties'?‘, In the case of fiction however, it is argued

that we do not believe in the existence of the. objects of
A

our supposed emotions, and therefore cannot believe. that

Q

they have any proﬁertles Faced with this puzzle over the

}1ntu1tlon that we. can be moved by fictions, Colin Radford

i.z.
©

I am left with the conclusion that our being moved

in certaln ways by works of art, though very

"patural” to us and in that way only too

1ntelllg;ble,}1nv01Ves us in inconsistency and so
“ 1ncoherence 1 - :

Kenaalf Walton on the other hand,  responds to the puzzle by

o

argu1n§ that the feellngs we have in response to fictions

"3cannot pe genu1ne emotions, but are rather qua51 or
..make belleve emotlons. My suggestlon here is that in the

:jcase of flCthﬂS, acknowledgment can play ‘the role that

e e e e - ——— o ———

”‘vpltcher, pPp.332-335.
'3 Radford "p.78.
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belief conditions play in the experience of emotions with
real objects. If successful, making-this move would allow us
to avoid both-Radford's and Walton's unpalatable

conclus1ons. )

u

My argument for the plau51b111ty of this suggestlonnls
based ‘on the notion- that belief, ‘whllst a necessary
» condltlon for the experlence of genu1ne emotlonS} is not in
tttself a suff1c¢ent cﬂuse of.emot1onN For example,ylet ys
Ttake a~case in which I am afraid of a.bear.-According to our
theahy of embtioﬁ for .it to.be true that I‘am afraid I must
Le N belleve flrstly that the bear ex1sts and secpndlxmthat 1t 1s,

dangerous or poses a threat to me. It seéms clear h& wever,

wthat these beliefs are not in themselves suff1c1ent to\
‘generate my‘fear;,ltuls'pd?ﬁectly posslble that I should.

. hold them and not be afraid. The element that is lacking
N " here might be characterisedlin‘terms‘of/ﬁgersonal
1mp11catxon “ g» ‘ o
To g1ve a prec1se cha;acterlsatlon of thls notion would

be extremely d1ff1cult if not 1mp0551ble,_for what it
1nvolves will presumably dlffer from case to case and person?i

to person Loosely, h0wever w? canﬁsay that it\ﬁs an
. S

’ acceptance that one 1is in some way dlrectly or personally

i\1nvolvéd in the state of affalrs .in whieh the e@otlon\ls ?
,experlenced For example,;iet’us saifthat Ibam"angryﬁwith”

. .~ Smith; the ;e1q6ant spec1f1catory belgef 1n thls case mlghbf
’ be that he has étolen some money..It is not 51mply this.
.betleq, however, that gene;ates my anger. What does that ;‘

L ” *
., A‘ -
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| might be something such as my realisation that he has stolen’
my money, or the money of a'friend of mine. Alternatively,

1t may be .that I regarded h1m as a ﬁrlend and feel that his
!
theft (from anyone) 1s-a betrayal of that friendship; or
~that I regard memberahip»in.society as involving contractual

v"obligations to one's fellows, and consider anyone who steals
from others to:be‘tailing to fulfill those obligasions. The
notion of personal implication‘or involvement in the state
of affairs or context in which an emotion;is aroused is an-

. essential element in our emot?§nal experiehce. As I: .
ibndica‘ted earlier in this chapterj such a notion :; at - g *Q,'.r_
heart of theﬁconceot of acknowledgment -In acknowledglnq y

"inholvef'the other (he he flctlonal or real) in us:

ra

acknowledgment requires the Yealisation and .acceptance of
B e o ) , CL T -
something about oneself as much as about the other -- °

namelyflthat one is both an individual and a member .of a
“commhndty;'that one ia'botH separate from-others‘and ) i
1nternally related to then, that the humanlty of "the -
»1nd1v1du%} depq&dggﬂpon thaé*ﬁé the commun%gy‘—— above ale
. that one - is 1nex§r1cably 1mp11cated in what I have ‘been -
referrlng to as. the human form of llfe.
-1 have argued here, then, that incaddition to General
aand Spec1f1catory bellefs, acknowledgment (or somethlng that
bears a cbose'?esemblance*to'i{) plaYS a crucial role in our
experlence of emotlons in the*LreaL world". It qs my . .
hsuggestron that in the case of our. response to ﬁyctlon, N |
acknowledgment oﬁ characters (thevrecognltlonnthat they are
) o L E o

. 7 ‘ oo . . . N ,' . .‘l.‘._\. ,. - mﬁ
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fictional members"* of the human form of l1fe) serves‘as a
substlayte for the Gene;al belief condition (the belief in
the existence of the object of the emotion), and thus
establishes the possibility of.our having genuine”emotions

the\objects of wh1ch are flctlonal It should be noticed

here that thls move does not entirely eliminate the role

-played by’belfef in emotional‘requnse. In acknowledging

Lear as a fictional member of the human form of life, we
n?'_‘_.'r . R . o

acknowledge certain things about him. We are informed about

some of these things by Shakespeare: that he is King of

England, that he has three daughters, that he employs a

Fool, and so on. Others we have to discover and decide for

ourselves, as we do in any relationship: Is Lear wise or’
foolish? Does he over- or under-estimate the nature of his

relatlonshlp w1th Cordelia at the beginnihg of the play7 Is
5 .

he over-generous or simply irresponsible? As, in any-

, relationship, we may be certain about some of these tE&ngs,

id

and never sure about others. The important point for our

purposes here is that in acknowledg1ng characters we accept

:

9fgghat they have (1n some - sense) certaln propertles These

4

propertles, I suggest, feﬂwr he ba51s of spec1f1catory

bellefs about the characters i quesEéon which can be true

or. false, .and which play essent1‘7ly the same role in our

. . ‘ - ! )
emotional respongse to, fiction th tkghey do with regard to
: 1 _ o - .

-fictions whose objécts are real: they determine the nature

of the emotlon‘-~~whether it w1ll be plty or 5corn for

‘example - and they a%féy us to ]udge whethggklt,ls ) ,v

L
S
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a ! - g
Te e ’é‘d -
! . - . PR



reasonable or not'?*,
My suggestion here has been that by substituting
acknowledgment for the General belief we can establish the

p0551b111ty of exper1enc1ng genuine emot1ons, determlned by

spec1f1catory beliefs, whose objects are fictional. Although

I claim that these emotions should (and through the
introduction of acknowledgment can) be seen as being

genuine, I would emphasise that I do not wish to denj,thét

o
™ . '

there is an important distinction to be drawn between’them

&
.

. and other emotlons. Thls dlStlnCthV whlch 1s what Walton
tries to capture in hlS notion of ‘qua51 emotrons ,,l1es in

the difference in ontologlcal status of fictional objects

and actual objects. An anestlgatlon into these dafgerences'

would require a thesis other than this; I would mdke one
o
point about it here, hija

Jer. By empha5151ng the distinction

between emotlons w1th f1't1o al objects and other emotlons

i

we' run the rlgk of loos ng
> ,
1mp rtant d1st1nct1ons.

1ght of other perhaps equally

h might be a distinction

between emotlons_whOSe objectls ard members. of the humankﬁq§m,

of life (which on' my account would include both fictional
@ : <. ™ ’ T ,
characgers and human beings) and those-whi.i objects are not

[ 2

(objects such as bears and avalanches and’so on). It seems

likely that an investlgation into_thése kinds of differences

e

@nd distinétions will have to be made through analyses of '
;the.waysjin'which particular emotions work in particular’

oircumsténces"’. One of the ‘ways ‘in, wh1ch we conduct such

~'%% See Pitcher, pp 339- 340 ' )
tee P1tgg@r. for 1nstance, acknowledges the need for this

79
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invesfigations, I have arghed,ijsvthrough writing,‘feading,
and w;tthing‘works of fictﬁon‘k

In this chapter, I have agéued that with the
introduction of Cavell's notion of acknowledgment, further
support is given to my accohnt of how it is that we learn
from fiction. I have also suggested that this notion
provides us with the resources with which to undérstand how
we can have emotlons the objects of whlch are flctlonal
characters. We are now in a position to complete our account o

~of cathar51s and emotlon in flCthn

«
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t2%(cont' d) kind of inguiry. See pp.336- 337 and;his'brief
analysis of "love", pp. 340~ 341 . ’ PR
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Y - VI, Conclusions

»

The jmmense controversy, carried on in books,
pamphlets, sheets, and flying articles, mostly in
German, as to what' Aristotle really meant by the

- famous wq@rds in the sixth chapter of the Poetics,
about ‘tragedy accomplishing the purification of our
moods of pity and sympathetic fear, is one of the
disgraces of human intelligence, a grotesque

monument of sterilit%.'°°‘ s

L

The problem concerning catharsis thy
considering in-his thesis was generated

atceﬁ%s'wﬁis Walgon calls 4

emotion advocated by Bedg;r

accept the (counter-int
-have genuine emotions whog
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iPoiects Q%é‘fictional; that is,

»

‘ﬁavt@ we cannot be bgehuinely. moved by fictions.
Traditionally,“however, catharsis hés been conceived of 55
signifying a pro;égs‘that-is essgnti‘ikyﬂconcerﬁed with_ért
and the emotionsﬁ'The theory whiéﬁiﬁaé.dbminabed thought on .

the subject for centuries argigs that the cathartic process
e A
is one through which emotions are aroused}by a work, and

f\y'thﬁ%qugggg, lééviggﬁkhe $ubject in a state of emotional
i{ba%éhCE”of’hQJmony.AIt would appear, then, that a

Y , . . e . L
- consequence ‘of denying the possibility of genuine emotion in

T - - ————— ——— - — - — =

response to fictions s that one has td reject the concept, -
. 139 John ﬁovrle%.aidepo‘t'. e S



‘of cathar51s as an

theory of emotlon.
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. arg N
unworkable notxon based on a mistaken

.
U
e '

BRY

- However, although he accepts the "common-sense" theory

of emotion as being essentially correct, this consequence is

not accepted_by~Waltoh, who'suggests_that cathar%tc effect

accounts for much of the reason why we find fictiog;yaluable

and important. Walton's implicit suggestion is that an -

account of- catharsis can be given 'which need not violate thé
- e

constralnts 1mposed by our theory of emotion. My aim ih’thi%r

the31s has been to.

The purgatlon

3

-3

give sucﬂ’an account.

theory of catharsis depends on the 1dea

;dh,

that art .can arouse genuine emotions in us. In Chapter II 1

argued that even’if the objects of heSe emotlons are taken

ALY

to be universals of some kind, ‘rath ?{than fictions, this

..-‘
g

therefore could not be ‘kcandldate for the account of

Y

t eory 1is 1ncon51stent with our theory o&)emotlon, and

vcathar51s that we have been trying "to give here.“Leon

Golden's clari®cation theory of gatharsid appeaﬁ'lto‘be a

moregpromising candidate. The attraction of this theory lies

B

in the fact that 1t makes cathar51s an 1nte11ectual process,

concerned wlth our

learning about, rather than directly

- experiencing, emotions. Nothing in the theory depeh&s'on the .

- . ¥ .
idea that art -can arouse genuine emotton in us, and it

,therefore avoids violating the %fonstraints imposed by our,

theory of emotion.

Golden's theory, however, is limited in

as much as hlS concern is 51mply to make the conceg& of.

cathar51s 1nte111g1ble within: the context of the Poetlcs As\

e
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¥

_ such his account is dependent upon and limited to

spec1f1cally Aristotelian conceptions of art and learning
"

In Chapter IV, I gave an account of<howdit is that we
learn from fiction that goes beyond these concerns. This
account is based orm the~Wittgensteiniap notion that we learn

the meaning of concepts, the criteria which govern their
S ¥

application by seeing them in use 1n particular contexts
~and c1rcumstances. My shggeStion was that fiction provides

us with extended eXamples of qoncepts in use, and thus that

& ,‘{ :

works of fiction can be seen as a series of Wittgensteinian
grammatical 1nvestigations into the criteria which
’.{ s—é@ruc?umewiaﬁguage as a whole and govern our use of

particular concepts..It followed from the wittgensteinian

iiiii

notion of criteria which forms the. basasﬁof this account
.
that in order £0 understand ‘hese grammatical

1nvestigations, we have to be able to understand the

characters and. 51tuat10ns depicted in fiction as being. in
ﬁ
some’ sense "human", or of the human form of 11fe. The

mechanism of this identification, I suggested, is given by
" N

‘gtanley Cavell's notion of ackncwledgment. To acknowledge

fictions is to ovqfcome our separation from them, the fact
Oy -

-

’ ghat they are fictional and we are not by affirming what

Cavell calls the "kinship" between u?),mhis kinship is a R
function of theﬂfact'that the dqriterija which gouern their -

'é&iStence are the

¢ criterid that structure ours, To
aeknowledge a flCt %:haracter, then, is to recognise

that he 1s a member of""ﬂe human‘formsof life:in spite of



o

: ¥

his'fictionality.

When applied to ficrion as I have applied it, the
concept of acknowledgment has much in common with Walton's
notions of playing games of "make-believe" and "becoming
fictional™. It should be noticed that acknowledgment does
satisfy the basic conditioh for something's being a game of
make—belieye. All that is needed for such a game to be in
effect, Walton tells us, is that someone imagines or decioes
something: tQ be .the case'?®'. For instance, when a child \
plays a ghme of mud-pies, all he need do in ogder to qualify
as playlng thq game is dec1de that a certain glob of mud ;f

going to bﬁ%% p1e. He ‘may. “or may not then go on to do things

]

JihngUCh as:"put the nge 1n tbe oven", or "serve it to hlS

"Y’ .
frlends L é decision, or act of 1magination, that the glob
vr A
of mud is~ ‘Se a pie 1s, I suggest analogous to

acknowledgaqﬁ that somethlng is the case. AS Cavell says,
By 4T
whether o?&um we acknowledge another is no more and no less

{ .

thaﬂ a cho1ce° the act of ‘acknowledgment represents a

~

&éc19ﬁon .gn our part to recognise that somethlng is the
. g

.‘." ‘!

rgcas $;Q§Q2ma;gues that by playing games of make- belleve

"”u55ng works” oﬁ fiction as props, we become fictional; that

«¢~\|& . ~

is, we become a Qart of what we might call a form of life
whlch 1ncludes both us and the work. Slmllarly, I have N\
argued in Chapter V that in acknpwledg1ng flct;ons we
recognise our involvement or 1mp11catlon in thelgkform of

llfe- we recognlse it-as our own. /}a‘tavell says, "we

__________________ | /

"31 See -Chapter 1 above, pp.14-16.

<Y,
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involve [the work] in us"'?:?,

The account of tatharsis that I have offered in this

~

ﬁhegis,.then, suggests that the concept denotes an
intellectual process through“whith we' are able to learn
abéﬁ; the criteria which govern our use of emotion concepts,
or the language of emotion, and through expanding our
knowledge of criteria, learn more about the human form of
life itself'?*:?, The idea that learnjhg plays a central rolé
iﬁ :ﬁ&xreséonse to fiction is also implicit in Kendall

- Walton's theorywof fiction. In "Fearing Fic?}ohs“ﬁ he argues
that gémes of @akefbelfeve have a céthartic effect on their
particfpants:‘ ‘

such activities serve to clarify one's feelings,
help one to work out conflicts, provide an outlet
for the expression of represséd or socially
-“unacgeptable feelings, prepare one emo{ionally for
"possible future crises by providing "practice" in
facing imaginary drises. '3* ;

It islbqtause of this effect, he argues, that we find such
. o ¥ . - ) £,
"gah%§ valuaqle:aqd important, and that we jse them in

e e . T o 5 = : ’ ', N 3 .
edﬁcatiOD.'(owe‘eh, Walton stops short of explaining what is

%

involyed in this effect:
(2
'** Cavgll, The World Viewed, (Harvard University Press,
1979 ed.); p.154. ,
'?? 1t may be pointed out re that nothing In my account
restricts what we learn from\fiction to the clbncepts and
criteria of emotion and feelihg. However, it kan g@ausibly
be argued, I think, that mugh fiction, and in particular
those works which we think bf as "great.literature", is
concerned primarily with human emotion and f ing, and thus,
that much of what we learn. froma.it will hav to do with -
these conoepts and the ceiteria which goverh them. Nothing
important hangs on whether or not the term catharsis is
restricted to learning about these kinds of things in

particular,. . 3 )
'?4 "Fearing Fictions", p.24.

I
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.

I will not venture an explanation of how such
. therapeutic techniques are effectiwe, nor of why
simulation games work. But whatever explanatlon is
appropriate will, I suspect, go a long way toward
explaining why we are as interested in works of
fiction as we are, and clarifying what we get from
them,'?®* i
: . )
My explanation of how games of make~believe produce their
effect, of why they work, turns on the idea that through
them we can learn about our criteria, and thus the human
fornyﬁﬁ life itself. This explanation, it should be noticed,
also captures Walton's sense that the cathartic effect of
works ‘of fiction enables the "game-player" to "discover" or‘.
"come to termskwith his actual feelings". As I indicated in
Chapter 1v, 1t is because we possess Wlttgeﬁstelnlan

,«‘b-@

criteria that we are g%le to know or say anything about

coneepts at all. Knowledge of public crlterla 'is what makes

fitvpossfble to identify and distingnish our own emotions.

We. feel as if we had to penetrate phen our
Iftvestigationy however, is directed not ¥ ds
phenomena, but, as one mlghtigay &owards; the _ . .
"possibilities" of phenomen#.”We remind ourselves, &
that is to say, of the kind of statement that we

make about phenomena... Our investigation is TR e T
therefore a grammatical oneq4 '3**¢

wlttgensteln says: "Yon\learned the concept 'pain' when you

learned language"'?®’. TAe point here is that we learh what

3

the publlc phenomena of pain is when we acquire iteria. As
\5‘ . (
Cavell says: "Po know how to use the word 'anger' is to know °

L&

what anger 1s""‘* In g1v1ng us a chance to extend our

‘2% "Fearing Fictions", p.25.
PR

i'*¢ P.I., §90. '

w7 P.I., $384.

'Jf\CR, p. 185,
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,possibility that we canvhave emotions whose,objeétéiaqg‘

87
knowledge of. the critetia of emotion concepté, then, works ﬁ
of fiction also allow us to "come to terms with", o
"discover", and "learn to accept" our own emotions. It I é
should be noticed that this account of the cathartic prooess
as being one of learning about emotion through seeing
emotion concepts in use is also consistent with‘the idea
that we learn about emotion through observation of human
action in public contexts rather than through introspection,
which as we noted earlier is a central tenet of the
"common-sense" theory of emotion that we have been working
with in this thesis.

However, as we saw in Chapter V, my account of"
catharsis also allows for the possibility of our having
genuine emotions the objects of which ate fictional. It
might be objected that this feature of the account violates
the constraints imposed by»our "common-sensa" theory of
emotion, and that in doing-50 it fails to satisfy the aims
set out at the end of Chaptét I. However, by‘substituting
acknowledgment for the belief-in the existence of the objeot
of the emotlon in the case of our response to fiction, my
account does not v1olate or confllct with our Egeorﬂrof
emotion; rather, it extends its application to ‘an area in

which it at first seemed that either the theory itself would

A v ?

have to be rejecte'd‘ or that we would be forced to dismiss : ’
the intuitiom that we can be genuinely moved by flCtlQn In

extending the theory of emotlon and allowing for the

A\
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' %. fictional, my account ‘allows us to reject both of these

&

"y % uncomfortable options, and thus succeeds in capturing

o o -

. * "traditional intuitions about the nature of our response to

fﬁ fiction. As we noted in Chapter I, it is preéisely these
1ntuit1ons that Walton attempts to account for in "Fearzng

5 v

Flctlons w1th hlS introduction of the notion of

+

”

"quasi*emotions""’. Quasi-emotions are introduced into his

account ‘because he has to deny the possibility that we can %
have genuine emotions with fictional objects. In introducing;!

the nqtion, however, Walton is faced with the question of

why th ge unreal emotions are so 51m11ar to real emotlons,'

‘\

so simi

.

emotions

Mthat pPeople have been. mlstaklng them for real

r centuries: .

One can't help wondering why Charles’ realisation
that .make- bellevedly he is in danger produces

4 quasi-fear in him, why it brings about a state
’ simil%«w. to real fear, even though he knows he is not
. reallgiln’danger 140 S

v My account allows us to answer this question by asserting

v

that quasr emotlons are states 51m11ar to real emotions,

3

that they are - ]ust as "genuine". Walfon is right, however,

«

in wishing to give a special status to emotions whose
objects are fictional, for they are 1mportantly dlfferent

from other emotlons. This. d1fference lles prec1sely in that
M

é
thelr objects are flctlonal and it xs a difference that.
needs to,be marked., As the acgount I have given here

*

1nd1cates, however, igis not a difference betwgen real and

o sunreal emotions. jj\, .

iﬁ"’ See "Fearing Flctlons“ﬁép 12*14 L
1 0 v "Fear’ing Flctlons_'« p.:j E,‘z "0 . }; 'ii'%:f‘ ‘ .." ‘,_“,','—‘h -

“LU el :
DN Y I ¢
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‘given here succeeds in doing so. However, it should be

- ¢ . .

In this thesis; I have characterised catharsis asla
leaf%ing process throughFthch wefincrease our "emotiooal'
experience” and extenésour knowledge of the human form of
life by see1ng emot1on cohcepts énd the crlterla whlch
govern them in Gse.in part1cular3ﬁ;ctlonal contéxts and
circumstances. As I .indicated in ‘Chapter 1v, however, the
actual haviﬁg of emorions is also a central, thoﬁgh not the
sole, elemeotﬁin emotional experience. Therefore, as the
traditional purgation theorisrs realised, a theory of
catharsis should be able to accomodate the‘possibility‘thet

art can arouse genuine emotions whose objects are fictional

in 'us. Unlike welton's, the account of catharsis that 1 have

L]

-

emphasised that the possibility of being genuinely mozed'b§
fiction plays only a minor role in the-overall theory‘?:
catharsis given in this thesis. A work may or may noOt arouse
e@étion'in us, depending on such factors as its quality, how
m;ny times we have seen or read it, our psychological+state
at the’time, and so on.‘ | | |

I have suggested here that we can Jearn from fiction,
however, whether or not we are moved to emotion by it, and
that it is thlS learning process that is denoted by the
concept of‘catharsas. In this thesis I have argqued that a
crscial aspect Jffthe wagiﬁﬂﬁwhich we learn from figphon is

by understanding it as a series of grammatical

investigations into the criteria which govern our ‘use of

concepts and language as a whole; by seeing in fiction ’QQ‘*
r"‘ri:’:;:&,‘ _'.5 P {:1:{’ e, s .'“_.‘\ Y ) ‘ ‘ |

*
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concepts in use 1n partlcular contexts and 01rcumstances. I

do not cla1m that this is the only way in which we can lean
from f1ct10n, however“ For ﬁnstance, glven that my acqount .'
allows for the p0551b111ty of enperlenc1ng genu1ne emotlons
the objects of whlch are fictional, it might plau51bly be
. argued that we can learn about the emotlons we experlence in’
everyday life (that 1s, emot1ons whose objec{s are belleved
to- be real) by exper1enc1ng emotlons the objects of which we
. know to be fictional'*%, This and other suggestions *
concernlng the way in which we learn.from'fiétiOn remain
open for 1mvestlgatlon- the account I have glven “in thlS

the51s should be seen as an attempt to open up, rather than

to close off, such avenues of enquiry.

"Y4' This kind of 1dea plays an important role in traditional
theories of catharsis; see Chapter II above. Cf. Walten,

"Fearing Fictions™, p.24, and Cavell, "The Avoidance of

Love", p.332. ' . c ‘
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