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_1onstituted of the dialec%ical

;int :relationship amon :t the\domains of production dist—

Q

P

'rib‘tion_and consumption.:i

4indicated that there are nd d‘fferences in 1iterary taste

-between the two types of schoo&s. Even though there are

eF
some differencaifin the norm systems of the two types of

schools the differences are not significant.; It was also ™

ifound out that the two sexes represented iji the sample.-

4

had the ‘same" literary taste and that their norm systemép

were not.Signlficantly different

2,

. The dissertation also points to’ problems for future .

research S S " "-'v-’," Y

Tﬁ% analysis of the data'by statistical computations;b
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' "CHAPTER I

- : ‘_fﬂx R e
PREL IMINARI ES: \THE ‘PROQLEM,,-,AN:D "ITS SETTING

.'“‘ '

- The: Statement of the Problem ' /‘q

' This study proposes to. identify and compare the llters
L ary norm-systems of grade 12 students of  two types of"

"school in Edmontor, -an ﬂacademic" ‘and ‘a "trades-oriented"’

»

“one. : A x

[N

The Subprobléms -

v The'first subproblem is. to dete%miné'Whether the liter-
a®xy norm-systems ' of theiutyo group%: of- students have'_

distinct characteristics,. while the second subproblem is

toucqmpare the_lgterary.norm—systems of these\féo groups

nypotheses

‘ The firSt hypothesis is that the'two groupsdpf students

have identlflably distlnct literary tastes

The second. hypothe51s is " that if ~the llterary norms

of the two groups of st:udents are compared the - llterary

\J
.norm-system of students from the "academlc” type of school

would» be qualltatlvely different thanvrthat of students

from a‘"tradeSJotiented" type of school.

- . : ~



Delimitations 171_,' : 41

a)l The study will not attempt to correlate literary Judge—
~’.ment with academlc performance

‘bl_.The study will npt examine the psychological dimeﬁ51on

" of literary Judgement S | | I

c) The study will use only 44 students.

,,‘.\'

d) The study will use only grade 12 students

e) The study will use only ‘students without known physical\

or mental disabilities

\

The Definition of Terms

Literary Evaluation = 1is,; not simply the act of classi-

fying literary works into good and bad beautiful and ugly,.’
or complex and simple, but rather is the proceés by which
the, reader experiences a literary work. The/ experience
of a 11terary text must not be confused w1th its interpre-.

,tation ' For the sake of clarifying the working deflnition

of the term "literary*.evaluation"_ the. following passage
- from N ,Frye s article, "Context. of literary 'evaluation"»',? will
be addiiced: . . ,

‘ - The . experience pf literature is not
’ - criticism, . just 'as religious experi-
ence is not theology and mental exper-
ience 'is not psychology.. In the
-experience of !literature a great many
. thirgs are felt, and .can be said, .
"which have no functional role to play
In criticism. ‘A’ student of literature
- | may be aware of many thingf ‘that he
' need not say as a critic “



" Thus . understood,dx the  term  "literary ‘evaluation”'

'will- he .used ,”in_-this..SCudy; ‘interchangeahfy .vi;h_.

terms, such as. "literary preference" "literary apprec-
iation', "literary . ‘,responseﬂ¢Q .and . "literary
,experienCeﬂ" '. '.u' "j‘vV SO .

Literary Norm—system - is a set: of criteria that a.

3

reader uses in. evaluating a literary work

Indiana Literary Judgement Test - is the study R.T.

. Segers conducted ag the Universities of Indiana and Yale?

D

Academic Sphool - any school whose curricular emphasis

Le.

.
N

is on pure sciences and arts. This kind of school prepares

students.for entry into,university.

‘Trades-oriented Schools - .any- school whose curricular-
‘emphasis s on technical subjects'such as‘"hair dressing"
and "motof‘vehicle mechaniCS"" . This kind of school pre—_"

pares students for entry into specific job markets

Assumptions

. The first assumption is that literary value Judgements
are amenable to empirical investigation. A |
The second assumption 1is that,the general philosophy
behind a school %Frriculum has‘;n influence on the.quality
of aesthetic education.
| -The third assumption'is that literary norm-systems of

groups of readers . can be compared and contrasted on the

basis of their quality - »
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B AR
'»,The Significance of the Study s' % L
'“Tf' udy will give us an insight into the question

- an. equal amount of access to the liter% values of our

' of whether or not all high school students in«Edmonton have-

‘time._‘ It is also hoped that this study will provide us'

with a. picture of the ~state. of literary eéucation in

Edmonton. Furthermore,‘this study will be a modest contri-

‘ bution to the empirical study of literary judgement‘_ ‘Since

,there are Very few empyrical studies of literary Jud§ement

any effort in this direction is worthwhile. ot 'hg
- P S
L o » ” TN

‘-
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Lo, Frye * "Context of Literary Evaluatioﬁ " in Problems
of Litérary Evaluation. -ed. J.  Strelka . (University ParE
' &‘London Pennsylvania*State University Press, 1969) P 18

2 This term is used here in the same sense R.T. Segers uses'
it in.the following work: 'R.T. - Segers, The-Evaluation of -
Literar, Texts: An Ex'erimental Investi atibn”into Rational -

- ' udgements wit eference to Semiotics
and Esthetics of Reception Studies in Semiotics, Vol. 22.

(Lisse: Peter de Ridder Press 1978) pp. 62-68.

3'Segers, Op. Cit.v
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CHAPTER II’

(A _REVIEW OF THE RELAIED LITERATURE

The Empirical Study of ldterary Evaluation A Historical_‘l
Overview - _

The history of the empirical studyaof literary evalua-
tion can be traced back~to the beginnings of‘experimental
. psychology. G.T. Fechner.‘who is consfdered-the founder
of experimental psychology, was fascinated by the general
questions of aesthetic preference In 1876, Fechner pub-
- lished the results.of hisgresearch %nto thetaffectiveﬁpre—
- ferences. of people.1 'Fechner.sougﬁt to deduce the actual
preferences'of his'subjects from their.. preferences _for
simple and abstract elements such as rectangles and vowel

sounds. ‘This approach to the study of aesthétic preference

was vactively pursued by scholars of aesthetics 1n 'bOth

Europe and America during thexearly part of the- Twentieth '

2

Century. Nevertheless, the .approach 'did elicit a lot of:

lcritiCism from both its admirers and detractors. . Perhaps,

the host ﬁair'a5sessmentwof-Fechner's methodology is_that
by E. Bullough. :'_Bullaagh; who was hihself an ardent
believer in .experimental aesthetics .had this- to say about
the work of the founder of experimental aesthetics:
Fechner's experiments cannot be said.
to have yielded any very: striking

6r illuminating positive results.
The reasons of their failure' are well

v

6
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b, b

" known and are set out 1nﬂgvery criti-
cism, -such* as can. be found in the

above—mentioned work of Lalo. . The
, - purely quantitative measurements, and
° the system of averages which he

- employed, were.the direct cOnsequences
. of the hedonistic principles on which
- he, based his -theory of Aesthetics
. in géneral. The search for the colour .
: which the greatest numbegs of - persons
. 'prefer the questions whet1er squares
. Qﬁlongs are more 'generally liked,
'» . Or what proportions- of the arms of
a cross meet with the widest approval,
. ™ seem to us: rather crude and naive.
& " But posterity owes a great debt of :
‘ gratitude " :to Fechner for ‘having

L ;attacked these kinds of problems,

. i /even 4df the results showed that little
progress could be hoped. for in that
direction.

Notwithstanding his methodological errors, Fech—

ner's greatest contribution to posterlty lies in the fact

'that he was the first aes

physical presence of people in the study of aesthetic

experiencer. Before Fechner's study most of  the studies;

of‘_ ‘aesthet i ¢ experience were purely speculative and
' none of them ‘had: ever. used the aesthetic experience of a
subJect as a point of departure for its theoretical formu-
1ations Thus even though Fechner did not explicitly deal
with literary preference, he can still be looked - upon as
the man whose courage to take the whole study of ‘aesthetics
‘into the empirical realm has been a spurce of inspiration

for the student of.empirical literary appretiation.

N

?hetiC1an to have involved the~

et

‘4
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like most methodological approaches Fechner s basu:f
attitude Was k.ept while at. rzhe same time giving rise to other
. approaches. The most notable off- shoot of Fechner s
ngroach was a group of Einfuhlungﬂx— bor Empathy theories

which\\reached their zenith between 1895 and 1905. The.

proponents of this methodology sought to deducé the general
- norms of aesthetic experience from their own introspective
experience of aesthetic objects; They' were preoccupied

with -the apprehension of the artist's Expression. Some

of the scholars who indulged‘in these introspective ex-

ercises were V. Lee, A.'Thompson and T. Lipps.a'Thewexper-

5 iments carried out within the'framework of the-Einfuhlungsk

theories did accentuate the idiosyncracies of the aesthetiC'
experience - Aesthetic experience cannot be adequately
explained by generalizing from the experience of ‘one indi—
vidual. A more meaningful approach would have ‘béen " one
' that took ‘into account the experiences of many people
In all fairness it must"jPowever be ‘added that the naiviety

" of the underlying assumptions of the Einfuhlmgam~theories

must be  understood in the context of the general level of
empirical aesthetics' research of the time.

Subsequent to the- rise of Einfuhhxmgn-theories and

-under the influence of trends in general psychology, a num-
‘ber of attempts*at standardizing the measurement of aes-
,'thetic experience were made It_was at this stage in the
history of the empirical study of aesthetic experience. that

A
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_— literary preference was" addressed to ‘as a SpelelC area

‘of 1nquiry Of note ama the' researches of H. Carroll‘

o -

'and ‘A. Abbott. et. '?L;, Carroll deVLSed a number of tests
for . the measurement of prose appreciation in school stud-*
ents. > The Carroll Prose Appreciation Test deperided '"for.
its validity' upon two criteria first _source,v second, ~>

expert opinion." Carroll defended his criteria by saying
The assumption is made that a selec-
tion, representative of the ‘art. of
Sigrid Undset, would be: superior: to
a typical selection from .a wopdpulp
-magazine, or that a description: from
-Tolstoi could ‘easily he distinguished
from one badly- written by -'deliberate
intent. @ To be sute;" the .passages
are short; but a ,reader can, even
in a, few lines, -discover an incor- -

rectly used  word, an inartistic com-
bination of. phrases or a faulty sel-

J'-"\’

L ‘ection of detail. If only a single
# note is flatted by a singer, the mus-
ician' hears it; errors,” if they

may .be called sdch in prose are not -
so noticeable, but 1s at least possi-
. ble . to make gross discriminations

“

With due credit to Carroll, there are,"nevertheless~ two’
significant errors that he c0mmits in choosing his criteria;

. First of all Carroll is wrong in assuming that one s pre-

~

ference for an excerpt of. literary text necessarily means

P

- that one likes the whole work of which the excerpt is a.
part. An excerpt of a -whole is ndt aesthetically equiv-
itlent to the whole. In other words an excerpt from Tol-

-

stol's Anna Karenina, is not: aesthetically equivalent to

-~

the aesthetic obJect known as Anna ~<Kareninar-

Thus, a reader's judgement of the excerpt from the

&

aforementioned novel is not representative ~‘of_ his
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i ing tests.

|

overall impreSsion of.theiwhole novel.7

Secondly, Carroll's assumption that expert value judge—

ments are necessarily the best is uncritical.5 Expert value

t

Judgements simply reflect .the conventional ‘norms- of the
period during which the given, experts participate in .the .
8

literary life of a society - It 1's also true that most

of the time the expert opinion is nighly influenced by the

»kind of literary school of thought to whichfthe respect—

ive expert subscribes.. Fdr example a work that is con-
sidered- good by an existentialist literary scholar lnight

be differently valued ‘bygd”a" structuralist. .How-"

' ever,. in. saying all this one is not denigrating the opin-

%
ions of literary experts, all that one is saying is that

the expertsopinion should be used cautiously in construct«

-
-

~

It might also be added that Carroll's conclusions were

»

refuted by . the findings of the research conducted by D.

Schubert Schubert had )replicated The Carroll “"Prose -

Appreciation Test ‘on retarded and superior readers. "'To

his surprise, his findings were different from those that o

9 ‘4 B

were obtained by Carroll

Like Carroll Abbott and Trabue‘used'the opinions of

~the literary experts uncritically in the construction of ~

’

a standardized test for the measurement of students 'apprec—

iation ‘16 poetry Nevertheless unlike Carroll they did

.use whole works in the tasks presented to the subgects.

’
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" The . educational ' psychologist s preoccupation ~ with

fthe idea of constructing timeless standardized tests for

the measurement of literary appreciation has been decried o

by many scholars This methodological approach has been
criticized for its over—emphasis on statistical manipula-”

tions, and f0r creating the impression that the only-valid

empirical approach to the study of literary appreciation L

is one that relies ‘heavily on statistical analysis.10

statistics can be an invaluable tool for the analysis\Pf
. L 3

the literary experience if used carefully, the use of it
'for the mere reason of appearing to Se ‘scientific, can lead

to very naive and contrived conclusions

w

Subsequent to the era in whlch the - educational approach
" was in vogue, a trickling of empirical research inspired
by reception aesthetics began to appear. 11 These empirical
analyses of literary evaluation were a logical development

-
of the central place that the reader occupied in the theor—

etical framework ob reception .aesthetics. .The ‘pbasic3
assumption of reception aesthetics is that literature is
h written ‘to be read and as such, the best way of explicating
lliterature is by investigating the interaction between the
literary text and the reader._ This p031tion, however,‘is
not  new in literary theory. In 1923 _}E%, Schucking did.
'expound a- similar theoretical position' In his . book, |

Soziologie der Literarlschen Geschmacksbildung, Schucking'

assigned ' paramount significance to the explication of

Y

White '
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\.\hliterary taste in- terms of the dynamic interaction of thef‘

-:taste of the varidus groups of . a sdciety 12 The role .of -

the reader in literary life Was furthermore given promtmmce.<

in R. Escarpit s SOCiologie de la litterature - a work in

.which some of: the modes of literary consumption were pre-
sented & However it is .with the advent of rece‘ption
aesthetics that metatheory is grafted to, the jempirical

o

-study of the reader s reception of the literary text.
A case example of empirical reception studies is that -
- by. E. Frey . Frey set out to determine the role of liter-
ary training andrlinguistic competence in the process of
literary eValuation He administered excerpts of texts
to a- number of subJects -i The" investigation showed thata
‘_language competence and literary training do, in fact, |
influence the quality of reader reactions and" Judgements'
‘FThe research indicated also that consensus about the ,aes-
thetic quality of a text increases among people of a simi—
lar literary enVironment One implication of Frey s con—
clusions“ is that there exists a shared set .of literary
criteria amongst people who participate -in a common liter-
ary'life.‘ Another implication of Frey's deductions is that;
the set of literary criteria of: a society can Only be
: ac@giredythrough lité;ary training Interesting_as‘Frey ]
findings.might be, ore cannot overlook the fact _that he
N :

did use literary excerpts instead of whole works Conclus-

-~ *

ions made on the baSls of the readers responses to distaned-
. A . . .

. B el

P
BN



In a study by y Béuef_ et al; an ana1y51s of the

affective elements of Paul‘ Ceian's shOrt poem x’"Faden—m‘

'sonnen"' was performed by administering .a qdéStionnaire

15

to a total- of 665 readers. 'Thenaim of the first part

of the questionnaire‘ mas ‘to find Out the expectation, -
'horizon of the readers,’whibe the second part sought to
capture the. readers spontaneous respOnse to the poem.
Amongst othér things,;this team of scholars discerned three

Ml - '@

main lines of interpretation amongst the readers Thé

reader's choice of any of these appeared not to be acciden--

tai, but correbated to. psychological assoc1ations produced
‘by him. These findings do: confirm the fact that in spite

of differences of titerary Judgement amongst readers there

2

v;exists' a ’shared set‘ ,of Iiterary valueSx ‘to which their

divergent Judgements can be reduced .

A\Empirical ‘ receptlon : studieg, have inspired other
approaches to the analy51s ‘of aesthetic. eValuation most
notably the semiotic analysxs of literary ewaluation done’

by R.T. Segers.lﬁv' " Segers'

eoretical paradigm has . -as-

rts p01nt of departure the . mainqtenets of reception aes—;v;

‘.

thetics, but his study is® more than a mere eXtension of
reception-aesthetics, it is an ambitious attempt at inte-

'grating reception aesthetics with semiotlcs for the purpose

-



of dev1sing an adequate model for. the analy51s of llterary

“-.w.evaluatlon ' Segers : aim was to determlne thé’ sysd:em of
'Tnorms that students of llterature use in evaluatlng 11ter—

ary texts. He “carried out hlS research on students and

‘professors of literature at the Universitles of Indianna

and Yale. ‘The results: of the research.indicated_that the .

readefs"investigated shared a" ¢ommon norm=system which

' was characterized by“three factors, i.e, novelty, design,

and impact. The first fctor comprises the criteria of

lanpuage, originality, excitement, and interest»' The

second factor comprises the criteria of plot, theme, and

structure. The thlrd factor comprlses the items of emo-
‘h;tion, believablllty, characterization rlnvolvement' and
tempo.17 -0f thése three factors,'the_noveltylﬁactorfwas

found to be the'most 1mportant,‘followed by'the;twoiother

factors which have equal signifiCance; 'Seger's work is
7

- perhaps the 51ng1e ‘most lmportant work ‘on the sucht of

\"\V

literary evaluation. For a theoret1cal framework Segers

v,

utilrSes\ such.'releVant theories as 'reception aesthetics,
communication theory, semiOtics,‘.Prague structuralism,
;‘and-value theoryh' In terms of methodology, Segers borrows
and improves upon some methodologles of the Soc1al Sc1ences
.and creates a whole new methodology uniquely adapted to
the study of the phenomenon of llterary evaluatlon

R S R~ SRR e

A eh LT B es @
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Hav1ng emerged lnitlally as part and parcel of generalw
‘emplrlcal aesthetlcs,_,the study of llterary evaluation.
is slowly isolating its own problems from*the'morass of.
the‘ preoccupations of general aesthetlcs NeVertheless,
ﬁlé :“as lmpqrtant as the task ofnattemptxng ‘to provide solutlons'z

to problems, 1is the_questlon of groundlng the studies of

literary evaluation in theoretlcal structures wh1ch stand
"'}. on the cumulatlve contrlbution of llterary theory as well.;

‘as on the theoretlcal 1deas advanced by such disciplines

as value theory and educatlonal psychology |

Curricular. Approaches to the StUdy'of Literary EValuationi
A HlstorlcaI'OverV1ew

Perhaps the earllest investigation of the relationship
between currlculum and llterary Judgement is the one pub—
lished by E. Smlth - and R. Tyler in 1942 | The study was
undertaken to determine whether Or not the so- called ”pro-
gre551ve edUCatlon" had had an 1nfluence on the studentsh
aesthetlc attltudes and interests,,@;-The study wemployed:‘“'
three apprec1at10n questlonnalres _the noVequuestionnaire_j
the drama queftlonnaire and the questionnaire-on-voluntary°-

18

reading. However, the aim of the project was not so

‘ muchzto inv- lgate the constltuents of the norm—systems
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'of this.study, a' number of curricular studies pertaining (
to literary‘ evaluation have been undertaken; however,

,mOSt Of.theSe studles, with the exception of one, focus
on what the teacher does in the teaching of literature
rather than on the nature of the literary norms of the
students.

‘The exXception to the rule mentioned above is‘ R.E.
Tylor's 'work of 1962._19 .She set out to compare  the
efiect of literary courses and that of topical fcourses
on the quality of literary '.interpretation; reading
comprehension, and literary appreciation. The study
showed  'that high school literary type courses producedu
‘higher' scores in literary interpretation than did top-
ical courses, but no. significant difference in reading
comprehension lor literary appreciation (taste). n20 The
'above mentioned experiment is of- great relevance to ‘the
present study in so far as it asks almost the same ques-
‘tion as one of the two questions asked by this study i.e.:
"are there. differences in .the degree to which .different
typesh of‘ curicnla' facilitate the acqu151tion of liter—‘

: ary values7- It lS 1n an attempt to answer this. question -

that a comparative -investigatlon of th literary norm-

cLT e e =

»systems engendered by two differing curricular will ‘be

v~

undertaken.. ".““',:f . }t?

-~ o eem” ‘ o P c < E O -

fHOwévér;'7fbéfo?e'”7discuSSing.-_issuesi’ pertaining to

-
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metﬁbdotog§ and”ﬁhe analysis of;dgpg,:ﬁ'theqretical ration-

>

‘ale in tﬁefspifit’of which this study was carried out will
be presented. | .

-~
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) " CHAPTER THREE
'THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK .

In the present chapter, the theoretlcal framework under
'uhose rubrics the emplrlcal study has been conducted will
be elaborated The . need for groundlng emplrlcal studles'

iof llterature on ekpllc1t theoretical foundatlons has been
‘ < -:voiced by a number of scholars, 1nclud1ng R.T. Segers -and

1 The e1uc1dat10n of one s theoretlcal point’

S.J. Schmidt.
1of"departure,' hlghllghts ~the underlylng assumptlons‘ and
" the spec1f1c fleld of enqulry “of a study Even the very

aim of. the enqulry gets clarifled by such an endeavor

“ P el

BT Thrs klnd of clarlty must be sought 1f the emplrlcal study

of literature is to achleve the status of what Schmldt?

”“irfficalls g ratlonal science ”2

For the purposes of this study, two theoretical issues
are of paramount 51gn1f1cance, the concept of ”llterature".
anJ the concept of Vliterary’ evaluation." . The main
sources of the theoretical position_ taken in this. study
are’ as follows: sociolqéy; theISOCrology of literature;
receptfbn- aesthetics; seniotiCS, communication theory,

~ information theory'and axiology.
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THE .CONCEPT OF LITERATURE

,On  first thought, a discussion of’ the concept of
literature might, seem a superficial exercise in\theoret{cal

gymnastics; however, when one considets the fact that the

-

“term "literature" does not .mear theﬂSame.thing’tb'everyqne,v

one might'appreciate"an explénation'df,the sense in which
.the word is dsed' in the present study. '~ Maria Corti's

comment on the problematic.nature of the term "literature"

v

might further ?luéidate-what is being said here:

- In every study,. the -vantage peint -
from which the object of that study.
is considered is the operative choice - -

.of the critic. That. choice. makes .
‘certain forms of enquiry more per-

tinent . than others, -:which:. would % = <= === ¢

. perspective.
. This" statement, however, .is’ less
: - self-evident- tham it seems, because
© = v -no -object- -of . study:is’ c¢lear  frém .
the beginning; it "becomes  so  only’
gradually, as one passes to various
" levels of -inquiry. Take, for
example, " the notion of \ literature,
which is in daily use, but is thorny
.. 8s a mountain thistle. ‘If .in 1947

s be valid from another

Sartre's question '"what is litera-
~ ture?" seemed insidious, the question
posed by Todorov at the first Con-
gress of the I.A.S.S. (1974) _was. :
» even more so: - '"'Does literature
exist?" Someone is actually casting
doubt on the -object, as if we were ‘
dealing with @ .a collective .. ghost
from - which it ' wduld . Be - opportune : R
- to liberate ourselves. -.. "Another = . e

critic, Zamjatin, who 1is -also ‘a’
writer, does not doubt the object
but rather the possibility of des-
cribing it: ~there is an Indian
fable, he says, in which '"some blind
people were asked to feel an

D



which one is- using the term literature.

It.ithhus- Lm&\

‘elephant and:describe what it seemed .
- Lo ‘'resemble."

. One felt an.ear and

said; a’ rn €. Another felt a hoof

and sald 'a smooth column.'_A third .-
felt -the trunk and said; a - sausage. -
Moral: ,"This"is"the“ destiny of

the majority of eritics.. Literature

is too vast a fact to be .embraced
Cin ltS totality."”

Howemer

Fl

eratlve that one provide the sense in

1n adopt—

A.lng a deflnltion of 11terature one must av01d the - k*x,nd

of extreme sub3ect1v1ty that is ev1dent in the descrlptlons

of the elephant whlch the bllnd men prov1ded

take lnto account. the relevant v1ews of others 1n arr1v1ng

it a’ deflnltlon‘of annobjett

P
I 5 g
v

Taking 'intow'aeéqunt the postulations of

semigtics,

L

- One must

sociology,

ﬂsociologyaoﬁuliterature;'rkéeptidn aesthetigs,

EOmmnnication theory and information theory, the term '"lit-

erature'™ will be‘understoodias'a'social institution which

is constituted.by.tﬁe dialectical process of production,

v

reproduction,

~distribution and consumption of texts which

have been socially designated and accepted as possessing

some literary value.

o

e

i_'gjf'

'such as S.J.

courée, ~the view that- llterature is

. o~ -

a wSOClal

’llnstitutlon is. not new in’ literary scholarship, scholars
Schmldt ‘"have belaboured thls p01nt bef0re.

,Nevertheless,fthe crlteria upon whlch-llterature is often

accorded the status of a social institution are conceived
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haghaéardly. For example Schmidt s. view that literature

- Lotwe TN

is a soc1al institution because it is. a subset of sodial

~in society. . . -aeemos

_communication_in general, merely’ describesva feature that

literature holds in comman with'other social institutions?'

Moreover, this criterion is not .one of the’ sufficient con—

’ : Y PO —_ ' R
— o P
o o N v K

ditions whicki a social phenomenonf mﬁst satisfy in order

‘to qualify as a - social- 1nstitution. In dealing With quesZ

. - N

PR

.

{ions Yegarding the SOCiological status of” liéerature lnvlv.

n

the context - of the SOCial,system, literary scholars would
do better by consulting the criteria’ advanced by soci-

'ologists This is, nZEessary because‘ to name literaturew

- - I P A e
:. . e N

'-n

or par with the rest of the social jinstitutions which exist
( ‘

ot

In the present study, the status of literature as a
social institution is justified on the basis Gf two

criteria advanced by sociologists. . The first criterion,

1

- -

institution as . Man established custom .or practice found
e S .

“in human societies: 'On  the basis of this criterion

literature qualifies for the- SCatus of a “soc1al institu—u-

]

tion.V Literature 1s "indeed one of the most established

customs or - practices of human soc1ety It 1s, present in

all forms of human societies, ﬂegardless of the diffe: ﬁéééf‘

in social organization; and level of economic-development‘;‘

5 soc1al institution.” is necessarily to put. literature"’

Jdvanced by G Ferraro andi_B;_,barkin,. defines a social. .
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Secondly, literature can be considered a social insti-
: %

-tution -on the. basis of the 1nteractlonlst1c" theory of

%
.social institutions. The criteria advanced by this
\

ﬁpproach are best summarlzed by R. Rowbottom in hlS work

SGCLal AnaIysis, in which he defines social instltutions

-

vd@s~ ail thOSe general aspects of the lnteractlons ln any

'y

- society, large of small , which endure beyond changes in

cterias. . - T w

6 .

1nd1v1dual membershlp " . The fact that literature is

characterized by kinds of. interaction which endure. beyond

,'changes'in’iﬁdibidualfiwmheiSQLp,panaqt3be;gainsaid:sf1f

Lo

for example ‘the triad: Author Text and Reader, is taken

’as a representation of the basic constltuents of the stru-

ture of literature, various forms of intra-institutional
interaction can be noted and described. While the specific

modes of 1interaction amdngst. these elements are always

, : . : .
.debatable, the fact'still remains that there are within

hliteratu:e;‘endurlng elemenbsswhach are td & prqcess of. -

m -
.o

IS
PR

”constant interactlon ,and wh1ch therefore define it as

an institution on the basis of the ”interactionistic” cri-

RO S e e _ o

Social "institutions, 'gre usually seen " as responses

to partlcular human needs Ferraro and Larkln, for example

“have’ provxded the follow1ng set of flve human needs and

the corresponding social lnstltutlons to which they give

\

rise:
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. a) the need for food and protectlon (economic instltutlon)‘
b) the need to contlnue soc1ety (family 1nst1tutions)

c) the need to contlnue traditlons customs, values (educ—_
atlonal 1nstitutlons) ‘ ’ :

+

d)',the need for order in the SOClety (political-inétitu;
tions) o . , g '

‘ e ! . - .
- e). the need for religion (religious’institutions)7

If it were a question of fitting the literary institu-
tion {into the aoove model, one would fit it withim the
edueational institution. Through liferature, so it could
be said, man- does perpetuate hiS'traditions2 customs and -
values. Nevertheless, tnere is a lot of literature that
does not cater -to man's need to oontinue‘his traditions,
customs, and values. There are texts%that downot, at,léast
explicitly, inform us of the social contexts within which
they were produced. ’ T S

P

Such texts are, mere -sigmificardt—for *théir "desthetic

P A

~ stature rather thaa for their capability to inform about
soc1ety One can accordlngly -argue - that the human need,
in response to whlch the 1nst1tutlon of llterature arises.
1s mlssing from the model prov1ded by Ferraro and LarkLnl
The 51xth human - need to Wthh llterature caters ‘can- be
called in general terms,i”the aesthetic need "

 The "aestheifc need" can be deflnedf as the need to

produce and con$ume obJects -‘which are products of man's

imagination, translated into linguistic and musical Signs,

a_



as’hell‘esrinte other meterials\such as clay, paint and

~ canyas. ?

Turnlng to the second aspect of the deflnltlon of lit-

B

”-erature. ‘as’ a soc1al 1nst1tutlon one notices, at once,
that  the el;ments: production, distribution and eensump~
tiom do, in fad% delineate the ‘main. domalns of social
activity engaged in by thOSe who part1c1pate in the 1nst1—
tution of llterature. Even, though these categorles are
primarily used, by' Marx and his: fol]owers 'in reference
to the working of the ecomnomic institution, they,cneverthe—
less, serve the. analysis .of. the institution of literature
well by reducing the activities which obtain in litereture
to their bare basics. M. Nauman has succ1nctly summarlzed
the dialecticei relationship between literary production

~ and consumption, in the following words:

" Production produces consumption

insofar as it creates (a) the mat-
erial,. the object to .be" consumed;

(b) by way ~of the ob_]ect: which is : .
always a ‘definite ‘one, the manner R
of consumption; (¢} the need for

consumption, the urge to it, . "the

ability to consume, and thus a :

subject for the obJect Marx gives: E s

as an example: '"The object of art,

as well as any other product, creates

an  artistic public, appreciative

of beauty." ‘

But. conversely, - consumption also
- produces production,; and does so
inasmuch as it creates (a) the real
product, for unlike a natural object,
- the - obJect created by . man only
becomes a product when it has proved
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of activity but only as an ‘object™

for the  ‘active ssubject!.  (p.25); - 1T

consumption Crgates ~(b). - the vﬂeedf o
~for  mew prodiction, - "the ideal,
invwards, . impelling cause -which con— .

: stitutes the pterequisite of sproduc- . .~~~ 7t -

tion"- (ibid), and thus '"the dispos-
ition of the producer" (p.26):
It -is., clear that while production .
furnishes the material object of
_ : consumption, consumption " provides
s. :. -the 1ideal ™~ obJect -of - production,
- as its image, its want,8 its impulse
and its purpose." (p 25)

However, mediating between production and consumptiona_

\is the sPhere of distribution of goods As Nauman des-

cribes it this sphere "determines the individual's share

Vfin the world of products "9__ Nevertheless, that which

is produced, and distributed for consumption‘is not withoutf

funcoion in the network of activities ‘which take place

in the institution of literature - The li-terary product

. l
.do-es exer.t pressure ‘on' the manner of production as well

. -as that of consumption For example a "tragedy'" does

Iy

demand a particular  mode of production, distribution and
oonsumption - The author of: a "tragedy" must produce . it
according to a certain set of rules and conventions that

govern the production of a "tragedy " The distribution

of a tragedy by ink and paper may hfHhot be enough since -the -

full value of a‘tragedy may only be given Justice to, by

a theatre A tragedy also imposes certain:,rules of con-

],sumptidn on the part of the reader or audience. Thus,

T
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 the 11terary prpduct~,Ls more than, a llfeless ob;ect on

- " w0y e
.Jf

e a conveyor belt The llterary product dynamlcally particr—

« .
Rl A A e ~h-9f°.9;.w~.4 Tom, e wme @ an e o ke FrIVeN R

LT paxes ~in the 1nt‘rp1ay amongst varrous functlonarles of

i theq,iri's tmtutiﬁﬁ of"‘z

¥ ftefatﬁré P;.";cr. L G T » L. .'“- .,-'_ .

& EE T x—,..’_f-'o-.. LRI T !

All the same,#one must, admlt that ultlmately a product w,

- e o s

is assigned literary value not so ‘much on the baSlS of
1ts 1ntrinsic aspects but rather on the basis of how it
is used. One could say,'w1th J Mukarovsky, that ”there
ﬁre ndaobjects orractlons whlch by v;rtue of their essence
oTyiorg; nlzaticnl,would;” régardbe%s w5 f trme‘ wpFack  or the
% ers 6&r bﬁiuating them g possess .an aesthetlc functlon and
otherswhich agaln by’ their ve:y nature _would be necessar-
1ly immune to.the .aesthetic function. n10 oo - |
However, Mukarovsky has taken into account, as. well,
' a very lmportant feature of the’ 11terary product. In the
follow1ng passage Mukarovsky recognlzes the fact that some
products have a ‘higher tenden;y towards being. aesthetic
’than others. "
But there are certain pre- conditions
in the objective - arrangement " of
* an object (which bears the aesthetic
.function) ‘which . fac111ti£es the -
rise of aesthetic pleasures
Thus, the. aesthetlc valueofa.llterary product is a func—
tion of both the aesthetic pred1Sp051tlon lnherent in the
obJect 1tself and the manner in which the object is per-
celved and used by the soc1ety However, the fi;zf\arblter

in matters 1nvolv1ng the aesthetic status of products is

society.
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One may also take note of the fact that once the def—'

inition of literature provided in this study is taken s®r-- '

iously,,atomisthc definitions of literature appear inade—'
_quate. Thus definitionsvof.literature which confine them-

,selves to production such aé'thefromantic definition of

.....

1iterature, can be seen to " be excluding a lot that goes

‘ 12

into constituting ‘the institution of literature. The

same caquld be said about the definitionsl}of literature’

provided by Formalism>and New Critical theory whose view

.of literature ¢enters primarily on the, formaI7and stylisticg.

properties of the literary text. Even attempts at trans-

'Cending the traditional'concepts'of literature have, some-

times,_gi&en'a very slanted view of "literdture. In‘recep4

tion aesthetics;.for example, one comes across definitions
of literature which are based solely‘on the role the reader

plays- in the'literary structure Though such definitions

can be justified on the. grounds that they force the prac—‘

oF literary theory to recognize the Significance of
the reader in the dynamics of literary processes ;;avfact
neglected by mainstream literary theory for a long time
- one must be on one's guard for an equally significant

error which reader oriented definitions commit when they

assume that the totalvmeaning‘ofvthe phenomenon of litera-

ture can be adequately explicated in terms of the-nature'

and pattern of the reader's consumption of the literary

text
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- - -Furthermore; the -institutional 'view'of Tiferature does
‘show that those theories of literature which are reconsid-

L -

erations of the traditiohal:_views of ‘literatufe (ie.

'receptlon and communlcatlon theories) are related to one
9

Janother “ by - virtue. of  the" fact tﬁat ‘they all focus .on .

different features of the institution of literature. .We
shall  conclude our survey of current institutional models
of {iterature ~with a presentation of two communicative/

iﬁformation models ; those of R.J. Jacobson and U. Eco.

* - Basic - to - Jakdbson's' modeT s - ‘the, trlad;-;”sendeftn-
"message', and ''addressee.'" Mediating between the ''sender"
and the '"'addressee" are the factors of: 'context" of the

aéséégé,‘ end; kinds of ”ceﬁtacts" available between the
sender and the addressed. In dealing iﬁith a reader's
evaluation of a text it is important to be conscious of
the kind of contact that exists‘between him and the author,
.slnce auth@f;reaQer contacts can influence tﬁe mode of
text4processing and conseduently that of text—eveluation.
It is also imperative that the reader be aware of the con-
text w1th1n which the message he is asked to receive has
been sent. The context includes, euch aspects of literary
communication as generic codes and period codes.. Any mis-
understanding fegarding such vcodes on the part of the
reader can ‘lead to wrong modes of text -consumption.

Related to studles which ~examine the communlcarlonal

properties of literature, are those studies that ask spec-

ifically about tﬁe information aspect of the institution

»
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of literature. These studles seek to understand the manner
in whlch the information structure of thevlnstltutlon of
literature functions. U. Eco's model provides an example
of the main orientation of the infotmation approach to

ir 135;J The poies of Ecq s. model are

o

a e -

the "source' :and the ‘'destination," The source generates

and "encodes" a message and converts it. into signals which,
S in turn; are ‘transmitted through a 'channel." The signals

are, however, received and décoded- baék7“into -a-inessagé

“ 4 4 u-me ®m «

at;thg;poiﬁg oﬁfdkstiﬁatidﬁi'»Transiated 1nto~ﬁhe literary“‘

information structure, the source” is often seen as rep-

resentlng the author who encodes hlS message by remodelllng

‘signals of natural Language." ‘The channel rthroughv which -

the author's message gets transmitted to the reader is -

the print®d page. On receiving the signals, the reader,

is requirgd-by convention to'decode,them by using the»lit—

ierary'code.: The whole concept &f codes’ becomes problematlc -

when =applied to llterature since literary communlcatlon

‘by its very nature, is polysemlc Without giving the mess-

age/text a privileged status, ong can concur with

. o
R. Ingarden and W. Iser that, imbedded in the .message,
are <certain '"indeterminate" points‘ which lnstruct the

reaper about the appropriate code he can use in proceSSLng

the message or text.l? Whether or not the real readers

-

do in fact, process llterary texts 1n this, manner cannot

be answered without recourse to empirical research.  1It,

’

‘
~
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is in order to grasp the way rear’reﬁders\prbcéss l teriry "“f

‘fteth that the‘ presenﬁ empirical study into the problem

of literary evaluation has been undertaken l -

__However there was need to Clarify the notion of liter—,hjiwg

fature being employed in this study The notion of - liter—'

ature. in: the framework of which the present study has . been.
carried out is that literature» is. a vSOCial .institution
amongSt 0ther social institUtiohs.ﬂ As . a soc1al institution

literature'"possesses a multitude; of properties each one

R < a4 m e - @ e . rS - -

‘of~whtchH formg a* fértiie field of inquiry’lon“the following°~f

page is Figure 1 which is ga skeletal presentation of some

of these inquiries in terms of the theory of literature
)_15

to whigﬂ the present;}tudy is addressing, itself is located-“

TG, Swn

on the activity ‘strpctp;ed~of the literary institution.

Well awaré "of the dialectiCal‘ relationship betweenm the .

various components of. the‘ literary actiVity structuref

the. present. study focusses on the problem of literary eval-

o e R Pl e N s o
- » N . 9 V3 )’t ;(, L "P

uation which is an aspect of the domain of text- consumption.

THE CONCEPT OF LITERARY EVALUATION

: ? 263 N 0 [ L
Literary evalua@won exists Within a matrix of actiVi~

nrt o » !
ties in the domain of text consumption In the context

of L.M. Rosenblatt's transactional View of literature, .
one can map out three cardinal actiVities which take place

during text~consumption: reading;x interpretation, and
16

'evaluatio N Nevertheless, these areas of activity. must

s
O P

“The ‘basic " fiéld’ of 1nqu1rqu .

YA
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- another- -~ they exist -in an .dctivé  éontinuum within which
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. . The. primaxy confrontation "i§ between a human reader

with~'all:‘hiéq‘ébéially4Aaﬁd 'persbhalTy.-acquired;,idiésyn—
~' - " : ° .. ‘A ) . ) ° v " . . E N ' ]
crasies, and "a set or. series of signs interpretable as

linguistié symbols."17. This set §f signs with a cépacity
td serve as symbols is referred to by Rosenblatt‘as‘”the

text." Furthefmore, she locates the transaction between

. the reader and the text on the leVel of reading.

An contradistinction to the concept of text, éccprdiqg
to Rosenbléﬁt, is  the coﬁ¢¢pt{b£ "Poem'" which she .definds

as-follows:

The poem, then must be *hought of
a¥ “an -event, in time. It is net
an object ‘or--an-ideal entity. It
happens during a ‘coming-together,
a  compenetration, of a reader and

a text. The reader brings to the
- text his past experience and. present
. - personality.. Under the magnitude

of the ordered symbols of the text,
he marshalls his" resources and crys-
tallizes out of the stuff of memory,
thought and feeling a new order,
experience, which he sees as the
poem. - This becomes part of the
ongoing stream of his life experience,
to be reflected on' from any angle
important to him as a human being.18

Thbugh a%reédér»may turn after evoking theqpbem, he
will still have participated in some minimal measure of
interpretation. Intefpretation and evaluation are part

and parcel of the "aesthetic" reading of the text except

-

x -
R ]
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that they do Pnot occupy' a domlnant p051t10n durlng the

readlng phase Q The reader s attentlon&durlng the readlng

.— - - .

,,,,,,,,

phase of the text 1 ~Centered more dn decodlng the ling-.

. __ & .,,. - e .
.n_on»o"".’ - ....-. - "» i

ulstic 31gnals ‘and evoking from ther the ?oem';iidii."""ff'

- & vt o
PR e R

Onee the .poem has. been evoked, the reader reflegta

P,

-

on his experlence.' The act of-glanc1ng backward at’ dhef”'

transaction between the reader and the literary work is
the essence of the idea of 1nterpretation¢ One could not

. descrlbe thls ‘act better than the way Rosenblatt does in
the following passage: |

‘Sometimes the backward glance simply
registers a sense of having organ-
ized "~ and completed a sequence of
experiences, of Hhaving reached a
conclusion. ' Sometimes. one is. drawn
into reflecting. on what . has beeni
evoked in the effort to realize

it  more keenly, to arrive at a /
tighter organization, a firmer knit-
. ting-together of element§. - For

instance, one may search for.a more * . . ¢ ¢ °
Satlsfactory underlylng connection

among the various speeches or actions g

of a character in a novel or play.

If the phenomenon of interpretation is understood An
terms of the transactional relationship between the reader
and the text, it can be granted to both the ordimary reader
‘and the tritic. Both the critic and the ordinary. reader

. engage in interpretation with the sole difference that
the critic bas more tools for organizing his experience
than the ordinary reader. The critic also has the sacial

mandate of translating his experience with a text into

a professional code, one that. the ordinary reader may not



;lnstltutlon "wThus, Rosenblatt is correct ln descrlblng

“the ordlnary reader as- an ”embryonic cr1t1c

4have access to unless’ he has had the perlLege of belng.

-2 e

'exposed to 1t through such 1nst1tutlons ‘as’ the educatlonal

Y

o - .," o - 2

HZO ‘

, Once ‘the . reader - has evoked - the poem and aSSLgned it

C

a certain lnterpretatlon 'he: can raise . the questlon of
whether or not the evoked and 1ntbrpreted poem is aesthet—
ically good or’ bad, llkeahle?toﬂuﬁllkeable.' However, the
reader's judgeﬁent bf a_work is'a summary of his '"cumula-
tive reponses to the emerging work." This judgement 1is
usually made ij)-the context of~the reader's transaction

-

with other texts as well as in the context of the stipula-

“ .o

‘tion of his society wegarding” ''the satisfaction to be
N ciety reg g

sought, the conventions to be observed, the qualities to

be admired."2]

o

Thus, the llterary Judgements that readers
prorounce on literary wotks are not merely groundless opln—
ions, but are _based on the system of norms which their
societies have inculcated‘in them. However, this is true
not ¢nly of literary value judgements; as current axiology
informs us,. value judgements in general are gééuq‘.ﬁ on
specific criteria. The rationale for a normative proposi-
- L)
fion is seen as a function of 'the subject's interaction

“

with a certain norm system. Segers has diagrammatically

2 o

®inmarized this activity as follows:22

\inbject + Norm System—3 ObjectNormative Propnsition



o
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Thls dlagram demonstrates ds well that the nature of-

s

“the normatlve prop031tlon 'is. not "a produet of the personal

and soc1al norms of the. subJect only but also of the unlque '

" .nature of the obJect The -same holds true for the struc—

‘modeél ‘would appear as follows:

ture of the. llterary 'value Judgement which has been con-

structed by Segers as follows J23

T therary ‘ 3 Literafy
Reader * Norm Systefs—2 1ext Value judgement

However, if one were to pay due respect to the role

the reader's - own idiosyncratic preferences plty in con-

structing value judgements and if one were to recognize

the ontologlcal duallty of the literary work, the above

&

Rea Reader's system Soc1al'__) Text —— Literary
Reader + ¢ literary norms ' lliterary ‘udgement &
. - - pA o .. 0 NIOTMS Poem J g c

v

'nThns, ‘the term ”readet”- would Stand".fotf the human
reader embodying all the non literary experiences he Brings
withthim to the moment of evaluation. These experiences,
might include -such thihgs as his view of the wonld and
his non-literary educational background. However, h{s
personal canon of literary 'norms would be a reflection
of the e%iterta. produced by his space of individuality.
[t is in detecting these criteria that the help of the
psvchologist is more than needed. The reader is not just
a <o~ial "persnn" judging his experience s~lely on the

basis of sccial norms ~"he is more than that. The complex



- set of}literary norms he- brings w1th him to the;épent-oﬁ
s

constructing ‘an?

evaluating the poem is a manife intepL

action of his ve personal literary values and those he

- . ’

has acquired' in th process of literary socialization

The problem of the ontological duality of" the literary
work recognized by Mukarovsky and Rosenblatt also, has
implicatiops for the theory of» literary e\}aluation‘?'4
The act of evaluation cannot simply be seen as®being per-
formed on the end product of the literary experience, but
rather as a findl resolution of a process begun right at
the inception of .the literary experience. therary evalu-
ation 1is thus a tyihg~up—together_of several moments of
evaluatieén which take place during the whole time the

reader engages in a transactive relationship with the

literary text.

N However, while accordipg the persooal literary no;m
system its due significance at the theoretical level, in
carrying out'the empirical stuéyvonly the social literary
norms were investigated. The reason for this being the
fact that the reader's system of personal norms is so t1°d
up with the inher terrvain of the reader that one folt that
without rhe relevant background in psychology, the inves-
tigation of these norms would be crudely done . Neverthe-
less, there is «till a lot of work to be done on the social

lifprarv norms . There is need to investigate the mechan-

fsms of norm distributien in terms of the extent to which
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they. faciiitate"che'Viﬁdividuel}e ‘achisiﬁion of norms:
One‘Acén also raise questions about the constituents of
the norm systems bfhvefier suﬁ-grpups of readers. |
The'éub—greup 6f.reedefs chosen for this study is that

of' grade twelvek high-school students. This is a very
interestiﬁg grbup,ef readers in the sense that they are
at the end of a general literary education and about to
enter! a hore specialized literary education at the univer-
sity. Since the university absorbs very few of these
PR

readers, one can safely assume that.K the ma jority Ylﬁdthe
ordinary readers . earlier talked about fell within this
class of readers. Therefore, if ﬁhe aim is to understand
the manner in which the ordinary reader participates in
the consumptien ’pf literary wofks;‘.fhis “sub—g;oup of
readers will vprpvide a suitable sample on the basis of
which ocne can generalize about certain aspects. of the
e%dinavy ovr éenera] reader's manner of text—coneumprion-
Tt is also true, at least theoretieally, that By”the time
a ctudent is in grade twelVve, he will have heen exposed
to a sufficient quantity and quality of 'literary nofms
to enable him to pass for a "'competent reader." However,
A. Popovic has discounted the possibility that high“school
students can be competent readers.25 On the basis of his
reader-typology, which classifies readers into the categor -

ies of: "naive', '"sentimental', and ""discursive'", he has

included high srhool students into the category of sentim-

ant Al LE R NP P
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Popovic's typology reflects a concern for the idea
of '"aesthetic distance'" and he accords greater value to
an aesthetic reading pﬁrfdrmed with maximum "aesthetic

distance".26

It would=appear, howeGer,.thdt Popovic's
typology is more relevant to the act of iptérprétatioﬁ
than evaluation. His naive fea&ér is one who identifiés
the 'reality of the text with concrete reality, and ¢t
ceritimental render is one whe identifies bis private life
with that of the hero. Popovic attaches greater yalée
to the ”diérnrsive, reader” who, he fAys, pavs attention
fo all rhe communicational features of rhe rast. It would
cseem that Popovic's ”discurgive readex" is a literary
critic with a scientific appfOn;h to the aesthetic experi-
ence. Cartainly, high,cchéél ?tudénrs cannot be expected’
to be sas “ﬂvhisticatédvas Popovic's ''discursive reader'.
Nonetheles=, they can be expectnd to have acquired the
basi~ ingr-dients of rha ﬁ‘ff'nry value system Jf presént“
dav caciety. Tl-'xé, high =achno ]l arndantg lcan qualif_v 95
minimal ceomeotent vyeadersg.

As in other <ub.grovips of readers there are, among
high school students, factors which,jytitate against the
uniform d‘stribufion of 1itera;y values . In this study,

"differential curricylar emphasis'" is heing investigated
. i

as a factor in the proces f @{stributing literary values.

Ly TR

It has heer “vrwthpsf7a&%§ﬁ

igreater litevary competence
. .
= ovpert! Footpndantae &7 "Academic'" e-hnnl than of

b
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the students at a !'trades-oriented" school? 5; ince at an.
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"academic" -school literature “is “taught to every student
‘as an "essential component' of = the’ " program,” whereas it
. . ot . ° '.:A.‘ﬁ' )

-

..

is not taught as such at the ~""trades<oriented" school™.
However, the results of - the \'ex_npirical ‘study will confirm
" or reject -the above. hypotHesis. Meénwhile, the ‘qu'eétion

of how one ‘goes about i'nvestigacing lite'r’_a'r'yWValuer. judge-
ment has to be tackled. . - ' - _'_“‘a‘v_--z EECTI
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7 Ferraro and Larkin, Op. Cit., p.16

M. Nauman, '"Literary Production and Receptinﬁ,” New
Literary History, 8, No. 1 (1976), 108 - . T

9

Ibid. p. 108 e

10 J._Makarovéky, Aesthetic Function, Norm and Value as
Social Facts, trans. M.E. Suino (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, 1970), pp. 1-2. '

-y

1 ipid. p.28
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12 L.M. Rosenblatt, The Reader, the Text,.
Transactional Theory of the Literary Work (Carbondale and
Edwardsville: Southern Illinois University Press, 1978),
p-2. In the above work, Rosenblatt takes note af the fact
that Romanticism excluded the factor of text-consumption
in its definition of literature.- The following passage
taken ‘from definition 2 of the same book summarizes Rosen-

"~ blatt's view on the romantic definition of, liferature.

- .. toward the end of the eighteenth
: rP : poet, the ' author,

: effulgent wvisibility. .
{~-Lockean.  philosophic

with ‘the warning of confid-
ence an  ordered reality behind .
the wonld of appearances, the empha-

sis shifts to. the poet and the poet's t
sensibility. Both Wordsworth and
Coleridge; for example, find the -
question, what is poetry? practically
interchangealfle with the question,
what is a poet?

13 For a survey of reception aesthetics, see P.U. Hohen-
dahl, "Introduction to Reception Aesthetics," trans. M.
Siberman; New Gerfman Critique, 4, No. 10 1977), 29-63.
For the information approach see U. Eco, A Theory of Semi-
otics Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press,
19767, p. 33. For the communicational model attributed
to Jakobson, see R. Jakobson,. "Linguistics and Poetics,"
in Style in Language, ed.. T.A. Sebeok (New York and Lon-
don:  M.TI.T. Press and Wiley) 1960, pp. 350-370.

’

]

14 See W. Iser, "The Reading Process: A Phenomenolbgical
Approach,'" New Literary History, 3, No. 2(1972), 279-299.

15

In this diagram some. of fthe models. have been trimmed

of certain features. For example, -the concept of ''moise'
has been left out of Eco's model because it is already

subsumed in the concept of Channel. The concern here is
with the bhasic skeleton of the models. -

16 Rosenblatt, Op. Cit.
17 1bid., pi12
18 1bid., p.12

Y% Ibid., p.133-134 | L

the Poem: The
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20 Ibid., p.138 |
2L pid., p.152
22 BTN '
Segers, Op. Cit., p.60
23 Ibid., p.63 |
24

Rosenblatt, in the work referred to already, divides
the 'literary work into the '"text" ie. "'signs interpreted
as linguistic symbols", and the "poem', the event caused
by transaction between a. reader and a literary work. How-

ever, this duality was anticipated by Mukarovsky in his

work alreaay referred to. He divides the literary work
into the "artifact" (signifiant) and the "aesthetic object"
(signifié). The former- is the 'material" aspect of the

literary work whereas the latter is the "expression and
correlate of the artifact in the consciocusress of the per-
ceiver" (Mukarovsky g?. cit. p.90). See also D.W. Fokkema
and E. Kunne-Ibsch, eories of Literature in the Twentieth
Century: Structuralism, Marxism, Aesthetics of Receptionm,
Semiotics (London: C. Hurst and Company, 19787 p.3L. S

v

L3

25 . Notes the present author took during a conversation
with A. Popovic of the Nitra School’ of Literary Criticism,
in Czechoslovakia. ' ' :

26 The concept of "aesthetic distance" has been postulated
as a mnecessary attitude, on the part of the subject, -if
the subject is to have an aesthetic experience of the aes-
thetic object he is interacting with. This concept appears
to have its &;oot in Kangs' idea of !"disinterestedness"
or "purposivedess without purpose' as a necessary precondi-
tion for a sdtisfactory aesthetic experience. Bullough,
building on the same concepts, has narrowed the concept
of "aesthetic distance" to "psychical distance." [See
E. Bullough, Aesthetics: Lectures, ed. E.M. WiTkinson (Stan-
ford: . Stanford University Press, 1957) pp- 91-130].
Popovic's categorization of readers into naive, sentimental
and discursive which rates highly the ''detached" reader
and lowly the extremely involved reader is in e€ssence cham-
pioning the cencept of "aesthetic distance'" or "psychical
distance." : o

\

»
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'CHAPTER IV

METHODOLQGY
AcCording ‘to Segers,. there are two bas1c approaches.

21

to, the study of literary’ vaIueo, the deductlve and the

Lnductlve The deductlve approach involves the construqe
tion of ‘the reader s llterary value Judgement on the ha51s
vof his evaluative crlterla However, before deduc1ng the
literary valuehjudgement'of-a reader, the criteria them-
Iselves are~derived from the reader‘s explicit norms. The

following diagram prov1ded by Segers gives the essence

of: the deductive model:

therary | ' therary , - Literary
Norm ———> Evaluation ——> Judgement

Criteria ..

The inductive: ‘approach, beglns w1th the literary value#,
judgement(s) Of a reader from it (themY elicits the liter-
ary'criteria. - From the derived c;::erla, the researcher
then infers the 11terary values that determine the reader s
lrterary value judgements. Segers has provided the

following diagram as a summary of the inductive ‘approach

to literary axiology.

Literary Value Literary - Literary
Judgement —_—> Evaluation ™2 Norm sSystem
- Criteria
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Sinte the aim of this—study is to investigate literary
value judgements as well as their underlyingfnorm—systems,
and since neither the literary value judgements of the

readers nor their norms yere known prior to//ﬁhe study,

~ the  inductive approach was adopted as more suitable. . It

was proposed, therefbré; that thé study begin by eliciting

- the rgader's value judgements, from which their norms would

A

later be derived.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The research was designed to ﬁhSWef the following ques-

‘cioabi

a) 40 the literary judgements of students from the two
~distinct -groups of readers differ? - (The groupé to
be looked at are sex and school‘groups).

b} what literary criLeria do they use in judging liter- -
ature and, specificélly: the short stX{y7

c) of the éritefié?yémployed, which ones predominantly
influence the jﬁdgeﬁenﬁs of:

i) each group?

ii) the whole population? .
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY | .

The design employed in the study is al2 x 2 x 2 factor

- design ie:

2 sexes --boys-and girlsv
2 schools - "Trades' and Academic

2 subteéts - test A and test B.

Presented diagramatically, the above design appears as
¥ .

follows:
SUBJECTS - INSTRUMENT
BOYS GIRLS - TEST A TEST B
B1 ' Gi\ Q1.1 Q1.1
SCHOOL'A| "¢ 16 ~. 20 ~ .20
_ B G17 \Ql.1 Ql.1
\ ~— . A Y Cu
SCHOOL B N N ~ R
22 ~22 ~20 * 20
INSTRUMENT

" There were two subtests admihistered, each with 21
questions. The first test consisted of a short story
entitled "The Secret-in My Engagement Ring" and a ques-

tionnaire. !'The Secret in My Engagement Ring" by an anony-

mous writer was taken, by. Segers, from True Romance,
8 ' v

November 1975,v’p.7. . The second test consisted of ‘the
same questionnaire and the short story "Just Lather, at's
ALL" by Hernando Téllez. 2 The Second test was designed

to  measure the subject's ability to recognize a

S | \
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short story that belongs according, te(%uﬁfent canons,
to the belles—lettres.‘ The test was supposed to flnd out
also about the rationalizations far the'subJect S evalu-
ation of the short story, "Just Qéther,'That's ALL."

The first test, on the other hand, was designed to

measure - the subject's ability to recognize a,§hort‘§gory

R ST

that would not belong, according to current literary canonsg "

-

to the belles-lettres. This test was also:deéigned to
elicit the‘criteria upon which the ehort story, "The'Secret
in My Engagement Riné” was rated.' (See Appendix for the
full test Booklet).

Each test took approxiﬁetely thirty = minutes,
thus making the combined testing time approximately 60
minutes. - \

The test used in the present study had been picked frem

the Indiana Literary Judgement Test. However, certain modi-

fications were <nade to the test after a pllOt study on
first year students taking Comparative therature 1 at
the UnaveTSLty of Alberta. Only questionnaife C of the
Indiana battery was adopted and ‘the short story, '"The Sec-
ret in My Engagement Rlng” The shert story, "Just Lather
' That s All," was lncluded in the test by thé.‘ﬁreéent

researcher in consultatlon w1th the supervisor and a thh

[N

school teacher. In some cases the questions in the ques— -

tlonnalre were rephrased for clarity and accessibility to



‘high school"ijﬁders.

”

SUBJECTS
The population for the -present study consists .of all

grade twelve students in Edmonton who attend "trades-

My .

orientedﬁ and acadeﬁgg high schools The sample, however,

o «,,:\\

was obtained from Old S&oa (A) Academic High School and

Victoria Comp051te High School (B). Both the schools . and

BT

the subjects were randbmly . lected The population stat-
‘E;& L

. istics are as follows: o u“—i’iﬁ
P ( R . . il
01d Scona - 6 boys, 16'gir154? Wy H;?:-- S
o ~:&' Y """"sl. - :
Victoria Composite - 16 boys, 6 girls ’ B

Total number for each sex - 22 boys, 22 girls,.

~ Wy

-Total_for all subjects =.44, by

L]

PROCEDURE /

The réquest to do research in the Edmonton public
schools was channeled fo(the Edmonton School Béard through
the Field Services office of the Univewssity of Albertsd.
The Board granted the request and gent copies nf the per
missfon to the prihcipals of the two g%hooT%xﬁﬂch had been
selected. FEach school was requested to provide thirty stu-
deﬁzs, The prinéipalq were then contacted by the res-
earcher so that arrangements could be made to administer
the teste. It qu‘arranged rhat the tests< he admiﬁ?staved

in May. 1987

o
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The first group of students to be tested was that from
Scona. Tﬁe pfincipal asked for thirty volunteers. The
volunteers assembled in one classro?gn The following week
\the students .at Victoria Comﬁosite were tested. The'stﬁd—‘
ents who took the test were from one class chosen by the
Head of the English Départment and also those who were

free at the time the ‘test was being administered. All

~

. . -
" the subjects were assembled in one classroom.

In‘thé‘tggt room, in both schools, the subjects Qere
seated two at a desk. Once the students were seated, the
researcher introduced himself by name and stated what he was do-

ying at the University of Alberta. ﬁe told .the subjects
that he was about to hénd out a booklet'to fhem which~con¥
tained two short stories and questionnaires and that they
should recérd " their responses to the two short stories
on. the qﬁestionhaires following the short stories. He
further went on to assure the subjects that similar ques-
tigns had been administered to groups of‘rggders lTike them
and that theve were no right and wrong vesponses . they
should record what rhéy rpé]lv feltr abaut the stories. The
énbjpvte were also told that their work wag neot going fro
be shoun to their teachers and therefare they should nnat
think that the execisge would affect their schoél gradee .
The test bnoklers were then distributed~to:;if_rhe énh

jerts and ance ~nch e Af rhom had s “opv of Fthe Vsl e
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the following instrlctions were given to them:

Please fill out the cover page of
the booklet. Read carefully through
the first short story and then com-
plete the questionnaire following
it. Do the same for the second
short story. Please begin by answer-
ing the first..part of the question-

naires. Should you have questions
please raise your hand and I will
come to ,your desk. You should not

. disguss " anything, with your friends.

- When you hawe finished, put up your
"hand and T will come around to pick
up your booklet. You can now start
working. '

wr

After the rest Had been administered, the subjects
were thanked for their patience.

In order to have 22 subjects from each school
tHe resehrchef randomly picked out 22 test hooklets

from the 30 booklérs.obtaiﬂed from each school.

DATA ANALYSIS

The data was scored by the researcher and key.

punched hv the 1oy -punchilng nffice ~f the Computidg
Serviceg ~f the ”""\’P’YS]';V of Albhertsa. Nnee the
®

data tad heen e~nteyed inte the compiiter, the Statig
tical Coavrultrantea of the ("Ompur]’ng .Qm;\n":eq ar the
Univer~ity nf Alhryta wevre rcontracted to  analyse tha
data The gpecific eratisffval computatinns to whjch the
data was subjected will be precanted 9~«\ge¢het- with thae

tesults ., in *h& fo]]:viwp chapter
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O

1 R.T. Segers, The Evaluation of Literary Texts, Studies in,

Semiotics, Vol.” 27 (Lisse: Peter de Widder Press, '1978).
pp- 63-68. L , o -

e

. o
Hernando Téllez's short storv is an internationafiy "reco -
y al og

nized short story. o

' L
Comparative Literatyre 201 1is an introductory course to
world masterpieces. his course is usually taken by first

year wuniversity students, Since the permission to do-

research amongst high school students had not yet been
granted at the time the pilot study was to be carried out
it was considered useful to administer the test to the stu-

dents of Comparative Literature 20l. It was thought that
these students who had. just come to-university would provide
a sample close enoygh to the actual sample. The story

"Borcupines at the University," by Donald Barthelme which
is included in the Indiana battery was discarded because
it was "not culturally accessible to Canadian students.
Some of the questions ip the questionnaire which raised
problems of the universitv sample were revised far rhe high
#hool canle.

¥

.-

«



CHAPTER V
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In the first part of this’ chapter, the results .of
the'statistical—analysis of the data, will be .presented .
and in the second an attempt will be mhde at inrorprofiﬂg

the results ' ’

RESULTS

The data csllecrea were analysed bv computing the means
of the two schrals and sexes on the evaluation of the ' two
short stories: and Ffurrhey anaiysis was done by using
"independent t tect” and “analvsis of variance' (Anova)
l.ater, an attempt was made. hv using correlation matrix,

to deteimine the r~arrelation hetween cuarall ey luafion

and it ctdaal i T The rveapl: - B Toon
Fo

4 i

W

Tabte 1

Means of the two sghools on stovy T
" The 25 gy ot in my Rngagemenf Ring')

S.rvl\'\n‘ A Qe :Q “rheol R (Vi.Ctori.n‘
- i
9. P
@%7 ;
Mean AT g L 4,30
$a
Standard &
dayiatinan L . A - 1.03
53
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Table 2 ' . :

Means for Story II

School A | . School B . o
Mean 6.09 _ | SRR
Standard | / -
deviation 1.07 . 1.04
- < .
. ¢
}
Means of the twossexes on story_i;f’ | i
. Table 3 |
Male Female
Mean 4.32 : 4.68
Standaed Deviation 0.95 1.36
E o
Meana of the two sexes on Story IT:
Table 4 |
Male Femala
Mean S.71 6.14
Pen T b A fari o noTAa 125

The vesults fav the t rodr ware as Fallgws:

Iable 5

“terv T botween twn e~honla + 712 P(O‘.O] not significane
. L

Story T hatween ruwo eex@g§§¥0.99 P£ 0.01 not significant

Story 11 hetween tuwe echoerla f:}>07 P<()’H,nﬂf <ignificant

"oy

v 17T

heotvoary trus soves .1 19 V<(‘ 01 nnt cignj(?-"qnf’

s N

"N
Y

~\__n



~

The results of'Anova were‘és follows:-

C e Table 6 ,
Story I between two schools F=1. 61 P(O 01 not 51gn1ficant -
vStory I between two sexes F= 2 06 P(O 01 not sigruflcant

-“Story gas between two schools F= l 04 P 0. Ol not slgnlficant

Story II between- two sexej-s F=2.53 P€ 0.0l not significant
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o Cdrrelatién between evaluatipn\and"specific criterion
' for Schogl A (Scona):

‘Table 7°
. Question ‘ Critefia.Represented Correlétion wiﬁh eval-
- Number S uation of short story
G I
L , .
1 * Theme 0.60  0.47
2 Setting . 0.27 © 0.69
3 ' Language 0.77 0:65
4 Plot ~ . 0.29 062
5 Originality - 0.76. 0.39
6 Involvement 0.71 0.50
7 Narrative Technique 0.82 ° 0.78
8 'Cﬁaracterizacionl 0.79 ©0.16
9 Tempo. ... 0.04 0.22
10 ' Complexity 0.63 034
Ca1 Understandability  -0.09- .. '0.63
12 : chfugture o «0{65 ’ . 0.58;h
13 Believability 1 0.75 0.22 .
14 Imagery 0.53 0.64 7
15 Content ©0.68 . 0.49
16 ~Crippingness 0.72 | 0.53
17 Irony’ 0.45 . 0.07
18 Excitement 065 0.74 .
19 Form 0.67 0.68
20 Intellectual’ 0.61 0.75

-Challenge
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Correlatlon between evaluation and spec1f1c criterion
] for School B (Victoria)

Table 8
Question Criteria Represented Cbrrélation with eval -
wumber ‘uation of Short Story

I I

1 Theme - -0.39 0.66
2 Setting. - 0.02 1 0.53
-3 Ldanguage ’ 0.33 0.49
A Plot o 0.46 0.75
5 Originality 0.00 0.66
6 Involvement 0.18 0.40
T Narrative Technique -0.09 0.73
8 Characterization 0.65 0.61
9 Tempo -0.40 0.25
10 Complexity -0.36 0.46
11 Understandablllty 0.30 0.46
12 Structure | -0.22 - 0.49
13 Believability &  -0.08 0.73
14 Imagery * ~ 0.47 . 0.50
15 Contént 0.32  -0.65
16 Grippingness 0.47 0.72
17 Irony . 0.26" 0.18
18 Excitement 4;-9.04 0.79
19 Form Lop.12. 0.38
20 ‘Intellectual 0.06 0.25

Challenge
. A
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' -Correlation between evaluation and
Specific criterion for males:

K14

Correlation with eval-

Question Criteria Repfesented
Number ' uation of Short Story
I I1
1 Theme 0.60 0.40
2 " Setting 0.07 0.28
3 Language 0.47 0.34
4 Plot ‘4 - 0.74 0.40
5 Originality -0.12 0.27
! 6 Involvemeqt -0.08 -0.01
7 " Narrative Technique -0.31 . 0.53
8 Characterization  0.76s -0.18
9 Tempo -0.51 ©-0.17 -
10 Complexity -0.55 )0.15
11 Understahdability 0.7L 0.47
12 Structure ~0.14 0.11
13 Believability -0.05 - 0.06
14 Imagery 0.28 0.12
15 Content 0.01 0.41
16 Grippingness " 0.14 0.48
17 Ifony -0.35 -0.14
18 . Excitement -0.20 0.59
19 Form -0.17 -0.04
20 Ihtellectual -0.12 -0.16

Challenge



Correlation between evaluation and specific
: criterion for the females:

-

Table 10
v |
Question Criterion Representes Correlation with eval-
‘Number : - ~ation of Short Story

’ 1 II

- \
1 Theme 0.64 - 0.62
2 Setting 0.30 0.67
3 Language 4 0.57 0.71
A Plot "'0.21 0.79
5 " oOriginality 077 0.67
6 Involvement 0.84 . 0.73
7 Narrative Technique 0.91 0.84
8 ‘Characterizatidn' - 0.70 - 0.61
9 Tempo . . . 1 0.10 0.40
110 Complexity 0.75 © 0.56
S11 Understandability  -0.22 " 0.69
12 Structure- 0.62 T 0.71
13 Believability 0.63 0.63
14 Imagery 0.71 0.80
15 Content . 0.80° 0.65
16 . Grippingness. . . (.88 0.69
17 Irony » 0.53 0.28
18 éxcitement 0.74 0.85
19 Form S 0.79 0.72
20 Intellectual | .5;0169 - 0.87

challenge e,

A,

e i

: A
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Correlatfon between evaluation and specfic
crlterlon for the whole sample

Table 11
| ®
Question Cr%£erion Represented Corelation with eval-
Number o uation of Short Story
- I R §
1 Theme 0.60 0.57
2 Setting 0.24 0.50
3 Language 0.54 0.57
4 Plot - 0.39° 0.68
5 Originality '0.39 0.55
6 Involvement 0.51 - 0.44
7 \\Narratlve Technique 0.45 0.74
8 Characterizéilon 0.70 - 0.38
9 Tempo _ -0.04 0.27
10 Complex1ty 0.17 0.42
‘11 Underscandability 0.17 0:.50
12 Structure ©0.33 0.53
13 Believability 0.35 0.46
14 Imagery 0.50 0.57
15 Content _ 0.53 0.55
16 Grippingness 0.62 0.63
17 Irony 0.16 0.16
18 Excitement 0.33 0.76
19 Form 0.49 . 0.54
ZQ‘ Intellectual 0.39 0.50

Challenge
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' The‘folLowing tables present those criteria. which had

a ﬁegative correlation with overall evaluation of the

short stories:

Table 12
Scona
Question Criterion Represented Negative Correlation
Number with Evaluation of
\ Short Story:
I II
11 -Understandability -0.09 +
- +
) Table 13
Victoria i
Question . . Criterion'Repfesented Negative Correlation
Number - : with Evaluation of
Short Story: A

' & 1 | IT

7 Narrative Technique -0.09 +

9 Tempo ' -0.40 +

© 10 Complexity -0.36 +

12 Structure -0.22 *

13 Believability -0.08 +

17 Irony "y -0.26 +

18 Excitement -0.04 +
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b

Table 14 {
Males )
Question Criterion Represented Negative Correlation
Number ' with evaluation of
Short Story: oo
I ' II
5 Originality -0.12 o+
6 Involvqmeﬁt : ~0.08 -0.01
7 Narrative Technique -0.31 +
8 .Characterization + -0.18
9 Tempo -0.51 —0}17
10 ‘Complexity -0.55 +
12 Structure , -0.14 ) +
13 Believability ~0.05 -
17 Irony ~0.3$ ' ~0.14
18 Excitement -0.20 +
19 - Form ~-0.17 -0.04
20 Intellectual -0.12 -0.16
Challenge
Table 15
Females
Question Criterion Represented Negative Correlation
Numbe® with evaluation of
’ Short Story:
I II
11 Understandability -e0.22, +

o+ ' +
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Table 16

Whole Sample

Question Criterion Represented Negative Correlation
Number * with Evaluation of
: Short Story:
I It .
9 Tempo -0.04 +

- + N +
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The following. tables presént the criteria which had
a positive correlation with the overall evaluation of the

short stories:

S o
Table 17
Scona
Question Critegion Represented Positive Correlatinn
Number with Evaluation of
Short Story:
I 11

1 Theme 0.60 0.47
2 Setting 0.27 0:69 .
3 Language 0.77 0.65
4 Plot 0.29 0.62
5 Originality 0.76 10.39
6 tnvolvement 0.71 - 0.50
7 Narrative Techniave 0.82 “0.78
8 Characteri»atinn 0.79 0.16
9 Tempo ' 0.04 0.22
10 Complexity 0.6 0.34
11 Understandahilitvy - 0.63
12 Structure 0.65 0.58
13 Bélievahility 1 0.75 0.22
14 Imagery 0.53 0.64
15 Content 0.68 0.49
16 Grippingness 0.72 0.53
17 Trony 0.45 0lo7
18 ) Excitement 0.65 0.74
19 Form , 0.67 . 0.68
20 Intellectual 0 A1 0.75

Challenge



Question

Number

W ~N W N -

i e e e T S G
O 00 ~u & »n > W NN = D W

20

Table 18

Victoria

Criterion Represented

Theme

Setting

Language

Plot

Originality
[nvolvement
Narrative Technique
Charaé%érizatidn
Tempo

Complexity
Undefstandnhilw
Structure
Believahilit.
Tmagery

Content
Grippingne -
Irony
"Excitemant

Form
Tntellectual

“hallonmge

65

Positive Correlation
with Evaluation of
Short Story:

I 1T
0.59 0.66
0.02 0.53
0.33 0.49
0.46 0.75
0.00 0.66
0.18 0¢40
- . 0.73
0.65 0.61

- 0.25
- 0.46
0.30 0. 46

0.49
0.73
0. 47 0.50
0.32 0.65
0 4T 0.72
0 18 -
0.79
0.12 0.138
N Ne () ’)R
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Number

10
11
12
13
14
15
14

Table 19

Males

Criterion Represented

66

Positive Correlation
with Evaluation of
Short Story:

Theme ~

Setting

Language

Plot

Originality
Narrative Technique
Characterization
Complexity :
Understandabi'iry .
Structure
Be]igvahi1i'~
Imagery

Content
Grirpingne - -

Yo et

I 14
0.60 0.40
0.07 0.28
0.47 0.34
0.74 ' 0.40
0 27
- 0N.53
N 7aA
- 0.15
0.71 0.47
- 0.11
- 0.06
0.28 012
0.01 0. 41
AR R7 0.48
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Number

»

Table 20

Females

Criterion Represented

— e ey e e el ie emeveme

Theme

Setting

Language

Plot

Originality

Invel vement
Narrative Technique:®
Characterization
Tempo ' |
Complexity
Understandaki‘=rQ
Structure
Belieyghtti:
Tmagery

Content
Crippingne

Trony

Fxcitament

Form

1

‘tellectua!
S LR IPTE S,

O 0.0 0000 o o O

2 O O O

67

Positive Correlation
with Evaluation of
Short? Story:

13 IT
64 0.62
.30 0.67
.57 0.71
.21 0.79
77 0.67
B4 0.73
.91 0.84
.70 0:61
.10 0.40
.75 0.56
- 0.69
A2 0 7
63 0.63
71 0. 80
80 0 65
0.88 0 60
0.53 0.2%8
0,74 0 RS
0.79 0.72
569
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Table 21

™~
Wholeg Sample
Question Criterinn Fer - ted Pogitive Correlsatinm

Numher With Fvaluatinn of

'-”\ov' Sty

T |

P Theme 0.60 0.57
2 Setting 0.24 0.50
3 Lang~ge 0.54 0.57
2 Flot . 0.39 0.68
p) Origivality 0.39 0.55
6 Tnvolvement 0.51 0.44
7 Narrative Techpin 0.45 0.74
8 Chara teyizatio 0.70 6.38
9 Tempo 0.27
10 Complewity 0.17 0.42
11 Understandntbi! 0.17 0.50
12 Structure 0.33 0 S3
13 Beliovakilits: 0 s 0 46
ta Imagery 0 S0 057
15 Coanteht N 83 0O S8
16 Crippingna: N k72 N 63
17 Trany 0 16 016
18 Ervangt emen O 133 0 76
1 ' ovm N 49 0 54
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The critéria whose-éorrélatioﬁ with the overall judge-
ment was 0.5 and above weré cbnsidered as dominadt. cri-
:teria. The following tablgs-ﬂfesent the criteria which. '
had a §trong_cor_elation Qith the ovefall evaluatioh of

the short stories: /

. ' table 22
’ t Scona ‘
Question - Criterion Represeﬁted Stronngorrelation
‘Number : S . with-Evaluation of
‘Short Story
1 TII
1 Theme - o o 0.60 . A\
2 Setting . " - 0.69
3 Language . - t Q.77' 0.65
4 Plot . ’ + - 0.62
5 .Originality 7 D.76 +
. 6 Involvement 0.71 - 0.50
=7 Narratjive Technigue- 0.82 0.78"
8 Characterization | 0.79 -
| B § |
10 - ‘Complexity : fb.63 +
11 Understandability = - 4 - 0.63
12 Scruccu;el' L 0.65 | 0.58
© 13 .~ Believability = 0.75 .
14 Imagery . 0.53 _  0.64
15 Cpntent e 0.68 .
16 Grippingness - 0.72 0.53
18 . Excd tement 0,65 . 0.74
19 ~ Form o 067 0.68
20 ; Intellectual ' 1 0.61 0.75

4 ..~ -Challenge . .

?
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Table 23
~,_(Victoria
Question Criterion Represented .Strong Correlation
Number : ' with Evaluation of
: Short Story: '
I I
1 Theme 10.59 0.66
2 ~Setting + . 0.53
4 Plot + - 0.75
5 Originality + 0.66
7 Narrative Technique - ‘O.7§\/
38 Characterization 0.65 0.61
13 - Believability - 0.73
14 " ‘Imagery + 0.50
15 ‘Content | + 0.65
16 Grippingness + 0.72 .
- ' 7
Table 24
Males
Question Criterion Represented Strong Correlation
Number with Evaluation of
Short Story:
I 11
1 Theme 0.60 + s
4 . Plot _ 0.74 _
7 Narrative Technique - 0!53'
8 Characterization 0.76 -
11 Understandability 0.71 " .
18 Excitement .-% - 0.59

Yoo
IS
PN

\8,

B S
“ )
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Table 25
. Females
Question Criterion Strong Correlation
Number with Evaluation of
Short Story:
I II
1 Theme 0.64 0.62
2 Setting o+ 0.67
3 ' Language 1 0.57 0.71
4 Plot v 0.79 -
5 Originality 0.77 0.67
6 Involvement 0.84 0.73
-7  Narrative Technique 0.91 '0.84
8 Characterization 0.70 0.61
10 Complexity . 0.75. 0.56
11 Understandability. - 0.69
12 Structure 0.62 0.71
13  Believability 0.63 0.63
14 Imagery 0.71 0.80
15 Content 0.80  0.65
16 Grippingness 0.88 0.69
17 Irony 0.53 +
18 Excitement 1 0.74 0.85
19 Form 0.79 0.72
20 Intellectual 0.69 0

Challenge

.87



72

]
Table 26
. Whole Sample
Question . Criterion Represented Strong Correlation
Number with Evaluation of
' Short Story: '
I II
. RN
1 Theme '1’__‘ 0.1,6.0. .57
2 Setting ~ + 7 0.30
3 ‘Language 0.54 " - 0.57
4 Plot + - 0.68 |
5 Originality T+ - 0.5%
6 Involvement 0.51 | '+A4
7 Narrative Technique " v 0.74
8 Characterization 0.70 +
11 Understandability + 0.50
12 Structure + 0.53
14 Imagery 0.50 . 0.57
- 15 Content 0.53 - 0.55
16 Grippingmess 0.62 0.63
18 _Excitement to- + 0.76 ..
19 Form : ‘; : ”3“_ 10,54
20 Intéllectual™® + 0.50

Challenge
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Table 27

73

Séona
3
Question Criterion Represented' Correlatidn ‘between
Number ' Criteria and
’ Evaluation for both
Stories combined
1 Theme 0.67
2 Setting 0.34
3 Language 0.80
4 Plot . 0.47 °
5 Originality 0.71
6 ¢ Involvement .0.68
AN Narrative Technique 0.84
8 Characterization 0.61
9 Tempo 0.13
10 . ~  Complexity 0.65
11 Understandability 0.19
12 Structure: " 0.73
13 Believability 1 0.53
14 Imagery - 0.67
"15 Content * 0.66
16 Grippingness 0.71
17 Irony”. = 0.40
18 Excitément ' 0.77
19 Form 0.75
20 Intellectual . 0.75

Challence
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Victoria
" Question Criterion Represénted "Correlation between
Number ' ‘ Criteria and Evalua-
« : tion for bpth stories
combined '
1 - Theme 0.63
2 ~ Setting 0.55
3 Language -* . 0.48
T Plot o 0.64
5 Originality - ' 0.41
6 Involvement - | 0.47
7 Narrative Technique : ’\,0.45
8 Chafacterization ) . 0.56
.9 - Tempo _ o -0.02
10 '_Complexgtylf i ‘ - 0.25 ‘
! Undersﬁéﬁdability ‘ 0.34
12 * Structre 0.40
13 Believability “0.33
14 Imagery ' 0.61
15 Content 0.59 4.
16 . Grippfngness 0.62 (
17 - N Irony. 0.05
8 /// Excitement . 0.55
tg// Form ' 0.44
20 Intellectual 0.31

Challenge

.
prap——
-~ ™
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— : Table 29
¢ Males
Question. Criterién Represented . éorrelation.Between"
. .-Number - X ) Criteria and Evaluation -
: ' \ for both stories
combined
: o .
S 1 0.59
2 0.36
3 0.58
4 0.60 ’
~ 50 " Originality ° 0.13
) 6 Involvement 0.29 .
i Narrative Techniqde 0.27
8 Characterization 0.37 °
9 #Tempo -0.17
10 ° Complexity 0.03
11 Understandab#lity 0.46 .
TS ‘Stfuctqré K 0.25
. 13 Believability 0.09 -
14 Imagery . 0.41
S35 Contqpt : . 0.42
¢ 16 Grippingness 0.42
17 Irony ~-0.03 .
18 Excitement , 0.42
19 Form | 0.29
2Q Intellectual | 0.07

Challenge
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Table 30
Females N ‘
Qﬁestion Criterion Represented Correlation between
Number ' ' Criteria and Evaluation
for both stories
combined
1 . Theme ' 0.71
2 Setting - . , 0.46
3 Language ‘ 0.72
4 Plot 0.54
5 Originality 0.79
6 Involvemgnt 0.81
7 Narrative;Technique ‘ 0.89
, 8 Characterization 0.69
9  ° Tempo ; : 0.19
10 ’ 'Compléxity
11 Understandability
12 Structure
.13 ) Believ%?ility .
14 Imagery
15 *“Coﬁtént
16 Grippingness
17 Irony
18 ’ -Excitement
- 19 © Form
20 Intellectua!

Challenge
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* '
o Table 31
Whole Sémple
- ) _ - %
Question Criterion Represented Correlation between
Number Criteria and evaluation
S for both stories
. combined
1 Theme 0.66
2 ) Setting 0.42
D3 Language 0.66 °
4 Plot 0.56
5 Originality 0.57
6 Involvdment 0.58
7 Narrative Technique 0.67
8 Characterization . 0.57
g Tempo | 0.10
10 Complexity ~ 0.47.
11 - Understandability 0.29
12 Structure = 0.58
13 Believability 0.43
14 Imagery 0.64
15 Content 0.62
16 Grippingness 0.67
17 Irony . 0.27
18 Excitement 0.67
19 Form _ 0.63
20 Intellectual 0.56

Challenge
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DISCUSSION

. The Schools .

The means of both schools foi/§hort story I are not

significantly different from each other (see Table 2).

This would imply that this short story was accorded the
same value rating by both schools.

! : :
‘The relationship between the two means also suggests
\

that the two sohools evaluated story I as a homogeneous
group rather than as twd distinct groups.
The means of both schools for short story TI, simil-

arly, are ﬁbt’significantly different from each other (see

.Table 2). “This would imply that this short storv was
, :

accorded the same value rating by both schools. The

" relationship bétween‘che two means also suggests that the

two schools evaluated story II as a homogeneous group
rather than as two distinct grpupé.

It is also‘noticeaﬁle that both schools fatéd story
[ lower than story II which implies that both schools
do have an aesthetic ability to discriminate apﬁropriately
between a shorf story that belongs to mass literature and

one that belqngs'to the belles-lettregy.

The t test statistic comparing the performance of the

" two schools on story T was not signifigant which mav mean
. - ‘

'~ that both "schools processed and evaluated story ‘I in a

-

' 4

similar manner. (Forft test fifults,‘see table 5)

»
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The-t.test statistic'comparing the performance of the
two schools on. story II was not 'significant, which may
Aimply that the two schoéls processed and evaluated storv
1L in a similar manner.

The analysis of variance test also showed no signifi-
cant Jdifferences between the performances of the two
schoolé on both story T and story II which would imply
‘that rthe two groups of gtudents are, in fact gimilar.
(For Anova results see Tablé h).

Thus, the initial hypothesis that the two groups of
students would differ in their ratings and evéiuation of
the 'two short stories has been refuted gy the study.

Nevertheless, in terms of.the manner in which the two
groups employéd the criteria #n jndging rhe two stories

one can detect a few differences. Tn the evaluation of

story I, Sedna employed all criteria except underqfanda—

bility'" ) whereas V1Ptor1a employed all except, "narrntive

technique', “"tempo" . "complexity",. ”st;néture”, "belic a

bilitv'", "iv&W" and "excifement’” (See Tah1eé 12, v 17
(;';ﬁﬂ»“IBJ. The rangié of criteria emploved by Scona was

than that emplgyed, by Victoria. On the one hand,

3 I3 » [ . / -
an\lnterpret the preceding observation as indicating

. 0 .
" that rhe readers from Scana are superior to these from
g% % Vlcforia since the former's criteria base for the evalua
v Q e
1 L tlon of the story 1w»questuon is rmcher than that of the

¢

}étter On the other hand, one might say that the readers



\\\ 80
from Victoria responded to the literary code of the story

better than the readers from Scona. Having perceived the

stbry as belonging to .popular literature, the readers from

<
Victoria considerably reduced the criteria on rhe basis
. oy Y
the story, whereas the

.

-of which fhey were going to judge
readers from Scona reduced their criteria vefy minimally.
One dnes not wish to engage in exce~sive ad hec reasoning.
However, an attempt will be made to Ao justice o the findings.

It would appear. therefore. that fhe readers from Vie.
toria édjusrnd ‘their criteria in response *to the ljterary

N\

code af the storv. whereas the readers from Scomna more
or Je=s used all the criteria availahle to them. Thmis, the differen-
tial use of criteria in fha evalnation of st;fy I might he
explained in terms of the dégree ' which the two groups<
resporded  Fa the 1ir(=7'rm'y rnda of the atervv yarher than by taking
1 ecenivan ta the literary competrence f rhe twe groups.

In 'ﬁG'tbvn‘untifww ~f stearv 1T hoth achaplg emploved
All the twenry crviferia provided. Tha: » wélc An AawAarenhag
in i\n'h ér e rhat st orvy 17 Cwhich {2 mare e rhicticatnd

*
than ~*tcrv [, demanded  wide vange of criteria "han etaypy
L

1 T wenld <mom that thé +~aders ¢ ~om Tictarina woere anye

1
AW o {r the Cconty nat het ‘ran the two Sty i mA thn rhe

R3

readers from Scong, Tf e were to judge litevar- ~ompet

ence ~n rhe hagig «f 1t he \Fili(y te ad it ane = sy=*em

,
~f Nnorms in rels‘pnnsf t "he '"itaya cod g Af tho ldterar v

%.71"‘_,'_: voday e aliiat i .. ) ol vat - "he y L f - an
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Victoria a. being more competent than those from Scona.
When one compares the number of dominant criteria of

the two schoolg, ome gets, more or less, the same picture of the rela.

tionship bgtween the two schools. Tn th;?evaluation of
) . ~ ,
story I, 9Ycona had more domipant criteria than Victoria.

Secona  had ifteen dominant ecriteria while Victoria had

only two. This means that the evaluation of atory I by

readers from Scona was highly influenced and determined by the follow-

ing fifteen criteria: theme, language, originality, involve

ment, narrative technique, characterization, complexity,
structure, believability,' {mégery, content, grippingness,
exnifoment.'fOtm, and intellectual challenge. The evalua-
fion ~f storv T by readers from Viéforia was highly influ-
enced and determined by the two criteria of theme and
characterizatjon. The tendency on the part of readers
from Victo;in v reduce the range of literary norms in

the evalnatinm of “tory I, is once again “isible when one

examines the range of demirant criteria. There js <till
o the Pﬂ*f:Lf the reader: from “~and a rendency to ge
" hroal range'n~f criteria in rhe cvaluation of «atary 1

-

.-;l” fhae evalpation of grory [T, the readers from Vie
o ’

toria wurilized less domiaant criteria than the readers

from Scona: The reada = frem Viectoria had the following

fen dominnnt criteria: Cheme  cetting, plot, originalityv,
. o

“ryarive teche i po “hoaracteyi gtion, Relitevabhilsry,

-

{
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O
imagery, cont-nt and grippingness. The readers from Scona
employed rhe following twelve dominant criteria. setting

L
language, pl~rr, involvement, narrative techique, under-

~

standébilfcy. structure. imagery, grippingness, excitement
. _ : v
form and intellectual challenge. (See tables. 22 and 237).

Tt is noticeable that the readers from Seona reduced

their dominant criteria Ffrom fifreen, in the ovafuarion
of story T to twelve, in their ovaLuatioh of story 1I
while the readers from Victoria increased their et of
dominant cviteria.?W7 eighr in their evaluation of etory

IT. Tt is obvicus that the readers from Victoria were
L]

more sensitive tr literary class differences betrween the
two stories than the readers from Scona whose strategy
/for the evaluation of a belle-lettre was narrower thah -

the one they employed in theiy evaluation of a pitce ~f

.

"trivdaliteratur."

*

A ~omparison of the norm systems of the, twe =«chorls
as revealed by the correlation betygé%ﬁéiitéria and evalu-
| ) A _ i
ation, fer both stories:s

v

exc]udmﬂ?the ¢rireriofi of “tempo”

This would, rherefore, indicate

' . \
LY norm systems oY rhe two schools are only

‘(\:-“ s .
%I .
N di fferent Nevertheless, in terms of higtily

prﬂbabie,raﬂqa nf criteria as gathered from the dominant

critevis ~f the two norm systroms. if would appea- rhat



N

‘fffTables‘27 and 28 respecti‘ely, record the/number of domin—k

\

'f*ant criteria a8’ fifteen for Scoga'and

1] ness, excitement

erization imagery, content,,gripp_ngn’ss and excitement
However the differences in the range of dominant criteria

- o

: of %he two literary horm systems may be interpret }Qas';

- yg' merely indicating differences in the f'
tures of two norm ms.. which
same o . v' ) - | - : .;,‘ ok 1 ‘ v-.‘_l,_ . L ' 'A
The Sexes Lf L ﬁ."g SR "fgf ) f‘irﬁe?-f;ju[ﬁ;'

» ’ 'i) :
The means of bgzh sexes for short Story I are hot sig-;r

nificantly different from each other (see Table 3) This
would imply that short story T was accorded the same value o

'T\\n\rating by both. sexes.t‘ However, the standard deviations

show"that the males evaluated 1 efshort story as a homog- s

eneous group whereas there‘Was greater diverslty of opin-

ign amongst the females. ;.lﬁ‘

The means of both sexes for story IIaare not sign1f1~zi

vl cantly different from each other either This would imply

RN
i

sh}w;;f that the short story in question was\aceorded the same

- .,e o s



filettres, and one that belongs to'triv1aliteratur.ﬂvh

5“eva1uation:o;

iffva1Ue'rating'by hmth theqmales and females.. As in the_;

/

;_females displayed a gé!%ter diversity of opinion than thegji'*

. / sy ',._“ ‘,..
“Gmales._ (For the means and standard deV1ations, see Tabletvﬁ“‘

) 4) s ‘
o The two : |
parative worth of theftwo storie 'Both sexes\rated story_iff:
I\lower g tha_n y stm:y bs: ,which EerhonStrates that -,‘.‘,.j bot h,

,‘;.‘ ¢

do haVe the aesthetic ability to di.criminate approb(\v

VJater between a- short story that belqngs to the belles—s‘

~ \.\\ ,

. - . W -
The t test statistic cnmparing the" perlormanCe of the .

,ytwo sexes on story I was/ngt/significant which may mean

'ithat both sexes processed and evaluated this short story;'

'%fin a. similar manner (For t test results,gsee Table 5)

\ : [ I

‘Qhe t test\statistic comparing the performance of thef“

'}two sexes on story II was not significant which may imply'

'Ta similar manner.

fthat the two sexes processed and evaluated story' II in

‘”cant differences between the performanCes of . the tWQAsexes :

L on. both st;ory I and 11 whlch would imply that the two

,Qsexes are, in fact similar in their aesthetic sen51bility.

LS

(For Anova results, see Table 6)

. However, there are differences betWeen the -Ewo sexesh'

’1n regard to the use pf criteria in their evaluations of~'

N '. e .‘f‘ Al . ",, Lo " 2 } . .

story I in the evaluation of story II held”w

sexesﬂ;_ﬁ_

The anaLysis of variance test also showed To signifiplﬁgp;]
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~

'standability, imagery, content -and grippingness._f

»3','-.,-, . <
B -

"“Ehe’two'stories- In the evaluatiOn of story I the males

o

only employed nine criteria whereas the females employedfn,

nine n.'criteria . The females 'excluded understand-l"

-

abﬂity" fr°m the Corpus of their literary norm syscem‘}.”?'

whereas the males excluded all but the followingcniteria e

theme, setting, language, plot ‘characterization ,un

By reducing the norm ,system considerably, the male

‘readers seem to have allowed the literary code of the text

-~

to influence the composition of their norm system.” This

does not appear to have been true for the female readers

'who employed almost the same\norm system in the evalua-,

tion of story I -as. in.the evaluation of story II. 3‘”[:

‘-»In the evaluation of story II the male readers em—‘, )

-ployed. a norm system composed of fourteen critéria whereas

‘the females employed a’ norm system with twenty criteria

%ggre was ‘a tendency in both sexes to expand their norm
[

systems in their evaluation of story II however this tend-
ency is more manifest in the male sex than in the female'

sex. Thus it would-appear that the miles were more sens—;

,v{

,_itive to the generic differendes between the two storles

, tem would suggestv‘“ The number of dominant literary«'

than the females.f,:_, o

.
.

Whgn one compares the number‘of dominant criteria of'

the norm system of both sexes for each of the stories,

Nz

one finds out. that the compariSOn between the two sexes{

> ‘is. not as clear cut as the comparison of total TIorm sys—g'

/% .



as relevant.to present study as the total?norm system on

L)

the/basis of which the reader evaluateSjthe work of Eiter—q,”f

5'7-‘ < . . : . |
.f/ A cbmparison of\the norm systems of the two sexes as.‘

'jrbvealed by the co‘relation between criteria and evalua—g

'55tion, for both stories combined shows that the females

»autilized all the’ twenty criteria provided whereas the jﬁﬁ

:males only utilized eighoeen. criteria. N (see ‘rables 28
'tsand 29).v‘Thus,,the two nOrm systems are, more or less,f_.

R
R

the same '»tsi,;g**ﬂ;ﬁ{:f}7;;1j3£e

tf*Whole Sampl

j‘,

.o

Table 31y shows that the norm system of the whole sam--;"
"jple is composed of' .}l the twenty' criteria represented
,v‘l'n the quest:ionnaire.« Thus, one may conclude that high
”fschool students in Edmonton‘arehas competent readers as
;nthe group of students Segers interviewed at: the Universi-'

wties of Yale and Indiana } Q,‘?,;an\-fgfifl'" |

In the following chapter thcféonclusions drawn‘from

O Ce IR o B RN SR S N e : o .. S
X Sy N o

BNV






‘!he context of the view that literature is a social insti-sz

tution marked by a number of activities which engage its |

participants ﬁfThe focus of thevpresent study;was on she

‘,

condeﬂved andpcarriedsout in

sa"schools, in terms of the abfiity to distinguish popu—aispdt

b)

.q)

'mon norm system «~-; '

iacademic schoolsxand those who attend "trades oriented

N -

jflar literature from belleSalettr LA *fK}’

PR '.;i%\-‘.

&

”dents from the academic type of schools

\ -

| -Aw;f"f\ ﬂﬁ'“'--]'"’

_ the ‘students from the "trades-oriented" type ,_f,

'the students from !%e/two types of school have a comeffo

.jschools are ﬁore sensitive to generic codes than stu-,“




-

“.'on examined in Edmonton. One would have to be.more :

cautiousin applying the results of the present study to

;"-‘_.-.-:other student populations. The present study ha§. not only'u;

l-

1iprovided certain insights into the ' problem of 1iterary o

evaluation,‘but also raised certain 155ues to which futureg'“. ‘.

research might address itself

N B

Implications for Future Research

> There are three iSSrues which should be: tackled in fut—
y nre research ; ~The question of the relatlonship between'
generic codes and literary evaluation should be’ q.nvesti:
gated empirically Although the present study indicated
that differences-in the perception o_ \the existence of "
generic code do not necessarily imply different literary' '

;Judgements, ic would be enlightening if s.omeone ,jlealt

PR



"Just

Lather, that s all"?;e story used in the present study ‘}fr{fs

"f:Of;:- :ﬁork is not aesthetically‘ eqﬁiv:hent tollthe work |
', itself it might be‘interesting to investigate the rela-sl“f‘w
tionship betWeen \literary evaluation rand translation.snih

Thgrdly,» it would be inég:zftive if someoneq undertook.
V;to 1nvestigate the relatfonship between "cultural context"'f |
E and literary evaluation.a_ Apropos, dne xnight raise the IR
question of whether or not” works are rated 1ower or . higher
in cultural gontexts othe% than those within which they
- we;e produced‘_ One hopes that by,trying to. examine empir—lﬁi E
(cally issues as the . ones Presented above, the fog thaty
surrounds the phenomenqn of literary evaluation will grad-

"o

'1ua11y dissipate f ' »f' '»t'<'.q?*gfl fv':ﬂ :’{jj-’
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This ﬁuesti%&naire seeks to find out your evaluation?'
.{’df,‘two short stOries.. The short stories are included

gin the booklet. . After reading each story,.please fill,

”%'oub both section 1.nand 11 of’the questionnairegf \
iﬁefore reading the short stOries"and filning out'i
ithe eValuation sheets, please furnish the following infor- p;

'mation that'mfght be . important for the purposes of the"

Y ¢

R

" research

St

age: - v e

sex:

o ?sch‘oo‘l--“ R I T I R S

'year in school o ﬂ‘“’”‘-';X,,»-' - ) :T‘ .

'.@COmmunu y where you 1ive S ;;agdzi

(This questionnaire is intended for research purposes[
.. only, - and will in no. way be used by your teachers for
g“grading .or other purposes ). : v : :

v‘.l'J;.
L

Lo iy
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fPages 98 to 105 have heen removed due{to lack of availabil—e;

'fgity of copyright permission.i The short story in question,{i




Y

N by encircling the appropriate "x"

- not at all , slightly moderately ) very de idedly

106

a | ;EVALUAT10N1SHEET I
L o . — A - . — -

.‘“fl;' Over-all Evaluation t" f"i'h“'; . "f&h | //

fPIease rate your over-all evaluatioh of this short story

x % . X > S - . X

_very bad bad . good:. . . ﬁ”yery;goody."

"I TN

11; Evaluation on the basis of selected criteria

w‘Will you please answer the following twenty questions by '

enc1rcling the appropriate "

L

R To what extent does this short story contaln a maJor

idea, A wfalw

X .x x o x O 0x .fx‘{ B *erh

2. To what extent 1s the: hlstorical and geographical

.setting of the- story familiar to you’

4. To what extent are the events of the story well—

. organlzed7 \ff;._ - S TN

.-

: > ST S
X x : x ;;w”/ X o e%x . 0x

)}‘ .

not-at all 'slightly | moderately ‘ very decidedly

s 3 Does this short story use language in a skillful way7' |

B_xv _e,‘x'“.l[x g “X'-'fﬁﬁx- - X  x-

not at all SIightly moderately . very decidedly'

X XTUeex s Ux T gix e x v

"',not-at”‘ll";: j'slightly '.moderately;c;. 1verygdeciqedly

/

4
X



e

A

'5;. To what extent do you find the story original and

.refreshing?"_'_jj‘t. ’{"!jtr j[:\f’ DR

N i ‘ o

'not at 9113; o slightly i“ moderately ~extreme1y

Original“" | original original 1fs” original L

‘6. " To what extent do you feel personal, emotional

involvement in the characters and actions of this story’

XL “xl';”;x X X X .. X

(3

'notvat'all‘.‘\f*slightly‘t-, moderatelyf f extremely

B

LA
1nvolved "v involved _— involved N involved

7. To what extént do you find the way the story is told .
skillful7

xx Cx 1 % S x=_‘ _fX‘;.
~ not at'all | sIightly xmoderately ' ‘extremely
skillful v skillful © o skillful. ' skillfal

', 8. To What extent do the charaoters of this short story

look like or act like human beingé

A\ 1

x ko ox .x . ox x o x*l"

;not\at'alle\\ slightly' ) moderately ’ extremely ft;

9. ' To what éxtent does this story move sw1ftly7

X & % "X X x . ‘-x _xfr

~ very?slow' ’ \fairly slow | fairly\fast . very fast

10. To what extent Qs this short story complex; or. to what-
extent is this short story simple’-y

X - x . x X X .x X

<

‘very'simple ~  moderagely é‘- ghOderately ”very‘cohplex

simple ~ complex |
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11, ',d. hat extent do you feel that-you understand the

'nSt»at ail'*° , slightly iﬁ moderateiy , thoroughly
',12‘ To what extent does this short storyvhav% a good |

,structure with all elenents well- integrated°~w

¥,

X B x: B x;ﬂ b 4 » X * ° ;x}---
very;poorly“ ‘“not'yery-“ -f'well IR very well
structured . - well structured structured strubtured

13, To what extent do - you. find this story belﬁay§b1e7

‘v

y;-;'ix X x ’xi"' x . x ‘\x <
not‘at all moderately moderetelyv._ very BN
beiieyeble - unbelievable fhbelieyabiei : belie?abledf~$
14, To what extent does this shorF story work thrOUgha&_W;

: imagery7 '*s" | B |

E ifxv ‘f\ﬁk X L ox _d x _ xth 'm.x,

tnot“atﬂeliaﬂ ; slightlyl' i ' moderately‘ « tO a very high ‘

. _ degree-'
%o what ‘extent . does the subJe t- matter of this $t°r§‘ﬁ
.please xouV, o A ' ' ' '
3 X x x  x
X |

.not at all . slightly mo: erately . Very decidely

x .‘,. B x"

f 16.' How steadily does ‘this short story hold your attention7

x x 'x x

A LN

x.f X,
not at.all somewhat

fairiyf . all the:timel'.

steadily "



?717; VTofhhatfeitent»qoes]thishshort‘storyﬁtontain‘irony?
lnotfatfall"i"' slightly . moderately '1‘extremely ]
@'l8ﬁ& To what extent do you find this short story exciting’_'f
Coxo ) x o x gx‘:-"" LE X
'-not”at-all .;h‘: slightly i_ moderately .u‘extremely _
l9.~ To what extent do you like the fornal characteristics 0
(e g narratiVe technique and the prose style) of this )
.short story? -

Cx x X X: ox | 'xtgzﬂl_k 
not . at all '%f~_ slightly ' moderately b—very much.. _
20: To what extent to you feel this short story offers anl.
'intellectual challenge leading you to further analysis or Vl
‘reflection’ ¥ : |
ﬁot.ateall.: "lslightly"_ .moderately 1extreme1y

Challenging v'_-‘challenging challenging-‘challenging



ability of copyright permission._ The short

Lather, That s All" can.be found in Great Twentieth Century~

Spanish Stories e ‘f‘," TQQJ'“ Q',"ﬁ°'



T .u'r‘EVALUATlQN'SHEET 1

:‘4l.h Over all Evaluation

T/

lis‘“'

. L
PR BN

Please rate your over- all evaluatlon of this short story

<k"J -
by encirciing the appropriate A
”Ix.' ox VX,' x 'h_ x X, . x

’ T . T LT . R

very.bad - - . bad = good - very good -

‘ - T - ~
ll“' Evaluation on. the basis of selected criteria
Will you: plefse answer the following twenty questions by .
enc1rcling the appropriate Mx" |

'-;fl.l To what extent does thlS short story'contaln a magor‘

idea? - "
notnat:all“ "i slightly ' moderately very decidedly o
v2;' To what extent is the hlstorical and geographical

-

setting of the story familiar to you’ .

X Sxeix vg x . oox x X

c e

" not at. all B slightly:' moderately ,; very decidedly

LV RS
4

‘\ 3. Does this short story use language 1n a skillful way? 'g

x x X X ..x:.‘ ‘»x .oex --,f

not at all T 51ight1y , moderately : ‘fvery decidedly '

4. To What.extent are the events of the story-well— e

organiZed7 :

P \.,. D'A

X x U x U x o o R

e

/(;ot'af all;? ; slightly ;;moaéfacery“[~ f very deoidedly

o LIRS
v S




5. To what extent do you frﬁd the story orlginal and
'refreshlng7 "; : o gﬁ"h'fh ”'.7°j£2;ﬂ
o x X . X X X Looax o X
. notiat all ~ slightly = . moderately . extreﬁely"

- ori;:;;Itﬁ '(: originai v origin;It7 '*oriéfnaihk’ﬁ

| 6. To what extent do you feel personal emotional 4
'1nVOlvement in the characters and actions of this story7i
not at”ai1.~ r‘slighti§ moderatelyh'_ extremelth¥
ninvoiVed{' fw'£ﬁ§olved o 1nvolved 1 ‘invoiyedr _
'.7t ‘ To what extent do" you find the way thehstory is tolde;
,sklllfulv | -
'hngt;attail.i. inéhtly:“ _g1hoderately ,'ftxtremely“i |

, skillfgl _fhj;,“skiilfalf 7"”§k111fu1-’: | skillful " - "; ‘
V.S;j‘.To what extent do the characters of this&short story
1-iiook fike or act liﬁe human belngs'7

~ .

_ ,X'.'-_x:<": xQ~:f ;k;ﬁ".fx slﬂjx
not at’all' th‘slightiy ':.fmoéerately: vvextrenely
9. -+ To what extent‘does ﬁhistét&?y qoﬁe swiftly??
Mooxe Cx -x" . xjf{' X ox 'f‘ih |
. veryisldw fairly slow | fairréﬁfaSt A veryvfast

10. - To what'extent is this short story complex, or to what

'\extent is thls short story simple7

xk. X ,x" -sk~ xii l_fi': © X
very simple g moderately 5' ‘-moderateiy ;,'very'cpnplex ‘
-rgff o -"51mple i,f_:-' “complexa ' ' |
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1. To what extent do you feel,

.

'meanlng of the short story7

Comet

‘““,fohauﬁvX' ox x x: XX
. :." ) * K .‘ ' ‘ 3 .

. not at all , ; slightly - moderately . thoroughly--
.12. To what extent does this short story have a. good

'structure w1th all elements well- integrated’ fﬁ\LA
" S R LR
sﬂx-y".st“»ffx,f X gx :'“lﬁx X

19 ’ - " Lo L i

‘ very-boorly - not very" L very;well'.

5

' structured well structured structured , structured

13 To what extent do you~find thls story beIievab1e7

‘. R s

@anér’at'a11=' "“ﬁodersteiy??v1.mOderately‘ - veryg‘

!

bellevable o unbelievable - bellevable bellevable

14 To what extent does this short story work. through
'1magery7 S

x ;‘-:.. x . | x‘ | L X (. X o . x-- - X
-not at all ~ . slightly =~ | moderatelyf “to a very hlgh

.

degree‘

S

15. To what extent does the subJect matter of this- story

~please you’

x % x x x -5« x" ,
. not at alldAﬂ” slightly ‘ moderately ; very decidely
16. How steadily does thls short story hold your attention7 IR

ROt at all  * somdwhat | fairly - all the time . .



121

o "
R}

T

17. vTofwhetiektént~does this 5hort'stor9{¢ontain frony?

X X _x"hr X .x . x X
oynot'at all fﬂ‘ ‘ slightly moderately | extremely
18. To- what extent do you find thls short story exc1t1ng7
X ,er;“xx X - . x .'.x'ﬁ.l7 ’
-nou-atﬁa113 _ siightly moderately extremely

°19. To what eitent do you like the formal characteristics
(e. g‘ narrative technique and ‘the prose style) of this
short story? | | |

"kﬂf f‘lx WX T x x Tt x T x
X , . PR ,

nottat aii _ slightly fﬁmoﬁerately”h very much
1 20. To what extent to you»feel'thié short story.offers an

intellectual challque leading you.to further analysis or

reflection7 o .
| x x\-ﬂ :X'M X: - X .ox . X
. . - ‘ . ,“ :.(' . ) P
not at all - slightly = moderately -éxtremely
. : . ) - Vo ) » :
challenging challenging challenging challenging .



