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PREFACE

Although this is a book of philosophy, it is intended as much for those with
literary as for those with philosophical interests, and 1 have therefore
assumed no prior knowledge of philosophy in the reader. And although it is
an introductory book, I have not hesitated to argue for my own views where
I thought that other views, even widely accepted ones, were mistaken. I have
generally discussed those other views in the text but, where space did not
permit that, I have drawn attention to them in the notes.

The standpoint from which this book was written would probably be
loosely described as analytic, which differentiates it from the many current
theoretical works on literature which are written from a Deconstructionist
or generally ‘postmodernist’ standpoint. I have not discussed postmodernist
theories, but that does not imply I do not think them worth discussing.
Indeed, I had originally intended to include a discussion of them in the
book, and my eventual decision not to do so was based on pragmatic, not
critical, grounds. I realised, as the work progressed, that to be of any value, a
consideration of those theories would involve lengthy explanations and
distracting argument, which would make the book unwieldy and frustrate its
purpose as an introduction. This book, therefore, where it deals with topics
which postmodernist theories also discuss, does not represent a dismissal of
those theories, but an alternative to them.

The nature of philosophical argument tends to make disagreement more
prominent than agreement, but that disagreement often occurs against a far
wider, if less visible, background of agreement. So it is in this case. I disagree
with some of the views of Kendall Walton and Gregory Currie, as well as
with some of those advanced in the recent work of Peter Lamarque and
Stein Haugom Olsen, and of Malcolm Budd. But I have learnt much from,
and agree with much of, what they say. I am indebted to them in particular,
as well as to the other writers mentioned in the text, for the various ways in
which their thoughts have provoked and helped me clarify my own.
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WHAT IS LITERATURE?
CLEARING THE GROUND

Prologue

Suppose you are reading Eliot’s The Waste Land, Shakespeare’s King Lear,
Joyce’s Ulysses, or Chekhov’s Ward Number Six. What you are reading is a
poem, a play, a novel, a short story. We would also say you are reading a
work of literature, or of imaginative literature — though in the case of King
Lear, some might be inclined to deny that, wishing to distinguish literature
sharply from drama.

Now suppose you are reading the classical Athenian politician
Demosthenes’s Philippics, Sir Thomas Browne’s Urn Burial, the Roman poet
Lucretius’s On the Nature of Things, or the Sermon on the Mount from the
New Testament. What you are reading now is a work of oratory, an essay,
philosophy or scripture. But, again, we would also say you are reading a
work of literature — what you are reading is both a work of oratory, an essay,
philosophy or scripture and a work of literature.

Suppose, finally, you are reading Frederick Forsyth’s Day of the Jackal,
the products of a Victorian poetaster, a story in Just Seventeen, or the
Reverend C. T. Awdry’s George, the Big Engine. What you are reading now is
a novel, poetry (or verse), or stories. We might also say you are reading liter-
ature, but we would scarcely say it was serious literature — it is ‘popular’, or
‘light’, or ‘children’s’ literature. Or some might say it was not (‘was not
really’) literature at all. It is not good, or important, enough, they might say,
to deserve the title of literature.

These are some of the things we must explain in trying to understand
what literature is. Three things seem to stand out immediately: we may
doubt whether drama is literature; a literary work need not be exclusively, or
even primarily, a literary work; and we may use the term ‘literature’ and its
cognates in either a neutral or an honorific way. I will say something about
each of these points in turn.
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The problem of drama

Why should we doubt whether drama is literature? One answer is that drama
is a performing art, while literature is not. We do not perform novels or
poetry, it may be said, while we do perform dances, plays and music. Hence
drama must belong with the performing arts, not with literature.

This conclusion is too hasty. Why should not drama belong to both cate-
gories? Why should not some works of literature be performable? Indeed, we
may wonder whether someone giving a reading of a novel (e.g. on the radio),
or a public recital of some poetry, is not giving a performance just as much
as actors are in acting a play. If they are, then novels and poetry are as
performable as plays, although they may not ‘require’ to be performed in the
way plays normally do.

Yet there are plays which clearly cannot be literature — mime plays, for
instance. The reason why they are not literature indicates, unsurprisingly,
not only the solution of the question of drama, but also something about
the nature of literature itself. Literature is necessarily linguistic; it is distin-
guished from painting, sculpture, music, dance, architecture, etc., by its use
of language. Language, that is words, is to the author roughly (only
roughly) what paint is to the painter. The difference between the poet and
the novelist on the one hand, and the dramatist on the other is that the
poet and the novelist are restricted to language alone, while the dramatist is
not. The poet and the novelist have nothing but language with which to
depict character, action, feeling, thought, location, etc., whereas the drama-
tist can rely also on gesture, movement, and visual or sound effects. But
that does not mean the dramatist’s work cannot be classed as literature. It
will count as literature to the extent that he, too, uses language as the
nondramatist author does to depict character, thought, feeling, action, etc.,
and this is a matter of degree. At one extreme, there are mime plays, which
are the works of mime artists, and dance dramas which are the works of
choreographers, not playwrights. Since language has no part in these
works, they are not classifiable as literature. We also have acted, but word-
less, plays (not mimes), such as Samuel Beckett’s Breath. At the other
extreme, we have radio plays without sound effects, in which the whole
work is done, as in a novel, by the author’s use of language, and the actors’
speaking of it; and these are works of (dramatic) literature. In between lie
the majority of dramas, such as King Lear, in which language is used in
conjunction with the resources of the stage; and in these plays, too, the
author’s use of language justifies us in calling them literary works. (That is
why film scripts are rarely classifiable as literary works — in films language
1s almost invariably subordinate to the visual image.) Drama is thus a cat-
egory that cuts across literature. To say that a work is literary is partly to
say that it uses language. To say that it is drama is to say, among other
things, that it standardly requires to be performed. But being a work that
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requires to be performed does not prevent a play from being a work of
literature as well.

But what do we mean by ‘language’? We can speak of the language of
music or films, the language of dance, the language of love, and body
language. ... If ‘language’ has so many meanings, it may seem, not much will
be excluded, so not much will be being claimed when we say that literature is
essentially linguistic. The sense of ‘language’ in which I make this claim,
however, is a restricted one. ‘Language’, as I am using the term, refers to a
lexicon, syntax and semantics, such as is exhibited by French, English,
Russian, Chinese, etc. Music, films, dance, love and bodies do not have a
language in that sense. There is no lexicon of love or syntax of body
language as there is of Chinese and French. Nor is there a semantics of
music. It is only language in the restricted sense that is essential to literature.

Uses of ‘literature’

Having settled the doubt about drama, we can turn to the other two points
that emerged from my brief survey of usage. These are more positive. The
first was that literary works need not be exclusively literary works. A work
on urn burial, philosophy or science may also be a work of literature,
whether good or bad. We may agree or disagree with the speculations Sir
Thomas Browne founds on the evidence of urn burial, and we may also
enjoy or dislike the metaphors and cadences in which he presents those spec-
ulations. The first response expresses an archaeological, the second a
literary, interest. It seems, moreover, that works which are not literary works
at all may yet have literary qualities, good or bad. A philosophical argument
may be expressed clumsily or elegantly, a text book may be vivid or dull, and
even the minutes of a board meeting may be written in a way that is either
crisp or soggy. We would not call these things literature, as we would call
Urn Burial or On the Nature of Things literature; and if we ask why not, we
raise the second positive point that emerged from our survey of usage. For
the answer seems to be either that their literary qualities play a minor role in
the whole work, and therefore they are not classifiable as literature, whether
good or bad; or else their literary qualities are poor and unremarkable, and
therefore they do not deserve the honorific title of (good) literature.

In the one answer, we are classifying works neutrally, by the size of the
role that literary qualities play in the whole work, whether those works
exhibit good or bad instances of such qualities; in the other answer, we seem
to be classifying works only according to the value of their literary qualities.
And the second positive point was just that literature and its cognates may
be used in a neutral or an honorific way. When we contrast literature with
science or history, or contrast serious literature with escapist literature, we
are using the word ‘literature’ in a neutral, value-free way. If we say of a Just
Seventeen story that it is not literature, we are using the word in an honorific
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way — the story, we imply, simply lacks literary value, and for that reason
should not have the title of literature conferred upon it. The cognate phrases
‘work of literature’ and ‘literary work’ function in the same way. If asked to
place all the books on a desk into two piles, one labelled ‘literary works’, or
‘works of literature’, and the second labelled ‘other works’, we might put
books we regard as worthless fiction onto the first pile, along with Anna
Karenina (taking ‘literary works’ in a neutral way), or we might put them
onto the second pile (taking it in an honorific way). In neither case would we
be wrong; we would merely be classifying according to the different princi-
ples which the flexibility of the expression permits. That is why a crisp
agenda for a board meeting, if a copy were on the desk, would normally be
placed on the pile labelled ‘other works’. For by neither principle would it
normally be classified as literature; its nonliterary qualities as a business
document play a far more prominent part in the whole than its sole literary
quality of crispness; so that prevents it from being classified as literature
according to the neutral sense of the word. Its sole quality of crispness has
only mild literary value; so it does not count as literature in the honorific
sense, either.

These last points suggest we can define ‘literature’ in two ways, corre-
sponding to the neutral and the honorific uses of the word. We can define it,
we may think, either as writings that have a certain neutral property, or
properties, ‘literariness’; or as writings that have a high degree of a certain
type of value, ‘literary value’. This could only be a first step of course, for
until we eliminated the words ‘literariness’ and ‘literary value’ from them,
the definitions would be circular. So the next step, apparently, would be to
establish which features of writings confer literariness, and which confer
literary value upon them.

A double programme thus seems, dauntingly, to present itself. However, I
intend to follow only one of them, the easier one of establishing what it is
that makes a work a literary work. The second question, what makes a
literary work a good one, is a question I shall not discuss here. Of course,
the answer to that question is provided in an empty way by the answer to the
first one: what makes it a literary work at all? For if literary works are works
with certain properties, then good literary works will be those with good
instances of those properties, just as, if metaphysical books are inquiries
into the nature of things, then good metaphysical books will be those which
are good instances of inquiries into the nature of things. But that does not
tell us what counts as a good or bad instance. Although I shall not discuss
that question explicitly here, I shall give reasons in Chapter 9 for thinking
there is a subjective element in literary appraisals and that the goodness of
literary works therefore lies partly in the mind of the beholder.

Leaving the question of literary value on one side for the present, then we
might think we ought to start the search for literariness now; but we need to
settle a preliminary issue first, an issue which may have occurred to some
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readers already. The issue is this: I have been speaking of literature and the
definition of literature, in terms of writings, and all the examples I have
given so far have been of written works. But this way of speaking is inaccu-
rate, the examples misleading. For many literary works are not written at all;
they are oral works. It might seem a simple matter to resolve this issue. All
we have to do, we might think, is replace the word ‘writings’ with some such
phrase as ‘written or oral works’ and it is true, that would remedy the in-
accuracy. But it would tell us nothing of the role of writing in literature, or
of the complex and interesting relations of the written and the spoken word.
These relations deserve to be explored a little, not least because they rarely
are. I shall therefore delay examining the idea of literariness until I have said
something about them. This in turn will lead to a discussion of the identity
criteria of literary works, from which we shall return eventually to the ques-
tion of literariness.

Oral and written literature

What has writing to do with literature? Since many literary works were
composed, and hence existed, before they were written down (and some
never have been written down, and never will be), it is clearly wrong, despite
the etymology of the word, to define literature as we did just now, and as the
dictionary does, in terms of writings alone. Literature may exist in either
written or oral form. Indeed, all the earliest literature existed only in oral
form; the market place storyteller, the ancestor of today’s novelist, recited
oral, not written, stories. This point, once stated, seems numbingly obvious
and we may wonder, therefore, why we nevertheless speak as if it were not
even true, never mind obvious; as if, that is, literature consisted entirely of
written works.

The answer, I suspect, is twofold. First, the great bulk of extant, and
especially of sophisticated, literature, whether originally oral or not, is now
in written form; it is this that meets the eye, especially, perhaps the scholar’s
eye. Second, we tend to suppose, perhaps, that whereas all oral literature
could exist in written form (as most surviving literature that was originally
oral does now), not all written literature could exist in oral form. This
second reason deserves a closer look. There seem to be two claims involved
in it, one of causal, the other of logical, impossibility: one, that long and
complex works such as, say, Proust’s twelve volume Remembrance of Things
Past, could not have been composed in unwritten form, since they exceed the
mind’s ability to compose, revise and edit with the resources of memory
alone; the other is that some written works exploit features peculiar to
written language, and consequently could not have been composed or subse-
quently exist exactly the same in unwritten form.

The first claim is hard to settle conclusively. On the one hand, the human
mind is capable of prodigious achievements, but there are surely limits to
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what it can do unaided; and if these are not transgressed in Proust’s work,
there must be possible works which would transgress them. (I am not
thinking here of unfinished works of infinite length, but simply of very long
completed works.) On the other hand, no oral work can be too long or
complex to have been originally composed in written form or be subse-
quently written down. However, the deficiencies of our memories could well
have been made good by the use of such technologically advanced exten-
sions to them as tape recorders rather than by writing. And while it is hard
to see how the considerable body of theory and instructions for its applica-
tion, upon which the invention of recording devices depends, could possibly
have existed without the prior invention of writing — particularly when we
include the writing of numerals and the construction of wiring diagrams —
this is irrelevant. For ‘literature’ might still have been an oral phenomenon.
There seems no particular reason to think that any written work is so long
or complex that it could not have been composed orally.

If the first claim is contestable, though, the second is not. Works that
make use of certain resources of written language cannot exist unchanged in
oral form. We must think here, of course, only of the resources that are
peculiar to written language. It would be wrong to cite the use of bold type,
for instance where that is simply the written counterpart of oral emphasis,
just as the question mark is the written counterpart of a questioning intona-
tion in speech. The cases we should consider are, rather, the use of italics to
indicate introspection or a change of time; of the symbolic layout of some
metaphysical religious poetry (the altar poems of Herbert, the cruciform
verses of Traherne or the diamond shapes that Dylan Thomas sometimes
uses); of the deliberate use of lower case letters as in ee cummings’s verse
and much contemporary poetry; of acronyms and eye rhymes. These devices
may sometimes be trivial, but they are still features of literary works, and
they have no oral counterparts; they are logically dependent on writing. The
literary works employing them have therefore an indispensably written, or
graphic, dimension. They could neither be composed nor exist intact in oral
form, whereas all oral literature could have been composed and could exist
in written form.

These facts may explain why we are tempted to think of literature in
terms of writing, but they cannot, of course, justify us in succumbing to the
temptation. All that they tell us is that some works of literature (not all
works) could not have existed as they do if writing had not been invented. It
is salutary to recall that the role played by writing in literary composition is
often one that could as well be, and sometimes is, played by a tape-recorder.
The poet often composes his verses orally before he writes them down line
by line, referring to those he has already composed and written down, as he
might equally well have referred to his recorded voice. Prose writers often do
the same. Writing functions here simply as a means of recording, not as an
element in the work itself — it is comparatively few works that have an indis-
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pensably graphic dimension. Hence the composition of long and complex
works depends on writing only secondarily; an extension to our memory is
what is primarily required, and it is that which the invention of writing facil-
itates.

What I have just said may give the impression that it is mere coincidence
that many literary works are composed in oral stages which are then written
down. But that would be a mistake. They are composed orally because they
are destined for an audience in the original meaning of that term (people
who hear). They are to be heard, as well as read; and it is only to be
expected that the author should want to hear them himself as he composes.

It is true that some written works exploit the peculiar qualities of written
language. It follows from this, of course, not only that they could not have
been composed entirely orally, but also that they could not be fully appreci-
ated if they were only heard and never read; a purely auditory apprehension
of those works must leave something out. But it is equally true that in many
of those works, and in a host of others, there is also an indispensably audi-
tory dimension. They cannot be fully appreciated if they are only read, and
never heard. Just as some literature exploits the written, so most exploits the
spoken, word. We noticed, discussing drama, that poetry can be recited in a
public performance. Whether it is heard in private or in public, all poetry is
meant to be heard, even if some is also meant to be seen, but much prose
also requires to be read aloud in order to be fully appreciated. We have only
to think of the King James version of The Bible or Sir Thomas Browne’s
writings to be convinced of this, and even in prose works that do not need to
be heard in their entirety there are often passages which are not fully appre-
ciated if they are not spoken.

Of course, there are many prose works in which the auditory element is
comparatively insignificant, and which not only do not require, but may
even require not, to be heard in their entirety. It is possible that the propor-
tion of such works is increasing, for it is hard to find a modern analogue of
Sir Thomas Browne. (There is, no doubt, a sociological explanation for this;
we read silently more quickly than we read aloud, and we have less time to
read than most people who read used to have.) But for all poetry and much
prose, it is still true that it must be heard in order to be fully appreciated. For
these works, the written word exists not merely to be read silently as we may
read an advertisement in the newspaper, but also to be heard, whether
aloud, sotto voce, or in the reader’s imagination. (It is worth remembering
how recently it is that people gave up reading aloud to others, as characters
do in Jane Austen’s fictional drawing rooms — a decline that the advent of
the audio tape may be starting to reverse.) The role of writing here is like,
though not exactly like, the role of the score in music; the written word, like
the musical notation, requires to be translated into sound.

The likeness, I said, is not exact; and we should not be misled by it, for
the score and the written word are importantly different. Musical notation
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has no other function than to represent sounds, or qualities of and relations
between sounds, whereas the written sentences of literature that require to
be read or spoken aloud (and, of course, written sentences in general) stan-
dardly have the additional quality of being meaningful — a quality they
possess whether they are read in silence or aloud. The reading of a musical
score is in this sense a merely auditory affair — we either imagine the sounds
represented in it, or directly produce them — while the reading of a literary
or any other written work is not. Music, we noted earlier, does not have a
semantic dimension in the way that literature does.

There are a few literary works with an indispensable graphic dimension,
many with an indispensable auditory dimension, and some with neither.
Works with an indispensable auditory dimension require to be heard,
however they were composed; works with an indispensable graphic dimen-
sion may require to be both heard and read. But to return to the definition
of literature, literary works are to be defined, if at all, in terms neither of
written nor of oral, but of linguistic composition — a conclusion obvious
enough, once it is drawn, and one already foreshadowed in our investigation
of the status of drama. We could have literature without writing, and we
could even have literature without speech; but we could not have literature
without language.

Compositions and their forms: copies and originals

We have now answered the questions raised by the existence of oral as well
as written literature. But before examining definitions of literariness, we
should consider one more question that arises out of what we have just been
saying, for not everything is clear here. The same composition can exist in
written and in oral form; but what is the relation of the composition itself to
the oral and the written forms, which one, if any, is the composition? This
question involves another. The same composition can be spoken and
recorded, copied and printed, any number of times. What is the relation of
the repeated recitations and recordings, or of the printed copies, to the
composition of which they are recitations, recordings or copies? These ques-
tions extend beyond literature; they arise for any linguistic composition. A
political speech and a cooking recipe, for instance, can exist in written or
oral form, and can be copied or recorded just as easily as a poem, and the
questions that arise for a poem will, therefore, also arise about the speech or
recipe — What is the relation of the recipe or speech to the sounds or inscrip-
tions made in producing it, and what is its relation to its copies or
recordings? As the questions are so general we can discuss them initially in
terms of some nonliterary and simple examples; their very plainness will
prevent us from being distracted by the irrelevant qualities that literary
examples might also afford.

First, whenever we write or speak, whenever we produce a linguistic
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composition, however slight, we utter sequences of written marks (inscrip-
tions) or sounds. (For reasons of economy, not disrespect, I shall ignore here
nonvocal, nonwritten languages, such as the American Sign Language. My
remarks can, however, be easily adjusted to accommodate them.) These
inscriptions or sounds have, as well as other features, certain grammatical
and semantic ones that are determined by the rules of the language which
we speak or write. These rules determine both how the sequences of sounds
or inscriptions constitute words and sentences, and what the sentences
mean. (There is a large and pitfall-ridden field of theory on how exactly
these sequences get a meaning. As our interest is not in that question — we
are presupposing that somehow they do — I shall not venture into it.) The
rules also determine (together with certain intentions of the utterer) what
statements, questions, orders, etc. we issue when we utter the sentences that
are constituted by those sequences of sounds or inscriptions that we speak
or write. Thus, whether the sentence ‘I will pay you five dollars’ is a promise
or merely a prediction depends both on the rules of English and on the
intentions of the speaker. (We shall return to this topic in more detail in
Chapter 2, when discussing the ‘speech act’ definition of ‘imaginative litera-
ture’.)

Concatenations of sentences in which statements, questions, orders, etc.
are issued form what is sometimes called a discourse. Occasionally, in the
limiting case, when by rather obscure criteria, the statement, question, etc. is
considered to be both important enough and complete, single sentences may
form a discourse. More often they do so only in large numbers, when they
are connected by the fairly clear relation of identity of authorship and the
fairly murky relation of identity of topic, and when, again, they are consid-
ered important enough and complete. Simonides’s brief epitaph on the
Spartans who died at Thermopylae is a one-sentence discourse:

Go stranger, tell the Lacedaemonians
that here, obeying their commands, we lie.!

Aeschylus’s tragedy The Persian Women, written a little later, is a discourse
consisting of many sentences. An anthology of poetry is not a discourse,
although it contains many discourses. Nor is an encyclopedia or a telephone
directory. But poems, political tracts, novels, scientific treatises and parlia-
mentary speeches are all discourses.

What is the relation of the discourse to the sequences of sounds or
inscriptions in issuing which we produce our discourses? Is the discourse just
those sounds or inscriptions? Or is it both those and the indefinitely many
copies that may be made of it in recordings or printings? Or is it neither of
these? The question, I remarked, does not concern discourses alone.
‘Discourse’ is a term we reserve for the grander products of our linguistic
endeavours, but exactly the same puzzle arises for the fruits of our humbler
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efforts as well. If anyone writes or says the words ‘Cats eat fish’, and thereby
states that cats eat fish (i.e. is not merely practising English pronunciation,
talking in his sleep, etc., but expressing his belief), the question arises at
once, and in the same way as for Anna Karenina, of the relation of his state-
ment to the sequence of sounds or inscriptions in uttering which he made it.
Just as there is a related question for Anna Karenina of the relation of the
novel to the many thousands of copies or recordings that are made of it, so
there is a related question for the statement of its relation to the many copies
or recordings that could, but probably will not, be made of it.

Let us discuss the supposed statement Cats eat fish first. Not that there
are not important differences between them. Anna Karenina is a novel, a
work of fiction, whereas Cats eat fish is a simple statement of fact; and the
one is a much more complex thing than the other. In considering the
sentence Cats eat fish as a statement, for instance, we assess it solely in terms
of truth and falsity. But in considering Anna Karenina as a novel, we do not
assess it — or certainly not directly, or solely — in terms of truth and falsity; a
whole gamut of dimensions is brought in with the novel which are inappro-
priate to the consideration of utterances merely as statements. But these
differences are not relevant now, for both are alike in that they are issued in
words spoken or written, and (let us suppose) subsequently repeated, in
sequences of sounds or inscriptions. It is only the relation of the thing in
each case — of the nonfiction statement or the set of (mainly) fictional utter-
ances — to its sequences of sounds or inscriptions that concerns us now. The
further, distinctive, characteristics of fictional, and other literary, works are
irrelevant to this concern.

Is the statement Cats eat fish just the particular sequence of sounds or
inscriptions (‘Cats eat fish’) uttered at a certain time by a certain speaker or
writer? Surely not; for that particular sequence may have been made in a
wavering tenor voice or printed large in red ink; and the quality of the voice
or the size and colour of the ink, like many other features of the sounds or
inscriptions, are clearly no part of the statement made when the sequence
‘Cats eat fish’ is uttered. Besides, the sounds are evanescent, and the inscrip-
tions can be erased, yet the statement made in uttering them can be
considered long after that particular sequence of sounds or inscriptions has
ceased to exist — and considered, too, by people who never heard or read
that sequence.

What this suggestion fails to recognise is that the statement, and the
sentence in uttering which it is made, are not identical with, but an abstrac-
tion from, those sounds and inscriptions. We noticed just now that the
sounds and inscriptions we produce when we speak or write have certain
grammatical and semantic features that are determined by the rules of the
language we are speaking or writing. These rules confer on the raw sounds
or marks we make the characteristic of grammaticality and meaning; they
make them utterances of sentences, and in the appropriate circumstances,
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issuings of statements. When we speak and write, we produce sounds and
inscriptions, certainly; but it is only certain features of those sounds and
inscriptions that are grammatically and semantically relevant; the others can
be ignored. It is for this reason that both the sentence and the statement may
be called an abstraction from the sounds and inscriptions uttered in making
them. It is for this reason, too, that a statement can be made indifferently
either in speech or in writing. Ink marks have few physical characteristics in
common with sounds. But they both have the same grammatical and
semantic features by conforming to the same linguistic rules, rather as two
different types of material can both realise the same design. It is by virtue of
their possessing the same grammatical and semantic features that uttering
these two quite different sequences can constitute making the same state-
ment.

We should, then, amend the suggestion I have just rejected. The state-
ment, we should say, is the sentence that is abstracted from the whole
sequence of sounds and inscriptions which the author utters. In uttering the
sounds and inscriptions that he does, the author also utters words which
constitute a sentence and have meaning. In seriously uttering that sentence
with that meaning, he makes a statement; the statement is just that sentence
which he utters in making the sounds or inscriptions that he does. (This is
oversimplified; it will get refined shortly.) The relation of the sentence which
constitutes the statement to the sounds or inscriptions he utters is thus anal-
ogous to the relation of a move in chess to the physical motions performed
in making it. You can move a piece across the board without making a move
in the game, just as you can utter the sequence ‘Cats eat fish’ without
making a statement; in both cases, for instance, you may be pretending or
demonstrating. There are many features of the physical movements involved
in moving a piece in chess which are irrelevant, such as whether one lifts the
piece two or four inches above the board, with which hand one lifts it, or
which part of the piece one holds. Similarly, there are many features of the
sounds or marks one utters in making a statement that are equally irrele-
vant, such as the timbre or volume of the voice, the style of the handwriting,
the colour of the ink or the size of the type face. What constitutes the
sequence of motions as a move in chess is the rules of the game, just as what
constitutes the sequence of sounds or inscriptions as a statement is the rules
of the language. Finally, making a move in chess is not something over and
above performing the motions involved in lifting the piece and putting it
down; it is performing that sequence of movements in a way that conforms
to the rules of chess. Similarly, making a statement is not something over
and above uttering a sequence of sounds or inscriptions; it is uttering that
sequence of sounds or inscriptions in a way that conforms to the rules of the
language.

There is a plausible objection that might be made here. It is that the
suggestion just made is no real improvement on the suggestion it is supposed
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