Zagadnienia Rodzajow Literackich, XXIX 1
PL ISSN 0084-4446

ALEKSANDER KYOSSEV
Sofia

“SOUND AND MEANING”: A BULGARIAN STUDY OF THE PHONIC
STRUCTURE IN FICTION

The book by Radosvet Kolarov! deals with scientific problem on
a large scale: untraditional for literary criticism auxiliary disciplines
are used-like statistics and experimental psychology and even com-
puter analysis of texts. That could raise some doubts in readers educa-
ted in the spirit of a more humanitarian, antipositivist approach to lite-
rature-what the use of all this scientific virtuosity, won’t it kill the
“living”, human aspect of literature? Kolarov's study turns down such
doubts: it approaches the age-old problem of the interrelation between
sound and meaning in literature armed with principles excluding the
overestimation of the “thing”-aspect of the literary work. The exact
(verifiable) determination and study of the sound-structure in a text
is not an end in itself, it has to be related to the critical penetrating
into the meaning of the work. The guiding principle is: a “stranger”
sound outlook of the text does not presuppose its artistic value: every
sound structure is subordinated and assimilated by “the factor ‘meaning’
that creates the artistic microcosm”,

The concrete aims, that Kolarov wants to achieve are interesting
and ambitious—“to extend the object of poetic phonology, on to the
sphere of fiction”. In connection with this Kolarov criticizes the idea
of “impenetrability of the dividing line between verse and prose, of
their polar opposition and incompatibility as regards language”. Accor-
ding to him there is no absolute difference between the two types of
structures; just prose gives the feeling of less language organization.
At that main distinetive feature of verse—the verse rhythm-—annoys
the reader of fiction, being a signal for “verse-quality” of the text;
metaphony,? being no signal for “verse-quality” of the text, is possible
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1 Konapos, 38y © esucsa, Cotbua 1983.
* After considering the already existing ferms denotind soundorganization of
the literary text, R. Kolarov creates a new term “metaphony”, which is supposed
to be free from the imperfections of the existing terminology.
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in fiction as well — it can have artistic function in prose works as
well.

Kolarov points out that the question of the structure of metaphony
belongs to the neuralgic questions of stylistics because the traditional
critical refusal to create exact descriptions cannot be accepted especially
in the case when the quantitative aspect of the literary phenomena is
dealt with. He gives examples of many inadequate and even careless
interpretations of the sound aspect of the literary work. His own direc-
tion of analysis keeps clear from the impressionistic pseudointerpreta-
tions and the arbitrariness, connected with the “measuring-by-eye” on
the metaphonic level of the literary text, as well as from the struc-
turalist “concoction of structures”. R. Kolarov considers the proof of
the real existence of non-casual sound structures in a given text to
be a conditio sine qua non for this type of studies. To neet these strict
demands he elaborates two criteria for verification of the existence of
metaphonic structures. The first is a statistical one and refers to the
language structure of the text in its relation to the established statis-
tical norm of language. According to this criterion we have to deal
with metaphonic structures when a definite sound group reveals remar-
cable frequentive or distributive deviation from their “normal” appe-
arance in language. One quite orginal idea assists R. Kolarov in mana-
ging the main difficulty—the absence of a stable frequence of phonic
facts in the stratification of speech in terms of genres and styles. He
substitutes the unclear and indefinite concept “normal frequency” of
the sound facts by another unit — their medium, normal frequency for
a given text (this is very similar to the contextual criterion for devia-
tion, which M. Riffatezze introduces in to stylistics). It is exactly against
the bacground of this specific frequency pattern that the metaphonic
phenomena deviating from concrete text norm come into prominence.
R. Kolarov distinguishes between three basic types of metaphonic struc-
tures and their variants:

1. Structures of a frequent type, including the frequency deviation
of a single phoneme or a phonemic complex.

2. Structures of a combinatorial type including the particular non-
-casual distribution of phonic elements in definite sections while thus
it is their sound configuration and not their repetitiveness that comes
to the foreground.

3. Structures of positional type—those are structures by which
the phonic elements pertaining to the metaphony are always connected
with a unit of another level of language (e.g. “interverbal limit”, “inter-
phrasal pause”, ete.).

The second criterion for the wverification of the real existence of
metaphonic structures is described by Kolarov in the last chapter of his
book. It is not connected to “reality in general”, but to the “perceptive
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reality” of metaphonic structures — i.e, to the pragmatic aspect of the
fictional text, to the problem of whether and when the actual reader
will be able to perceive a given sound complex as meaningful in the
given literary text. R. Kolarov considers the critical objections against
the unlimited “concoction” of sound patterns in a given text (typical of
Jakobson’s studies) and specifies in his turn these objections by offering
new ideas and experimental data. He arrives at the conclusion that there
are several conditions necessary for the appearance of fictional meta-
phony: apart from the meaningful frequency and distributive deviations
already mentioned above he also speaks of genre and style expectations
as well as of the necessity of relating the sound-(metaphonic) stratum
to meaning and basing of the sound-patterns on all levels of the text
(p. 190).

Thus in the last chapter of his book R. Kolarov associates himself
with a common tendency of today’s science of literature — the criticism
of the structuralist “ideal” reader; he supports the idea for introducing
of the real reader in literary interpretation. It must be noted though,
that unlike the “Rezeptionsaesthetik” Kolarov sees the real reader
more as a psychological, than a cultural and historical phenomenon,

The central — most important and interesting part of Sound
and Meaning deals with the basic question of the artistic function of
metaphony. Once again the author examines different approaches to
the question with respectful skill and erudition: the theory of the
“introvertive” semiosis dealing with the sounds as units which bear
the aesthetic value by themselves, with no connection to other levels
of the text; ancient and new variants of this theory — the view of
euphony, the a priori ascribing of meaningful and emotional value to
single sounds, the autonomous role of the play of sounds, ete.

The focal point of the whole study is the problem of the real possi-
bilities of the sound structures to become meaningful in prose texts. It
i§ a necessary condition that the metaphonic structures refer in some
way to the “meaning” which “creates the fictional microcosm’; this
idea is the main discovery of R. Kolarov. On one hand it is the result
of the theoretically grounded ecriticisms of other conceptions, on the
other it is generated and made concrete in a process of profound inter-
pretative research of some of the best Bulgarian fiction al, works. As
a matter of fact this concretization is not less important than the all-
-round idea; “the analysis in action” reveals a great number of types
of sound-meaning correspondencies and the exceptionally subtle mecha-
nisms through which they come into existence. Nevertheless they are
classified in two basic types of functions of metaphonic structures: 1.
The possibility of the metaphonic structure to function as an “iconic
sign”; 2. Indirect sign functions of the metaphonic structure in its cor-
relation with the semantic structure of the text. Two central chapters
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of the book are dedicated to the elaboration on these two types, their
mechanisms and subtypes.

Kolarov's style requires exact concrete proofs for every hypothe-
sis and idea. His feeling for detail and its meaning in the context of
the whole is amazing. It is the pursuit of exactness, integrity and pro-
vability in the search for the real sound structures and their real
function in the text, that makes his study Sound and Meaning face
one of the most important questions of literary science—ancient as
well as modern. We have in mind the problem of the coexistence of
the material and the spiritual, of the present and the absent, of the
finite and the ifinite in the literary work, and respectively of the limits
of application of the exact methods. Kolarov persuades the reader
acquainted with the contemporary tendencies in literary criticism, that
auxiliary disciplines like statistics, experimental psychology, mathe-
matic modeling and computer processing cannot be ignored in literary
interpretations—especially in the field of the finite and the discrete.
Moreover Kolarov's perfect interpretations ol classic works in the Bul-
garian prose tradition convince the reader that what we have here is
neither a formalistic dissection of a literary work, nor a mechanical
application of mathematic methods. It is a penetration into the spiritual
nature of literary works, the exact analysis being not the goal, but
the means, the starting point of the interpretation. In actual fact the
study validates the pffectiveness of an approach, based on a non-eclectic,
but heterogenious methodological complex, containing exact disciplines,
but having also its own hierarchy, which reaches its climax in the
specific “inexact” operation of literary criticism—the interpretation.

In connection with what has been previously mentioned one could
realize the great value of Kolarov's central idea of the optional, existing
only in terms of probability connection between the basically poorer,
finite phonic structures and the infinite world of meaning and value.
It is a true theoretical image of the paradoxical nature of the literary
work.

It is from this paradoxical nature however, that one real failing
of Sound and Meaning emerges—the different adequacy of the theoretic
languages used to describe the sound aspect and meaning aspect of the
literary work. While in the description of the sound aspect linguistics
and especially phonology can offer an exact scientific terminolozy, in
the description of meaning Kolarov practically returns to the traditio-
nal language of literary interpretations, in which metaphors, concepts
of more or less definite volume and content co-exist with “everyday”
speech means, In principle there would be nothing wrong with this
il in that traditional language of literary criticism now and then did
not crop up (due to the terminological inertia of the exact phonologic
description) “striet” terms, which are at first sight analogies to linguis-
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tic terminology (of the type “semantic features”, “semantic ingredients”,
“semantic units” ete.). The careful examination of similar terms convin-
ces us that in fact it is a question of metaphors and tnclarified con-
cepts. The traditional language of literary criticism is effective enough
in R. Kolarov's interpretations. Why then have such terminological
“masks” been necessary? If the traditional language of literary science
is to be improved, this is not the best way to do it. The sound aspect
and the meaning aspect of a literary work are basically not homogene-
ous: such must be the theoretical languages, describing them as well.
Every artificial paralelism between these languages is unnecessary and
to some extent also dangerous.

Of course this is not so much a failing of Kolarov’s study, but
rather a concequence of the general lagging behind of the semantics of
the literary work. It comes to show that the book Sound and Meaning
is not only valuable because of its serious scientific achievements, but
also that its small faillings become symptomatic of the actual problems
in the field of contemporary literary science. Kolarov's study belongs
to the general post-structuralist tendency where on one hand there
exists the effort to do away with the antagonism between exactness and
understanding (e.g. in the works of P. Ricoeur and Hirsch), and on the
other hand the structuralist idea of exactness itself is criticized (Riffa-
terre, Mounin, Culler, Werth).

But the main merit of the book ,Sound and Meaning” is that it
is created not only with scientific discipline but also with scientific
imagination—and scientific imagination is something, that always chal-
lenges human minds and gives birth to new ideas.

DZWIEK 1 ZNACZENIE
BULGARSKA ROZPRAWA O FONICZNEJ STRUKTURZE POWIESCI

STRESZCZENIE

Ksigzka R. Kolarowa bada starodawny problem wzajemnego stosunku miedzy
diwiekiem a sensem; przy czym jej ,novum” zawiera sie w tym, ze bada ona
wskazany problem na materiale prozy literackiej. Jej podstawowa teza sprowadza
sig do twierdzenia, Zze dane dwa aspekiy utworu literackiego znajduja sie miedzy
soba w stosunku mozliwosciowym: warunkiem funkcjonowania artystycznego or-
ganizacji diwiekowej jest, z jednej strony, jej statystycznie relewantna dewiacja
w stosunku do kontekstu diwiekowego, i ,percepcyjna realnosé” struktury diwie-
kowej w zwigzku,ze specyfika gatunkowych i stylistycznych ,oczekiwan” czytel-
nika, z drugiej. Lecz najistotniejszym warunkiem funkcjonowania artystycznego
warstwy dZzwiekowej jest jej podporzadkowanie czynnikowi sensowemu, ,tworza-
cemu mikrokosmos artystyczny”. Wychodzac z tych zalozen R. Kolarow postuluje
dwa podstawowe typy metafonii:

1) struktury dzwiekowe funkcjonujgce jako znaki ikoniczne;

2) struktury diwiekowe posrednio skorelowane z sensem.



88 Pemome

Praca R. Kolarowa charakteryzuje sie ogoélnym nastawieniem poststruktural-
nym: usitluje ona bowiem przezwyciezyé rozdzwiek miedzy analiza dokladna a in-
terpretacja rozumiejaca, jak rowniez krytykuje niewystarczalnosé strukturalistycz-
nych wymagan dokladnosci. W ten sposéb stawia ona zawily problem granic sto-
sowalnodci dokladnych metod w literaturoznawstwie, udowadniajae, ze zajmuja one
istotne miejsce w roli dyscyplin pomocniczych, podporzadkowanych podstawowemu
celowi nauki o literaturze — interpretacji.

3BYK M CMBICI
BOJTAPCKAf KHMI'A O 3BYKOBOW CTPYKTYPE POMAHA

PE3IOME

Knura P. Konapoea nHanpapiexHa Ha MccIeJ0oBaHMe BeKoBedHol npobiemsr m3a-
MMOOTHOMIEHMA 3BYKA M CMBICTIA: IIPM Y€M €e HOBATOPCKOE COAeDPIKAHME B TOM, 49TO
oHa Meccaeayer ganmnyio npobiemy na Mmarepuane nuTepaTtypHoi mposel. Ee ocHOBHOM
TE3NUC CBOAUTCH K YTBEDPIKJAEHMIO, “ITO 5THM JBa OCHOBHBIE ACIEKTA JMTEPaTyP:HOIO
IIPOM3BEJEHMA HAXOAATCA B BEPOATHOCTHONM CBA3KM MeXIy coboi: yciaoBuem xyno-
MMECTBEHHOTO (DYHKUMOHMPOBAHMA 3BYKOBOW Opranm3aluy H#BAAETCH, ¢ OOHOH CTO-
POHLL, €€ CTATHCTHYMECKM 3HAYMMOE OTKJIOHEHME 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K 3BYKOBOMY KOH-
TEeKCTY: ¥ ,JIePUEeNTHBHAA PealbHOCTh” 3BYKOBOW CTPYKTYDLI B €8 UBA3KM ¢ ocoben-
HOCTAMM XaHPOBOTO M CTHMIMCTHYECKOTO ,0uiaHus’ uurarTens, ¢ ApPyroi, Ho cambmva
CYLIECTBEHHBIM YCI0BUMEM XYy/A0MKeCTBEHHOTO (DYHEUMOHMPOBAHMHA 3BYKOBOIO IJjacta
ABIASTCA €ro0 HOAMMHEeHHOCTL M aCCMMMIAMPOBAHIOCTL CMbLICIOBBIM (DAKTOPOM, . TBO-
PALINM XYAOMKECTBEHHBIM MMKporocMmocr”, Mexons mu3 sroro P. Komapoe sbienaserT
JiBa OCHOBHBIX THMa MeradoHuM: 1) 3BYKOBBIE CTPYKTYPHI, (OYHELIMOHMDYIOIIHME KAK
MEOHMYECKMe BHAKHM; 2) 3BYyKOBBIE CTPYKTYPEI, KOCBEHHO KOPPEIMDYIOLIMe O CMBICIIONM,

HccnepoBanue P, Konaposa Bampaercg B 0BLIYI0 NOCT-CTPYETYPaNMCTHHECKYIO
BOJIILY, YbM Pa3Jautuble HallPaBIeHMA XapaKTePU3MPYIOTCA Kak YCUIMEM TIPe0joieTh
IIPONacThL MEXAY TOHHBIM aHaJM3OM M IHOHMMANUIMM TOAKOBAHMEM, TAK M KPUTHXOIL
HEYIOBNETBOPUTENLHOCTH CTPYKTypaJuceruueckux rTpeboBanuit ToumocTH. Taxmm
obpasoM OHO CHOBA CTAaBMT CJO0MHBIM BONDPOC 0 TPAHMIAX HDHUIOMMMOCTH TOYHBIX
METOHO0B B JIMTEPATYPOBeAEHMM, NOKA3LIBAH, WTO OHM 3ZaHMMAIOT 32KOHHOE MECTO
B DONM HNOMOMIHBIX AMCHMINIMH, NOAYMHEHNBIX OCHOBHOM LEAW 9TOM HayKH — TOi-
KOBaHMIO.



