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"NARRATIVE KNOWS…": SOME REFLECTIONS ON THE THEORETICAL STYLE OF ANN BANFIELD

Introduction: the two styles of Ann Banfield

With Unspeakable Sentences: Narration and Representation in the Language of Fiction, Ann Banfield produced one of the most interesting works on the linguistics of literature in the 1980s. The theory aims to meet the requirements formulated by Noam Chomsky for linguistics as a scientific discipline (it could also be said that, for Banfield, Chomskyan linguistics represents the prototype of a science, or at least a "human science", which she attempts to make her theory comply with 1 ). She defined its goal and its principles. She produced a theoretical model of the interaction between systems (the relationships between the language of fictional narrative and language in general). She developed her concept of literary competence, included in linguistic competence. 2 While it is a product of generative grammar, it is nevertheless not an applied linguistics, and even less a mechanical transposition of linguistic concepts to another field, like the structuralist poetics she is directly opposed to. 3 This theory is thus accompanied by a particular type of idealisation or reduction of the literary phenomenon as an object, which defines its style. Certain notation and terminological conventions and a formalised and axiomatic-style presentation, which appear for example in the formulation of the 1 E/1 SOI and Priority of SPEAKER principles:

We revise 1 E/1 I accordingly:

(48) (a) 1 E/1 SELF. For every node E, there is at most one referent, called the "subject of consciousness" or SELF, to whom all expressive elements are attributed. That is, all realizations of SELF in an E are coreferential. (b) Priority of SPEAKER. If there is an I, I is coreferential with the SELF. In the absence of an I, a third person pronoun may be interpreted as SELF. 4 Use of goodness-of-fit tests:

We can test this prediction if we alter sentences otherwise interpreted with a third person SELF by the addition of a first person. Indeed, in (48) we find that the sentences without the parenthetical are read as expressions of the SPEAKER; in them, the syntactic past tense has its normal interpretation as past. When the parentheticals are added, making the attribution of point of view to a third person explicit, the sentences become anomalous.

(49) Oh how extraordinarily nice I i was! (*she j thought.) […] Where were my i paints? (*she wondered j .) […] 5 1 See Banfield 1979;1982: 1-21;1983;[START_REF]L'Écriture et le Non-Dit[END_REF]1995. 2 See in particular Banfield 1983. 3 See in particular Banfield 1979; 1982: 1-21. 4 Banfield 1982: 93. In Banfield's theory, E (for Expression) replaces S (for Sentence) as the initial symbol of the structure of the sentence. E is distinguished by the fact that it isn't recursive, which is to say it can't be subordinated to another . For the discovery of E, see Banfield 1973. See also Milner, J., 1973; Milner and Milner 1975; Milner 1978; Nique 1978: 88-102; Milner 1986. 5 Banfield 1982: 94.

S

If we make the assumption of the dual voice theory explicit and add a first person to the sentences of (1), no part of them can any longer be attributed to a third person SELF; this is true for the revised form (1b and c) in (15) (15) Je sais qu'elle aimait la brebis malade, le sacré coeur percé de flèches aiguës, ou le pauvre Jésus qui tombe en marchant sur sa croix.

[I know that she loved the sick lamb, the sacred heart pierced by sharp thorns, or poor Jesus falling as he carries his cross.] I said that she liked Miss Overmore better than she liked papa. 6 This style can also be considered as a non-style, as the adoption of a neutrality that appears to eliminate style. It can be seen in other authors. One example, among many others, is the formulation of the A/A principle in the dialogues between Chomsky and Mitsou Ronat: This condition hypothesizes that a constituent of the category A cannot be extracted from within another constituent of the same category A. This prevented, for example, the complement of a noun contained within a direct object from being chosen as the NP displaced by the passive transformation: But there is a second theoretical style in Ann Banfield. It is especially apparent in the conclusion -"the moment of closure", as Jean-Claude Milner puts it, who associates it with the inscription of the linguist's presence/jouissance. 8 There is no more formal notation, axiomatic presentation, clarification or tests. On the contrary we find, on almost every page, obscure and often condensed claims, with plays on words, which would seem to require, in order to be comprehensible and a fortiori accepted, clarifications, connections and justifications, which are generally absent. Here are a few examples:

By separating SELF from SPEAKER, this style reveals the essential fictionality of any representation of consciousness, of any approximation of word to thought, even of our own. Through it, language represents what can exist without it, yet which can scarcely be externalized except through language, but it does it without bringing this externalization to the level of speech. 9

The language of narrative, in particular, knows that events simply occur to be recounted or that things exist in themselves, because they can be so described. 10 By purely and simply recounting events, language is transformed into an externalized, objective knowledge; by simply representing consciousness, language renders its subjective aspects opaque. Just as it is narration which knows what happened, so it is the language of represented consciousness which knows as its subject knows. 11 In language, this knowledge remains unknown as long as it remains spoken -that is, in man. Its existence can be seized and subjected to a self-conscious, objective scrutiny only when it is separated from its human author and incarnated in a text. 12 Just as the clock embodies the fact that time passes and is inherently (re)countable, so the lens is witness to the fact that representation, even a representation of the mind, need not imply a representing mind. It may be true that the lens captures in its relation to what it focuses on the stance or point of view of any subject looking through it, but the image on its glass is nevertheless independent of the mind behind it, registering this image and representing it to itself. 13 6 Ibid.: 195. 7 Chomsky 1979: 182 (Mitsou Ronat's note). 8 "It would be relevant to make a survey of the figures of evidence and to set up a typology of the moments of closure: for Troubetzkoy, complementarity, by which two entities are to be identified by having no common predicate; for Benveniste, the pure difference which separates, from the point of view of a system of relations, two entities all of whose empirical predicates are the same; for Jakobson, the laying out in terms of symmetry and asymmetry of the disjoint elements; for Chomsky, the deduction of the most erratic series starting from a few minimal writings. Are not the great linguists thus those who succeed in making generally accepted a new figure of evidence -that is to say at one and the same instant an unprecedented trace of their thrill, their jouissance" (Milner 1990: 142, n. 2). " [E]ach great linguist meets with his truth as a subject in the singular structure of a moment of closure […]" (Milner 2002: 132; my translation, M. M.). 9 Banfield 1982: 260. 10 Ibid.: 270. 11 Ibid.: 271. 12 Ibid.: 273. 13 Ibid.: 273-274.

In his review of Unspeakable Sentences, Brian McHale points out this tendency to make extrapolations from ambiguous words (such as "fiction" or, here, "(re)countable"). 14 Gérard Genette was ironical about certain over-hasty logical shortcuts. 15 For my part I would like, with no intention of ridiculing of or depreciating Banfield's theses in any way, to examine two stylistic features which seem to me to be characteristic of her singular mode of closure: firstly, the turn of phrase "Narrative knows…"; secondly, the analogy made between the unspeakable sentences of fictional narrative and machines or scientific instruments.

"Narrative knows…"

2.1. We should firstly mention that this is a recurring stylistic feature of Banfield's work. It can be described as the association of an "inanimate" nominal group (which is to say, one that refers to an inanimate object) with an "animate" verbal group (which is to say, one that refers to an activity generally attributed to a living human being). Here are a few examples:

The language of narrative, in particular, knows that events simply occur to be recounted or that things exist in themselves, because they can be so described. 16 Just as it is narration which knows what happened, so it is the language of represented consciousness which knows as its subject knows. 17

For the writer, however, language has already solved the technical problem of silencing the speaker and his authority. 18 The linguistic evidence suggests that in some sense language cannot count; it can only distinguish between singular and a quantifiable plurality. 19 The specific innovation of novelistic style is to have suppressed the first person and, in the process, to have discovered in the linguistic repertoire a third person pronoun which is not an anaphor but what I have called an "E-level deictic". 20

2.2.

In the examples containing the verb "to know", we can try to get closer to the specificity of Banfield's statements by opposing them to much more banal statements that concern, for example, the ability of narrative, fictional narrative in particular, to transmit and legitimise forms of knowledge that may not be accessible via other mediums (for example, "Narrative is a privileged instrument for the transmission of knowledge", "Every fictional narrative is didactic"). In Banfield, knowledge is not the knowledge of such or such a category of individuals who use narrative, it is the knowledge of narrative itself (more precisely the language of narrative or of fictional narrative). It is possessed by the narrative and not simply mediated by it. On the other hand, it is not a knowledge about the world, external or internal, but rather a knowledge about narrative, or fictional narrative. Or else a knowledge without a specific object, but characterised by its mode, whether objective or subjective. We can note that in Mieke Bal's commentary on one of the cited examples, this specificity is denied and reduced to the more banal problem of how different knowledges are expressed and conveyed.

When [Banfield] writes toward the end of Unspeakable Sentences about two conceptions of knowledge, The language of narrative, in particular, knows that events simply occur to be recounted or that things exist in themselves, because they can be so described. In the other mode, nothing is known without the mediation of the mind (1982: 270) she points to a bond between language and the kind of knowledge it serves to construct and convey. 21 14 See McHale 1983: 40. We can also mention the appropriation of the words "narration" and "representation". 15 See Genette 1988: 100: "'It is, no doubt, not accidental that it was the period in intellectual history sometimes called 'cartesian' which saw the emergence in France of the sentence with an unspoken historical tense and, at the same time, in the Fables of La Fontaine, the sentence of represented speech and thought and that it was this same period in which the pendulum clock and the telescope were invented' (p. 273). It is, no doubt, not accidental". We find the construction, "It is no accident that..." again p. 270, as well as variations of this construction p. 319, n. 13 and 14. 16 Banfield 1982: 270. 17 Ibid.: 271. 18 Ibid.: 274. 19 Banfield 1985a: 394. The sentence is accompanied by the following note, which I will only cite the beginning of: "There is some evidence that language can count up to two. Many languages, including Old English, know a dual number". 20 Banfield 2002 (para. 8). 21 Bal 2008: 28-29.

The question that arises here is: are we dealing with a metaphor, simply a way of conveying or expressing a phenomenon? Or has the metaphor become interiorised (as Gaston Bachelard writes, "more here than just description by a word: there is explanation by a thought"22 )? In other words, is the phenomenon considered as the sign of a substantial property? 2.3. We can first of all note that statements such as "The language of narrative […] knows that events simply occur to be recounted or that things exist in themselves, because they can be so described" or "Just as it is narration which knows what happened, so it is the language of represented consciousness which knows as its subject knows" can be paraphrased in a literal way, which is to say without animating inanimate objects. For the first statement, I suggest the following paraphrase:

The language of narrative (it being understood that we are referring specifically to fictional narrative here) contains narrative sentences proper and descriptive sentences that share the same syntactical properties. The first narrate fictional events; the second describe fictional objects (places, characters). Events only exist in the fictional world because there are sentences of narration per se that narrate them, and the objects (places, characters) only exist in the fictional world because there are sentences of description that describe them. This paraphrase also eliminates certain obscure elements, or even contradictions, in Banfield's statement, for example the purpose phrase "to be recounted" and the causal clause "because they can be so described", placed on the same level in the sentence. My guess is they are both connected to a quote from Käte Hamburger given a few pages earlier, which contrasts the mode of existence of real objects and that of fictional objects: "[…] whereas a real identity is because it is, a fictive reality 'is' only by virtue of its being narrated […]". 23 For the second statement, I suggest the following paraphrase, shorter than the first:

The sentence of narration per se articulates or expresses a knowledge of events, which is an objective knowledge, without a subject; the sentence that represents consciousness articulates a subjective knowledge, a knowledge that is mediated by a subject. In Banfield's statement, it seems to me that the parallelism between "narration knows" and "the language of represented consciousness knows" attenuates rather than accentuates the animation of inanimate objects, by emphasising the process. This parallelism also allows us to understand that "knows what happened" refers to the possession of an objective knowledge, just as "knows as its subject knows" refers, in a much more explicit way, to the possession of a subjective knowledge.

These paraphrases, relatively far removed from the original statements, come close on the other hand to other statements of Banfield's; for example: Narration divides the knowledge which its language articulates between the objective and the subjective. 24 […] narrative fiction is formed by the dialectic of objective and subjective, of the sentence appropriate also for the recording of real events divorced from all subjectivity and the sentence whose syntax stimulates the movements of the mind and arrests them in its eternal NOW. 25 [N]arration […] provides the context within which the sentences which articulate these two aspects of knowledge are brought face to face. 26 The sentence of narration bears witness to the possibility of an objective knowledge -statements without the intervention of a knowing subject. 27 It is narrative which offers the evidence of statements without subjective coloring, because, in narration, as Benveniste says, no one speaks. And against this objective statement, narrative sets a sentence whose structure cannot escape the knowing subject's presence. 28 We could also translate these paraphrases into what I call Banfield's first theoretical style, by saying that the sentence that represents consciousness is generated under E and not under

(it has all of its syntactical properties, in particular that of never being subordinate to another E; it contains some characteristic elements and constructions). As for the sentence of narration per se (or the sentence of description sharing the same syntactical properties), it is generated under , outside of any E (it can be subordinated and is characterised by the absence of elements and constructions connected with E). We find equivalent or similar statements in Unspeakable Sentences, for example:

In indirect speech, the quoted clause is an , in direct speech, it is an E. Thus, in indirect speech, as in all embedded clauses, the elements which can occur only in the expansions of E permitted by ( 29) and ( 33) and not in those of , are excluded. 29 The distinction between an E and introduced there provides the formalism for differentiating represented speech and thought from indirect speech, for the E of represented speech and thought allows the elements and constructions expressive of subjectivity or point of view to appear. 30 It remains that these paraphrases are, by definition, different from Banfield's original statements. It is one thing, in effect, to say that the unspeakable sentences of fictional narrative articulate or express two types of knowledge of the fictional world: an objective knowledge, without a subject, and a subjective knowledge that is mediated by one (or several) subject(s). This proposition can be illustrated by examples; the following two are taken from Banfield:

Then her mother died, her sisters went their separate ways, a farmer took her in, and employed her, little as she was, to tend the cows in the fields.

[Puis sa mère mourut, ses soeurs se dispersèrent, un fermier la recueillit et l'employa toute petite à garder les vaches dans la campagne.] 31 It was turning into a man! He could not watch it happen! It was horrible, terrible to see a dog become a man! 32 It can even be validated on the scale of a whole narrative. 33 But it is something else to say that fictional narrative possesses a knowledge that I will call "meta", bearing on the status of sentences of narration per se (or sentences of description sharing the same syntactical properties). Such an astonishing argumentative leap would require a detailed justification. But there is no justification in the immediate context of Banfield's statements.

2.4.

More than a simple metaphor, it seems we are dealing here with a substantialisation of the qualities that are attributed more or less metaphorically to the unspeakable sentences of fictional narrative ("more or less metaphorically" because we could discuss at length the metaphorical or non-metaphorical nature of the terms "knowledge", "objective", "subjective" used in reference to the unspeakable sentences of fictional narrative). It is accompanied by a strong valorisation of the language of fictional narrative, within language in general, and we could easily contrast the markers of the valorisation of the language of fictional narrative and the markers of the devalorisation of the language of discourse or communication. I will give just one example that strikes me as representative:

These two kinds of knowledge exist also, before narration, in the language of discourse. There, however, they are not recognizable as such, because they are subsumed under the intention to communicate: to narrate in speech is to tell someone something which happened; to represent subjectivity is to express it -subjectivity is "pressed out", betrayed, made public, i.e. conveyed to another. 34 This observation calls for a few qualifications, however. In the first place, we should stress that there is nothing intuitive or immediate about the qualities that Banfield attributes to the unspeakable sentences of fictional narrative. On the contrary, they are the result of an elaborate construction that combines linguistic arguments, more specifically syntactical ones, and material from literary history. Any immediacy, if such exists, would rather be on the side of the competing theory, namely the communicational theory of fictional narrative, 29 Ibid.: 41. 30 Ibid.: 75. 31 G. Flaubert, "Un coeur simple", quoted in Banfield 1982: 266. 32 V. Woolf, Mrs Dalloway, quoted in Banfield 1982: 262. 33 See Patron 2013 (on a novella by M. Benedetti, "Cinco años de vida", studied in Spanish and English). 34 Banfield 1982: 271. according to which there is always a speaker in all fictional narrative and every sentence of fictional narrative, and we can agree with Banfield when she says that [t]his assumption is treated as axiomatic and not as subject to empirical verification, 35 or that:

[the] appearance [of represented speech and thought] could not be predicted either from an a priori assumption that language is equivalent to linguistic communication or from the facts of the spoken language alone. 36 In the second place, we need to remind ourselves that the statements in question appear in the conclusion of Unspeakable Sentences. In other words, they occur at the end and not at the beginning of the process of scientific investigation. They thus have no impact on this process and in particular they don't expose it to the danger Bachelard refers to of "[going] off on the wrong track, where false problems will give rise to worthless experiments whose negative results will even fail to act as a warning because the first, naive image is so dazzling, so blinding, and its attribution to a substance so decisive". 37 In the third place, we have to realise that while this conception of the language of fictional narrative in animated human form could, absolutely speaking, be interpreted in purely animistic and anthropomorphic terms and in terms that aren't necessarily anthropomorphic, in the context of Banfield's theory, only a non-anthropomorphic or even anti-anthropomorphic interpretation is possible. In other words, when Banfield refers to the knowledge of language, or of the language of fictional narrative within language in general, she means something that is not about projecting human qualities, but rather about dissociating from any idea of person or human being. As a result, we mustn't make the mistake of opposing the ideas contained in these statements to the following idea, taken from a slightly later article:

Écriture thus is the name for the coming to language of a knowledge, whether objective or subjective, which is not personal. 38 The are, on the contrary, equivalent.

The analogy with scientific instruments

3.1. The conclusion of Unspeakable Sentences is entitled "Narration and representation: the knowledge of the clock and the lens" 39 . It's a mysterious title, whose explanation is deferred until the penultimate page:

We might, in fact, take as emblems of these two kinds of knowledge -one subjective and the other objective, but both objectivized -two mechanisms or machines -Huygens's clock and Huygens's lens. One, like narration, "tells time", counts its discrete units and assigns them an order and like narration, "incarnates the passage of time" (Lacan 1978: 94). The other captures and externalizes the gaze behind which is always placed the silent mind, the means by which the world is represented to the mind, the lens which focuses an image of the world as seen. 40 This passage contains an elliptical reference to Lacan (The Seminar, book II). In effect, in the sixth session of the seminar, on "Freud, Hegel and the machine", Lacan mentions Huygens' pendulum clock as an example of what a machine is, "this thing which […] pursues a human hypothesis, whether man be there or not". 41 It is probably this idea, even more than the fact that the clock "embodie[s] […] the measure of time", to use Lacan's exact words, 42 that caught Banfield's attention. A few pages later, Banfield also quotes Frege, who uses the analogy of a telescope to explain the difference between "sense", "reference" and "idea". The moon corresponds to the reference, "the real image projected by the object glass in the interior of the telescope" corresponds to the sense, and "the retinal image of the observer" corresponds to the individual idea. The image in the telescope can be considered objective to the extent that it is determined by the laws of optics. Two observers using the same 35 Ibid.: 7. 36 Ibid.: 234. See also McHale 1983: 21;Yamaguchi 1989: 495. 37 Bachelard 2002: 109. 38 Banfield 1985b: 13. 39 Banfield 1982: 257. 40 Ibid.: 273. 41 Lacan 1978: 73. 42 Ibid.: 74. Lacan contrasts here clocks worked by weights which "nonetheless embodied the measure of time" and Huygens' pendulum clock which represented a qualitative leap in terms of precision. telescope would witness the same optical image: "At any rate it could be arranged for several to use it simultaneously. But each one would have his own retinal image". 43 3.2. Banfield indicates quite precisely the points on which these two categories of phenomena are comparable with each other. The pendulum clock corresponds to objective knowledge, associated with the (sentence of) narration per se. It "'tells time', counts its discrete units and assigns them an order"; it "embodies the fact that time passes and is inherently (re)countable". 44 Huygens' lens corresponds to subjective knowledge, associated with the (sentence of) represented consciousness., in a way that's a little less obvious. We need to understand that the image in the lens of the telescope is subjective insofar as it depends on the position of the observer, but also objective in so far as it is determined by the laws of optics and does not depend on a individual observer. As Banfield writes in a more recent article:

The power of the instrument to reveal increasingly more of the world is thus a function of the elimination of the person of the observer […]. 45 In the same way, the (sentence of) represented consciousness is subjective (it reflects the point of view or subjectivity of the subject of consciousness), but at the same time it is objective in so far as it is determined by laws that, according to Banfield, exist in language, independently of the speaker, or rather the writer, who applies them without necessarily being aware of knowing them.

We can nevertheless observe some displacements and ellipses. In other passages, it is the passé simple (or "aorist"), the characteristic tense of the sentence of narration per se in French, which is supposed to "count discrete units and assign them an order" and so on; in short, which shows an affinity with number:

A sequence of French sentences in the aorist […] establishes by tense alone no other relation than one where the events follow one another in time. The normal reading of a sequence of sentences in the aorist interprets the events referred to or enumerated by their verbs as occurring one after the other. 46 Moreover, in the series of events signaled by the narrative tenses no one moment is privileged over the others, just as no number is privileged with respect to the others in the system of either cardinal or ordinal numbers. To be fifth, as opposed to first or fourth, is only to be earlier or later than. 47 The essential characteristic of the passé simple is to recount, to give an account, to tell a tale, in other words, to count, to tally, to sum up. It "tells time", establishing for events a linear order, that of the integers. For this reason, there is no privileged moment, no NOW with respect to which other moments are placed. Its role is objectivizing -enumerating discrete entities which are past events. 48 If we see the passé simple as a tense that counts, so to speak, the oscillations of the pendulum, we can explain why, among the following examples from Flaubert, the sentences in the passé simple, […] are normally interpreted as the representation of a series of events that take place one after the other, "the passé simple indicating the succession of events", as Sensine says […]. 49 […] in the sentence containing a narrative past tense, the moment referred to by the verb is not deictically anchored, but calculated solely in terms of before-and-after, in a chronological order which is that of the integers. 50 In the case of sentences of Narration, those appearing in French in the passé simple, there is no subjective temporal and spatial center whatsoever. Such sentences recount the past by placing discrete entities that are past events in a linear order. But there is no privileged moment to which the others are referred; the order of time is that of history, outside of any experience. One recognizes in this account the conception of time that Bergson, in L'essai sur les données immédiates de la conscience, defines by contrast to la durée; it is "le temps que l'astronome introduit dans ses formules, le temps que nos horloges divisent en parcelles égales" (80). This explains why the French narrative past, as Benveniste has pointed out, tolerates no deictics. 51 The 1985 article reinforces this analysis by accompanying it with a series of distributional tests:

This schema, which treats the narrative past as that tense which counts past events, points the direction for investigation. It suggests the co-occurrence of this past and the temporal adverbs specifying "the number of time" an event has occurred, such as the numerals themselves. Indeed, one finds sentences like those in (4). […] (4) Je revis, du reste, sa femme cinq fois.

[Moreover, I saw his wife five more times.] Mais une fois, au moment où je remontais par l'ascenseur, le lift me dit que […] (À la recherche du temps perdu, Pléiade II, p. 1025) [But once, at the precise moment I was taking the elevator up, the operator said to me that […]] [START_REF] Banfield | The co-occurrence of the passé simple + "une fois", "deux fois", etc. is then opposed to the non-cooccurrence of the imparfait + "une fois", "deux fois[END_REF] On the other hand, there is an ambiguity concerning what I will call, following Banfield, the "elimination of the person of the observer". It occurs in two ways, or for two reasons, in the (sentence of) represented consciousness. In the first place because linguistic laws (of which the laws of the representation of consciousness are a part, according to Banfield) are prior to and independent of the person of the speaker, or rather the writer, who applies them without necessarily being aware of knowing them. In the second place because, in accordance with the principles of 1 E/1 SOI and priority of the speaker, the speaker, or rather the writer, is obliged to efface him or herself as speaker, which is to say as an I, so that a third-person pronoun can be interpreted as the subject of consciousness of the sentence. This is the meaning of the final sentence of Unspeakable Sentences (which follows an evocation of Cocteau's Orpheus):

For the writer, however, language has already solved the technical problem of silencing the speaker and his authority. 53 3.3. We find other uses of the analogy with scientific instruments in Banfield's later monographs and articles, coinciding with a more in-depth reading or re-reading of G. E. Moore, Alfred North Whitehead and above all Bertrand Russell. Banfield writes for example in 1988:

In a certain, essential way, the instrument reflects both the world, under one of its aspects, and the conscious subject. For Russell, this reflection is close to sensory perception and sensation. We can thus speak of "instruments of sensation" or "sensitive" instruments. Russell considers that the function of the instrument is to give precision to the notion of sensation in a very particular direction. For him, it is the instrument that allows us to constantly detach ourselves from certain aspects of subjectivity in favour of a logical economy, such that only a residue of the logically necessary notion of subjectivity, "the core of pure sensation", can be "extracted" (The Analysis of Mind, p. 139). In this way, the instrument could occupy the place of the "ideal observer" of science, and offer guarantees of precision and rigour superior to what the human observer is capable of : "[…] the microscope and the telescope are better than the naked eye" (The Analysis of Matter, p. 224). This is true not only because an instrument is more precise and more powerful but because the power of observation is no longer the preserve of an individual subject and is securely entrusted to an impersonal instrument, not in order place sensation beyond the reach of thought, but in order to give thought access to a set of data that is less variable and more coherent because more impersonal.

54

The most interesting use is the one that appears in a 1987 article, often cited or reused afterwards. 55 This article establishes a link between the Russellian concept of sensibilia, "those objets which have the same metaphysical and physical status as sense-data, without necessarily being data to any mind", 56 and a type of sentence that is quite often encountered in the novels of Virginia Woolf and that Banfield suggests calling "the sentence that represents the unobserved". 57 For example:

Now the sun had sunk. Sea and sky were indistinguishable. 58 According to Banfield,

The literary sentence incorporating the sensitive instrument's knowledge is a descriptive sentence which gives grammatical representation of the appearance of things not necessarily observed, and it is the fact that it is a written sentence which makes possible its description of the unobserved. 59 We can ask ourselves whether this use of the analogy of the instrument calls into question the foundations of the analogy as it is presented in the conclusion of Unspeakable Sentences. Several arguments follow the same line, implying a form of continuity rather than a questioning. For example, the fact that sensibilia are a particular type of sense-data recorded by the instrument, just as the "unobserved", also called "impersonal subjectivity" or "subjectless subjectivity" by Banfield, 60 is a particular type of subjectivity represented by the literary sentence. Also the fact that the absence of any observer, authorised by the instrument, is a radicalisation of the objectivisation or elimination of the person of the observer, just as the absence of any subject, speaker or subject of consciousness, permitted by the sentence that represents consciousness, is a radicalisation of the objectivisation or elimination of the person of the speaker. Other arguments are more suggestive of a calling into question or global reinterpretation. We can note that in the analogy as it is presented in the conclusion of Unspeakable Sentences, the correlate of the observer is the speaker, or rather the writer, of the sentence that represents consciousness, whereas in the second use of the analogy, it is the subject of consciousness (to be precise, the speaker and the subject of consciousness, but the emphasis is above all placed on the absence of the subject of consciousness in the fictional world constructed by the text). In this second use, the theme of the elimination of the person of the observer is realised in a much more literal way.

Conclusion

Unspeakable Sentences is based on an objectivising approach, undertaken at the cost of a certain stylistic neutralisation. Its conclusion, on the other hand, is characterised by a certain number of figures or recourses, such as the recourse to analogy, where we can see, with Milner, the expression of the truth of the Banfieldsubject. It is interesting to note the paradoxical character of what is presented here as conclusive. It is disturbing, irritating for some, but also -this is any case the position I have tried to communicate -very intellectually stimulating.

Translated by Melissa McMahon
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