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Abstract

This thesis aims to provide a stylistically founded model of pathetic fallacy (PF
hereafter). PF is a Romantic literary technigque used in art and literature to convey
emotions through natural elements (Ruskin, 1856/2012). This technique has been
researched mostly from a literary viewpoint, but no linguistic model exists to define it.
It is difficult to identify it precisely or consensually because definitions and uses vary,
and it is often associated with other techniques (i.e. personification). Despite those
inconsistencies, PF is likely to be taught as part of the DfE subject content for students
studying English Literature at GCSE and A Level.

| thus conduct a survey of English teachers to collect their definitions of PF, to
find out if they can identify it in stimuli, and to collect examples of texts that feature it.
Based on their answers and an analysis of the resultant corpus of texts using a
combination of (cognitive) stylistic frameworks, | am able to create an updated stylistic
model of PF. The model defines PF as a projection of emotions from an animated
entity onto the surroundings. Following a stylistic approach akin to Short (1996), |
identify three ‘linguistic indicators’ of PF in my corpus: imagery, repetition, and
negation. | draw on metaphor research to further analyse the metaphorical nature of
PF and its effects in texts from my corpus. Four effects of PF are identified:
communicating implicit emotions, building ambience, building characters, and plot
foreshadowing.

This thesis contributes to knowledge in multiple ways: firstly, this model is a
contribution to the field of stylistics, as it is the first stylistic model of the technique. |
also contribute to metaphor research, namely conceptual metaphor theory, by
providing a method of identification for the extended metaphor that is PF. Secondly,
the field of education could benefit from this research as the model provides a clear
definition of PF and it could be adapted for classroom-based activities. Thirdly, this
model is a contribution to literary studies: PF being of the Romantic movement, this
updated model contributes to a better understanding of the movement’s

characteristics.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction and Literature Review

1.1 Introduction

As an English teacher in secondary school, | was often asked by students “what
is pathetic fallacy?” or “what is the difference between pathetic fallacy and
personification?”. | dreaded answering these questions for my students, as little
resources are available to answer them fully in a consistent and clear manner. The
gap in knowledge and clarity surrounding this concept in literary studies is what
motivated this thesis. Furthermore, | am primarily concerned with the question “how
are emotions communicated in texts?”, and although this is too broad a question to
answer in one thesis, it is partly answered by discussing pathetic fallacy (hereafter
PF). Because PF was defined during the Romantic movement, it shares its values,
specifically a free expression of emotions, and prevalence of nature (Wesling, 1967,
pp.253, 258, 268; Jeffries, 1993, p.6; Siddall, 2009, pp.36-37), as discussed in section
1.2.1 below. Therefore, PF and emotions are closely linked, in one way or another, as
| demonstrate.

This thesis is intended as a contribution to knowledge in the field of stylistics.
The primary concern of this thesis is to create an updated model of PF that is
systematic, clear, and readily applicable, based on an empirical study of the concept.
This thesis is interdisciplinary as it draws on varied fields: stylistics, corpus linguistics,
cognitive stylistics, psychology, and literature.

In this chapter, | review existing literature on the concept of PF (section 1.2). |
shed light on the clear gap in knowledge that surrounds PF, and on the overlap it has
with other related concepts such as personification, prosopopoeia, animation, or

anthropomorphism (section 1.2.3). | then provide the rationale for this thesis, detailing
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the aims and research questions set; and | finally summarise the structure of each

chapter (section 1.3).

1.2 Defining pathetic fallacy

To understand what PF is, researchers, educators, and students alike may first
turn to dictionaries, such as the Oxford English Dictionary (henceforth OED). The OED
defines PF as “the attribution of human emotion or responses to animals or inanimate
things” (“Pathetic Fallacy”, 2021). Problematically, the OED gives a similar definition
for personification, stating it is “the attribution of human form, nature, or characteristics
to something” (“Personification”, 2021). Therefore, other sources should be explored
when seeking the definition of PF, as the OED does not offer a clear picture. In the
next sections, | explore how literary and art critics such as Ruskin define PF. | also
review how scholars in the fields of literature and linguistics view the technique and

analyse it. Finally, | observe how PF is approached in education.

1.2.1 Ruskin’s definition of pathetic fallacy

To start this literature review of PF, | first focus on Ruskin’s work on the topic,
before engaging with other literature on the matter, as this is necessary to thoroughly
understand other academics’ criticism of Ruskin’s work. The term ‘pathetic fallacy’ was
coined by Ruskin in Modern Painters Volume Il (1856/2012) which was dedicated to
the commentary and criticism of art and literature. However, some critics such as
Logan (1940, pp.187-191) argue that “Ruskin’s famous essay had already been
enunciated by the poet [Wordsworth]”. Logan (1940, p.191) explains that both artists
advocate for naturalism and criticise an untrue representation of objects. However,

Wordsworth did not create “a system” to describe the phenomenon (Logan, 1940,
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p.191), and Ruskin did, which is why literary critics associate PF with Ruskin (Young,
1949; Rosenberg, 1961; Dick, 1968; Fitch, 1982; Anthony, 1983; Cantwell, 2001;
Klugman, 2003; Gill, 2006; Auger, 2010; Langer, 2010; Ford, 2011; Johnson, 2012).
Nonetheless, Wordsworth’s work is often cited in example of the technique in
accordance with Ruskin’s definition (Earnhardt, 2016, pp.15, 74). In his book, Ruskin

criticises painters and writers for using the technique:

| want to examine the nature of the other error, that which the mind
admits, when affected strongly by emotion. Thus, for instance, in Alton
Locke,—

"They rowed her in across the rolling foam—The cruel, crawling foam."
The foam is not cruel, neither does it crawl. The state of mind which
attributes to it these characters of a living creature is one in which the
reason is unhinged by grief. All violent feelings have the same effect.
They produce in us a falseness in all our impressions of external things,
which | would generally characterize as the "pathetic fallacy". [...] The
temperament which admits the pathetic fallacy, is, as | said above, that
of a mind and body in some sort too weak to deal fully with what is before
them or upon them; borne away, or over-clouded, or over-dazzled by
emotion; and it is a more or less noble state, according to the force of
the emotion which has induced it (Ruskin, 1856/2012, pp.154-158, my

emphasis).

This extract shows Ruskin’s premise: to him, attributing human emotions to objects is

a weakness on the artist’'s part. The example he provides clearly illustrates this
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phenomenon: the foam is attributed the emotion of being “cruel” and the action of
“crawling”, which are characteristics of living entities. However, there are a few
limitations stemming from Ruskin’s premise. Firstly, his explanation of what he
considers a “fallacy” is ambiguous: it can be understood to be the attribution of human
gualities to objects, but it could also be artists’ use of the surroundings to reflect their
own emotions, potentially by personifying them. The example provided by Ruskin
seems to illustrate the former possibility, but his explanations suggest the latter, thus
indicating an underlying ambiguity. Additionally, according to Ruskin (1856/2012), PF
was also used in paintings, such as in the works of Turner. For example, Turner’s oil
painting Snow Storm: Hannibal and his Army Crossing the Alps (1812) displays typical
elements of Romanticism, the movement that birthed the use of PF: prominent
landscapes of nature and free expression of emotions (Wesling, 1967, pp.253, 258,
268; Jeffries, 1993, p.6; Siddall, 2009, pp.36-37). This is problematic for Ruskin’s
premise: art such as Turner’s paintings does use the landscape to convey emotions,
but it does not personify it (Wesling, 1967, pp.253, 258, 268), thus further showing the
ambiguous nature of Ruskin’s definition.

Furthermore, Ruskin’s criticism of PF is contradictory as he uses it himself. In
his lectures The Storm Clouds of the 19th Century (1884/2006), Ruskin describes the
formation of clouds and comments on “new clouds” that are darker than others, he
speculates this is due to the industrial revolution, which he criticises. The extract below
from the first lecture shows Ruskin using PF in two ways: he personifies the clouds,
the sun, and the weather (see my emphasis), but he does so to convey his own
feelings about the industrial revolution situation in London through those natural

elements (see the last emphasised sentence):
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In healthy weather, the sun is hidden behind a cloud, as it is behind a
tree; and, when the cloud is past, it comes out again, as bright as before.
But in plague-wind, the sun is choked out of the whole heaven, all day
long, by a cloud which may be a thousand miles square and five miles
deep. And yet observe: that thin, scraggy, filthy, mangy, miserable
cloud, for all the depth of it, can't turn the sun red, as a good, business-
like fog does with a hundred feet or so of itself. By the plague-wind every
breath of air you draw is polluted half round the world; in a London fog
the air itself is pure, though you choose to mix up dirt with it, and choke

yourself with your own nastiness (Ruskin, 1884/2006, my emphasis).

With the exception of the last one, the emphasised phrases personify natural
elements, whereas the last emphasised phrase is not a personification and directly
conveys Ruskin’s negative feeling regarding the industrial revolution’s effect on the
guality of the air. The lecture shows Ruskin using the technique he himself described
as flawed, and both possible understandings he gives in Modern Painters are present
in the extract: not only are elements of nature repeatedly personified, but this also
conveys Ruskin’s true feelings about the environment in London, as shown in the last
sentence of the paragraph (Rosenberg, 1961; Fitch, 1982; Anthony, 1983; Ford,
2011).

Secondly, other literary and art critics have found Ruskin’s definition and use of
PF ambiguous. Earnhardt (2016, p.17) is particularly critical of Ruskin’s work and
states that “his uneven application of his own theories, his ideas on poetry and
landscape description, and his occasional moralizing condescension and pomposity,

all confuse the more sophisticated aesthetic ideas with which he struggles in Modern
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Painters”. Dick (1968, pp.27-30) also observes some discontinuity in Ruskin’s idea,
observing that PF “is often interchangeable with personification” and offers the
following definition of the term, as he suggests that the use of the technique has

evolved with time:

Pathetic fallacy [...] is a metaphor through which is a distilled way of
looking at reality, it will not always be explicit, and expressions like
"raging waves" or "the cruel, crawling foam" will not in themselves
constitute successful usage. [...] Not only will nature possess human
emotions, but she will display them with all the variations that
characterize human behavior. Nature will either share kindred feelings,

or her mood will be at variance with man's.

This definition maintains the personification of nature, but also conveys that PF can
feature implicitly because it is an extended metaphor. Similarly, other critics (Logan,
1940; Young, 1949; Sacks, 1985; Auger, 2010; Langer, 2010; Ford, 2011) view PF as
a specific type of personification, which provides natural elements solely with human
emotions, as opposed to the entire spectrum of human characteristics. Gill (2006,
p.463) in particular argues that “personification is ‘larger’ than pathetic fallacy” for this
reason. Conversely, Auger (2010, p.221) refutes Dick's and Gill’s definition of PF,
arguing that it is a “convention” and “its use is more substantial than metaphor but less
developed than personification. It is often used for literary effect to convey human
emotion, or suggest identity between humans and the natural world” (their emphasis).

On the other hand, some critics share Dick’s viewpoint (1968, pp.27-30) and

define PF as “the projection of human emotion onto phenomena in the natural world”
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(Lodge, 1992, p.85; 2002, pp.127-128, 135, 186), claiming that this projection of
emotion is the effect of the personification of those natural elements (Dick, 1968;
Klugman, 2003; Johnson, 2012). This thus suggests that PF and personification are
closely linked, not only due to the ambiguous definition given by Ruskin, but because
PF is the effect of the personification of nature. In fact, most critics provide examples
of texts featuring personification when discussing PF. For example, Lodge (1992,
pp.86-87) analyses an extract from Sense and Sensibility and uses the term
‘personification’ in his explanation of the projection of the characters’ emotions onto
the natural world surrounding them.

Some critics view this projection as stemming from the author’s emotions, as
opposed to characters themselves. For example, Johnson (2012) suggests that the
Japanese poet Basho projects “his own feelings of grief onto the scene” (Johnson,
2012, p.172). Additionally, Sacks (1985, pp.20-21) defines PF as “the attribution of
human feelings to nature”, but in their analysis of a textual example from Greek
mythology comments on the mirroring effect the natural elements have on the

emotions described:

the poet makes elements in nature mourn for the death of man, in the
shape of a vegetation god or goddess, Adonis, Thammuz or
Persephone, thus transferring his own feelings of grief to natural
elements. Pathetic fallacy, nature’s lament over the death of man, has a

naturalistic basis in the notation of seasonal change (Sacks, 1985, p.21).

In this instance of analysis, the personification of nature is not prominent, but its ability

to convey the poet’s emotion transpires.
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Finally, critics such as Bennett and Royle (2016, p.168) view PF as a type of
‘anthropomorphism’, providing the example of “the lightning that strikes the old oak
tree! in chapter 23 of Jane Eyre somehow articulates the double threat and temptation
that Rochester's proposal of marriage represents to Jane”. This specific example is
discussed in section 5.2.5 of this thesis, but in Bennett and Royle’s analysis, no details
on the anthropomorphic qualities of the PF or of those natural elements specifically
are provided.

This section has presented Ruskin’s work on PF and academics’ criticism of it.
Overall, there does not seem to be a consensual definition of the term, which | argue
stems from the ambiguous definition given by Ruskin. In fact, PF has been compared
to the concepts of personification, metaphor, anthropomorphism; and defined as either
“ascribing human feelings to objects which would not in nature have them” (Gill, 2006,
p.462, amongst others) or as the projection of emotions onto the natural world (Lodge,
1992, p.85; 2002, pp.127-128, 135, 186, amongst others). The section below aims to

shed light on which definition of the term is most used in the field of literature.

1.2.2 Pathetic fallacy in literary analyses

This section aims to review how PF is discussed in literary studies.
Unsurprisingly, the discrepancies between the concepts of PF, personification, and
anthropomorphism (amongst others) that were pointed out in section 1.2.1 can also
be observed in literary studies.

Literary scholars discuss PF as the “mirroring [of] a protagonist’s inner state,

usually one of turmoil, in surrounding nature” (Griffiths, 2004, p.15; Ford, 1948;

1In the original text, Bronté describes a “chestnut tree” (Bronté, 1847/2007, chapter 23). See section
5.2.4.



22

Gérard, 1964). Some of those scholars such as Thomas (1961), Nishimura (2003),
Abel (2013), Earnhardt (2016) focus on ‘pathos’, that is to the say the emotional factor
conveyed by PF. However, most literary academics mention PF in combination with
other techniques, regardless of which definition they use, thus suggesting that those
figures of speech are inherently interchangeable. For example, in their doctoral
dissertation, Al-Obaidi (2018, p.12, my emphasis) formulated the following research
question: “how is the pathetic fallacy, or prosopopoeia, manifest in their descriptions
of places and of their non-human or non-living occupants — animals, plants, objects,
buildings, topography, and so forth?”, which directly compares PF to prosopopoeia, as
shown by the emphasised phrase. In fact, throughout their doctoral dissertation, Al-
Obaidi uses varied terms and definitions to refer to PF, as the selection of examples

below demonstrates:

His ‘blue window’ is ‘agonized’ and daylight makes it ‘bleaker’. Blue
is the colour of sadness [...] Obviously, these are projections via the
pathetic fallacy of the poet’s depression and the psychic pain it brings
(Al-Obaidi, 2018, p.59, my emphasis)

Closely related to this animal imagery is Plath’s extensive use of
pathetic fallacy [...] nonhuman entities that become animated in the
sense of being given souls include not only traditional
personifications like the moon (recurrent to the point of being a motif
of its own), the wind, and the sea, but also trees and plants, animals
and birds, and domestic objects (Al-Obaidi, 2018, p.88, my

emphasis).
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Daydreaming has been replaced by an equally imaginary
personification of objects via pathetic fallacy (Al-Obaidi, 2018, p.97,
my emphasis)

The pathetic fallacy (also known as anthropomorphism) in which the
speaker’s surroundings manifest her emotions; and prosopopoeia,
whereby the speaker is the external creature or object itself (Al-

Obaidi, 2018, p.136, my emphasis)

This selection shows that PF is at times considered as anthropomorphism (example 2
and 4), as personification or prosopopoeia (example 2, 3, and 4), and as a projection
of emotion (example 1) within the same dissertation which aims to analyse the
technique.

Similarly, scholars who view PF as “the ascription of human characteristics to
inanimate objects, which takes place when reason comes under the influence of
intense emotion” (Nishimura, 2003, p.897; Thomas, 1961; Copley, 1937; Gérard,
1964; Cushman et al., 2012) also refer to it through other terms. Most of those scholars
discuss PF in their analysis of personification, which shows the “interchangeable”
(Dick, 1968, pp.27-30) nature of the two techniques. In addition, in their discussion of
the technique, some overlap with the first definition mentioned (mirroring of emotions)
occurs. For instance, Nishimura (2003) comments on the term PF in an analysis of
personification in Hardy’s work and suggests that it would be challenging to “imagine

”m

a poem about nature in which it would not be ‘humanized’”, and then goes on to review
the effect of personification or “the trope of prosopopoeia” (Nishimura, 2003, p.898).
They then conclude that in Hardy’s Nature’s Questioning, the use of schoolchildren as

objects with human faces exhibits their emotional responses and that “this instance of
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the pathetic fallacy, in which nature reflects human emotion, is typical of Hardy”
(Nishimura, 2003, p.903, my emphasis). The emphasised clause shows the overlap
of the two possible definitions of PF observed so far in the same research, which might
suggest that the latter definition (PF as a projection) might be seen as an effect of the
former (PF as personification).

Similarly, Copley (1937) analyses PF in Greek poetry and first defines PF as
“an illusion [...] that the inanimate world is possessed of human emotions. [...] The
pathetic fallacy may appear as a single epithet or may be extended over a long
passage” (Copley, 1937, p.194), thus seeing PF as a type of personification. However,

in the conclusion of their analysis of Homer's Hymn to Demeter, they comment:

symbolism of this type, in which the emotion of nature accepted as
poetic fact and used independently to picture feeling of men, represents
a high stage in the development pathetic fallacy. When such passages
are detached from human, and the poet's personality is completely
withdrawn, they represent the highest possible point to which the
ascription of feeling to the inanimate world can go. The poet views
himself and his emotions through the emotions of nature (Copley, 1937,

p.203).

Here, it seems that the personification of natural elements (such as attributing
emotions to the sea) magnifies the poet’s emotions, projecting them onto the scene
for readers to perceive. Although this is more implicit than the example provided
above, this nonetheless shows that in this instance, PF is discussed as the

personification of nature at the same time as a projection of emotions, thus leading
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one to wonder if those two definitions are linked, or if the lack of clarity around the
topic stems from Ruskin’s ambiguous definition, as most literary scholars refer to
Ruskin’s work when defining PF.

Additionally, PF is also associated with anthropomorphism in the field of literary
studies, as in section 1.2.1. Scholars such as Milne (2014), Earnhardt (2016), Al-
Obaidi (2018), or Baylis et al. (2018) discuss PF as the animation of birds. Baylis et
al. (2018, p.68) define PF as “humanlike characteristics onto the birds’ movements”.
They explain that in one of his lectures on Wordsworth’s The Excursion, Ruskin “gave
credence to the idea that the consciousness of birds provided fascinating objects of
nonhuman nature onto which projections of human sensations and emotions could be
particularly illuminating for the watching of human nature” (Baylis et al., 2018, p.74).
This shows that the overlap between PF and the concept of anthropomorphism
observed in section 1.2.1 also occurs in the field of literature. In fact, Earnhardt’s
doctoral dissertation (2016) focuses on how the theory of PF can be adapted to the
anthropomorphism of birds, drawing on Milne’s work (2014). Earnhardt (2016, p.18)

explains:

As “false appearances” resulting from violent emotions that may also
serve as faithful and powerfully pathetic expressions of feeling, pathetic
fallacies explain just how poetry imagining the lives of animals achieves
its effects while also indicating the quality of the sight and thought of its
characters and lyric personae. Specifically, this reinterpretation of the
theory of the pathetic fallacy examines pathetic fallacies that attribute

humanlike thoughts to birds in an attempt to explain poetic dynamics
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around the ancient and “unreconciled affinity between humans and

birds” (Milne 364).

This interpretation of Ruskin’s theory of PF is ambiguous, and it can be discussed not
only in relation to natural elements such as the sea foam (“the cruel crawling foam”)
example put forth by Ruskin, but also to animals - here birds. Therefore, Earnhardt
(2016, p.40) draws on Ruskin’s work to reframe the definition of PF, as he argues that
the notion of “state of mind” is particularly “unreasonable constitutive of any definition”
in Ruskin’s phrasing, as characters do not possess state of minds due to their fictional
nature according to Earnhardt (2016). He concludes that the attribution of state of mind
to “characters of a living creature’ is not necessarily attributing uniquely human
characteristics, nor are such characteristics of living creatures defined as the only sorts
of false appearances that could constitute a PF” (Earnhardt, 2016, pp.40-41, his
emphasis). The notion of animals as characters is further developed in section 4.2.3
of this thesis.

Overall, it is clear that there are inconsistencies surrounding the concepts of
PF, personification, prosopopoeia, anthropomorphism and animation in literary
analyses. In the next section, | define each of those concepts and argue that their

innate overlap does not render them interchangeable concepts.

1.2.3 Defining personification, animation, prosopopoeia and
anthropomorphism

As seen so far, PF is discussed either as a projection of emotions onto nature
or as the personification of nature. In both uses, PF is consistently associated, or seen

as ‘“interchangeable” (Dick, 1968, pp.27-30), with other literary techniques:
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personification, prosopopoeia, animation and anthropomorphism. | argue that those
techniques are not ‘interchangeable’, and | thus define them below.

| first discuss the concept of ‘personification’, as it is the literary technique most
often associated with PF. Despite PF’s definition being inconsistent amongst sources,
the definition of personification on the other hand is consistent. Sources unanimously
define personification as a device through which “an inanimate object, animate
nonhuman, or abstract quality is given human attributes” as suggests Wales (2011,
p.314; see also Copley, 1937; Thomas, 1961; Gérard, 1964; Nishimura, 2003; Auger,
2010; Cushman et al., 2012; Cordell, 2018; OED, “Personification”, 2021). Leech and
Short (2007, p.159) explain that this attribution of human characteristics can be
achieved in two ways: 1) through “the use of inanimate nouns as actors”, or 2) through
objects used as “implied subjects of verbs of motion”. The following example can be
considered: “the leaf danced in the violent wind”. The phrase “the leaf danced”
attributes the human action of “dancing” to an inanimate object (here “the leaf”), thus
this personification is achieved through the verb. The phrase “the violent wind”
attributes the human trait of being “violent” to the inanimate object “the wind”, and
therefore this attribution of human emotion is achieved through the nominal phrase.
For the rest of this thesis, analyses of personification detail whether it is verbal or
nominal personification.

Secondly, the concept of ‘animation’ arose on multiple occasions in the
literature reviewed in the previous sections. According to Wales (2011, p.21),
animation is the attribution of human or animal actions (both human and animals
possess life and animacy) to inanimate objects, whereas personification exclusively
concerns human actions. For example, in the phrase “the pound suffers”, the verb is

not exclusively associated to human beings as animals can also suffer when wounded
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— therefore the subject “the pound” is animated (as opposed to personified). This
suggests that personification is a specific type of animation, focused solely on human
characteristics (see also OED, “Animation”, 2021). Therefore, for the rest of this thesis,
| make the distinction between personification and animation as does Wales, for the
sake of clarity.

Thirdly, the concept of ‘prosopopoeia’ is almost unanimously used
interchangeably with personification in the literature reviewed above. Again, however,
these are not interchangeable concepts. Wales (2011, p.347) defines prosopopoeia
as a “figure of rhetoric whereby an inanimate object is represented as being able to
speak” and adds that it is in fact “an extension or a variation of personification” (see
also OED, “Prosopopoeia”, 2021; Lanham, 1991, p.123). Wales (2011, p.347)
provides examples of prosopopoeia, stating that it is often found in animated cartoons
(such as the talking objects in Disney’s Beauty and the Beast), in riddles (for example
“‘my first is in butter but not in bread ... what am 1?”); and poems like Tennyson’s The
Brook (“I come from haunts of coot and hern”). This shows that prosopopoeia is a
specific type of personification (concerned with speech), and thus by extension a
specific type of animation. This definition of the term is used throughout this thesis.

Finally, the concept of ‘anthropomorphism’ is frequently used in the literature
reviewed when discussing PF and personification. Anthropomorphism, similarly to PF,
seems to possess two definitions: 1) the attribution of human qualities to gods and
goddesses, and 2) the attribution of human qualites to animals (OED,
“‘Anthropomorphism”, 2021; Auger, 2010, p.19). Amongst the sources discussed in
section 1.2, the second definition of anthropomorphism seems to be more
consensually used, when commenting on texts that feature animals as opposed to

gods. This could be because the attribution of human qualities to gods mostly occurs
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in ancient literature such as Greek or Roman mythology, and thus renders this sense
of the term somewhat archaic, allowing the term ‘anthropomorphism’ to shift and be
applied to animals. | propose that in order to be inclusive of both definitions, we can
consider anthropomorphism as a specific type of personification providing human
attributes to living entities, real or fictional, and this is the definition | use in this thesis.

Overall, by defining those concepts, | demonstrated that there is overlap
between the terms: prosopopoeia and anthropomorphism are specific types of
personification; personification is itself a specific type of animation. However, despite
these overlaps, the terms maintain their own nuances and specifications, meaning that
they are not interchangeable concepts. Without a clear definition of PF (or any other
concept), it is difficult to analyse how it is produced or how it communicates emotions
in a consistent manner, which is what this literature review evidences. Furthermore,
without consistent and clear definitions of those terms, their potential overlap cannot
be analysed. In section 3.3.1.1, | show that imagery such as verbal and nominal
personification is a ‘linguistic indicator’ of PF, and section 4.2.3.1 analyses a text with
PF and anthropomorphised rabbits. Clear definitions of these terms (as given here)
enable me to comment on the complementary effect of personification or
anthropomorphism on PF in the rest of this thesis.

This section defined personification, animation, prosopopoeia, and
anthropomorphism, demonstrating that they are not one and the same concept, but
extensions of each other’s definition; and this despite scholars and educating bodies
using them interchangeably as shown in the literature review. It is clear that techniques
associated with PF are types of animism, thus leaving one to wonder if PF is itself also
included in this category of imagery. The next section observes how PF is discussed

and analysed in linguistics.
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1.2.4 Pathetic fallacy in linguistics

This section aims to discuss how linguists, particularly stylisticians, define and
analyse the concept of PF. The wider characteristics of the field of stylistics are
discussed in sections 2.1 and 3.1.1 where the methodology adopted in this thesis is
introduced, and the specific theories and frameworks used in the analyses are
reviewed within the chapters that draw upon them for the sake of clarity. Overall, it
seems stylisticians either 1) discuss PF as an interchangeable concept with
personification, anthropomorphism, and animation, similarly to literary scholars; or 2)
discuss PF under different headings. | review both tendencies with examples below.

Firstly, important context for the present research is the work of Miall (2007,
2011), who is interested in “how ordinary readers experience[ing] ordinary emotions
construe literary narrative” (Miall, 2011, p.324). He argues that what he calls “animism”
is a way to convey emotions to readers, and cites Ruskin’s work on PF, defining it as
“the tendency to read human feelings into the landscape” (Miall, 2011, pp.340-342).
He further explains that “another important and often overlooked property of feeling is
its capacity to promote what is usually termed anthropomorphism, that is, interpreting
events or objects in the environment through human properties, such as feelings and
intentions” (Miall, 2011, p.341). Here, although the definition he gives is clear and
close to Lodge’s definition of PF (1992, p.85; 2002, pp.127-128, 135, 186, amongst
others)?, his explanations show the overlap with the concepts of personification and

anthropomorphism, thus rendering his ideas on PF somewhat unclear. However, his

2 Although other scholars define PF similarly to Lodge, | find his definition to be the most clear and
concise, and | thus use it throughout this thesis. This could potentially be because Lodge’s The Art of
Fiction is not as academically oriented as the other sources. Lodge did discuss PF in an academic
oriented book (Language of Fiction, 2002), but his definition of the technique is not as concise or clear

to a wider audience.
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idea of ‘animism?” is particularly interesting as a global concept covering each of those
techniques, and reflects section 1.2.3’s discussion on animism. In fact, in his work on
the effect of foregrounding on readers’ perception of emotions (the theory of
foregrounding is further developed in section 3.1), Miall (2007) explores the
significance of this animism. He refers to Ruskin’s definition of PF in his analysis of
the sublime in Shelley’s poem Mont Blanc, and determines that, ironically, Ruskin does
use PF himself when describing precipices (“they will always talk to us when we are
inclined to converse”), although he criticises poets for doing so (see also the criticism
discussed in section 1.2.1). From Shelley’s and Ruskin’s examples of PF and
personification, Miall draws the conclusion that “there is a disposition in us to animate
the world around us that is enabled by sublime language, a disposition activated not
only in the mind but embedded within the body” (Miall, 2007, p.161). He argues that

personification, anthropomorphism, or PF are

not only figures of speech. Whether an object is animate (a cat, a bee)
or inanimate (a tree, a precipice), we have the capacity to reconstitute
in our own minds the forces that make it what it is, whether animate or
inanimate, which, in turn, makes it more likely that we will anticipate
correctly what it may do or become next [...] the mind itself is a part of

the surrounding world, a participant with the land (Miall, 2007, p.161).

This is particularly significant, as it suggests that it is our nature to project our human
traits onto our surroundings (should they be animate or inanimate objects) and that
this is thus a way for readers to perceive emotions in texts. It is humankind’s egocentric

disposition to view one’s human reflection onto the world that surrounds them.
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Leech and Short (2007) also present PF as a concept interchangeable with
others. Leech and Short (2007, pp.159-160) comment on Hardy’s use of the technique
in The Return of the Native. They define the technique as “the attribution of human
characteristics to inanimate nature, a kind of metaphor which is routinely found in
expression such as ‘the cruel sea” (Leech and Short, 2007, p.159), which suggests
that they consider PF and personification as overlapping concepts. They analyse an
extract from Hardy’s work, emphasising each expression that they consider to be PF
such as “[it] suggests some measure of the animation or the personhood of the natural
phenomena”. This includes expressions such as “[the sombre stretch of rounds] rise
and meet the evening gloom”, “night showed itself’, “heavens precipitated” (Leech and
Short, 2007, p.159, their emphasis), but those verbs ‘“indicate that the

anthropomorphism may be only a ‘manner of speaking™ (Leech and Short, 2007,

p.160). They conclude:

[the] personifying metaphor is so consistently employed that ‘metaphor’
almost ceases to be the appropriate term: it is as if our literal sense of
the division between animate man and inanimate nature has been
eliminated. [...] Hence the personification of nature produces a tension

between reassurance and alienation (Leech and Short, 2007, p.160).

| find this conclusion insightful yet problematic: the observation on the effect of the
technique creating tension and alienation for readers is an interesting interpretation of
the effect of those “personifying metaphors”. However, there seems to be an
inconsistency in terminology: anthropomorphism, metaphors, personification,

animation, and PF are all discussed as if they were one and the same technique
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present in the extract of The Return of the Native. Further, this sheds light on the lack
of clarity in the distinction between those techniques. It also seems to disregard some
aspects of Ruskin’s premise: the salience of emotions surrounding the concept of PF,
should it be considered as a poor choice of style or not.

Stockwell (1999, p.138) also analyses PF and personification as similar
concepts. He discusses PF and its effect in Gibson’s Neuromancer as part of his
discussion of the ‘inflexibility variance’ in Conceptual Metaphor Theory (this is further
discussed in section 5.1.2.1). Stockwell (1999, p.138) argues that in Neuromancer,
the sentence “the sky was the colour of television tuned to a dead channel” features a
‘reverse” effect of the PF, which he defines as “nature wilfully imitates human

activities”. The reverse effect occurs as such:

to thematize this would be to see that Gibson has reversed the traditional
pathetic fallacy in which nature wilfully imitates human activities, to
render nature alien and technology the base. (In the embedded
metaphor ‘dead channel’, the potential for life is even claimed for

technology, not nature.)

In this example, PF is discussed as the personification of natural elements (here the
sky). However, similarly to Leech and Short, Stockwell does not seem to explicitly take
into consideration Ruskin’s concern of emotions when defining PF, suggesting that
when analysed linguistically, the emotional factor of PF could be trivial.

Although there has been little work dedicated to PF as such in stylistics, it has
nonetheless been analysed within the frame of wider stylistic analyses and under

different headings (see section 5.2). In a project centred around stylistic manifestations
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of emotions, Miall (2014) observes participants’ reactions to Woolf’'s Together and
Apart. He observes that “the phrases of the story can be placed in one of two
categories: either indicating a possible relationship of the two characters, or describing
the setting (which includes the sky and the moon)” (Miall, 2014, p.428). This suggests
that the settings of the scene and the emotions expressed are linked. The overall study
he conducts shows that the participants used the settings to better understand the
characters’ emotions and their relationship. This aligns with PF when it is defined as
a projection of emotion onto the natural world, however, Miall does not refer to PF,
despite his analysis of its effects (for a full analysis of PF’s effects in Woolf's Together
and Apart, see section 5.2.1). This illustrates the fact that PF and its effects are
discussed implicitly in the field of linguistics, and that this discussion often occurs
under different headings of analysis.

Another example of such an analysis can be observed in Stockwell (2014),
which is discussed in further detail in section 5.2.3. In his analysis, Stockwell (2014,
pp.369-371) comments on the concept of ‘ambience’ and how it is conveyed in Keats’s
La Belle Dame Sans Merci. Ambience is linked to emotional affect (Stockwell, 2014,
pp.362-365), which would take Ruskin’'s idea of expressing emotions into
consideration. Literary critics such as Kelley (1987) argue that details of Keats'’s life
are alluded to in La Belle Dame Sans Merci, which could explain the projection of
emotions onto the scene, if Copley’s (1937, p.203) argument about PF being an
illustration of authors’ emotions is to be considered (see section 1.2.2). Stockwell
comments on the shift from positive ambience to negative, which is conveyed through
the knight’s description of his dream. He claims this shift constructs the ambience of
the poem and ultimately conveys the knight’s feelings (Stockwell, 2014, pp.371). The

projection of the knight's negative feelings onto the scene is one of the definitions of
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PF discussed so far, and here it contributes to building the ambience of the poem,
which is why the last three lines of the poem’s first and last three lines are interpreted
differently despite being identical linguistically. Consequently, at times, PF and its
effects are implicitly discussed in linguistic analyses of texts, and the technique is not
always named when this occurs, thus highlighting the lack of consistency and clarity
surrounding the concept overall.

In this section, | discussed how linguists deal with the concept of PF,
demonstrating that the overlap in discussion of concepts such as PF, personification
and anthropomorphism is equally present in the field of linguistics as it is in literature
or amongst literary and art critics. Additionally, | illustrated that PF is sometimes
analysed in stylistics but not as such and under different headings. The next section

explores how PF is defined in education.

1.2.5 PF in education

So far | have shown that no clear definition of PF exists, and that researchers
identify and interpret it differently. This lack of consistency epitomizes the rationale for
this thesis: PF appears in the GCSE subject content as an example of the kinds of
features students could mention in their analysis of texts, as | exemplify below,
although it does not feature in the GCSE or in the A Level English Literature
specifications. It is not compulsory for term ‘pathetic fallacy’ to be taught, it is
nonetheless most likely taught because of the texts often used at GCSE and A Levels:
for example, A Christmas Carol, Frankenstein, Dracula, Macbeth (see chapter 2). If
the texts used in classrooms contain PF, the term and concept is thus likely to be

taught. How this concept of PF is defined and taught is what is of interest for this
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research: varied teaching resources dealing with PF are inconsistent in their definition,
analyses, and examples.

For instance, in the DfE's English literature GCSE subject content and
assessment objectives it is stated that students should be “using linguistic and literary
terminology for such evaluation (such as, but not restricted to, phrase, metaphor,
meter, irony and persona, synecdoche, pathetic fallacy)” (Department for Education
(DfE), 2013Db, p.5, my emphasis). However, no clear definitions of PF or personification
are given in the English National Curriculum?, as is exemplified in the Non-Statutory
Glossary for the programmes of study for English in which those two techniques are
not mentioned (DfE, 2013d). This means that teachers must educate students on
those figures of speech without being provided clear definitions or examples of the
concepts from either the English National Curriculum or academic research, as | have
shown in the previous sections.

Examination boards such as the Assessment and Qualifications Alliance (AQA)
and Pearson Edexcel also provide guidance to teachers and students through their
exam preparation resources, official guidelines, mark schemes, and reports on
examination (again, although PF does not feature in the AQA or GCSE specifications,
or in the A Level English Literature specifications). Some examination boards offer
vague and general definitions of PF, for example AQA states that “the term ‘pathetic
fallacy’ was routinely extend