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Why write? Because you desire to see things as they are.
A writer has to work incredibly hard these days to
counter the great mass of fatuous, venal and false
realities heavily promoted to people through their TVs
and magazines, consoles and iPads. Which brings us
back to Orwell’s final motive, the political, because I
believe that the elusive sensation a writer tries to
provoke in his reader is inherently political [...] When
counterfeit realities are all around us, the desire to see
things as they are is itself a radical act.

~ Zadie Smith, 2011. Why Write?

Few artists dare to try to talk about ways of working
toward redeeming what’s wrong, because they’ll look
sentimental and naive to all the weary ironists. Irony’s
gone from liberating to enslaving.

~ David Foster Wallace, 1993. Interview with L.
McCaffery.

52. And I still love her. I love you, Bean. (And even now,
I don'’t say it straight. Let me try one more time: I love
you, Bean. I say it.) And I place this in the middle of a
short story in the midst of our modern YouTube, iTunes,
plugged-in lives. I might as well tell her right here. No
one’s looking; no one’s listening. There can’t be any
place better to hide in plain sight.

~ Nathan Englander, 2012. “Everything I Know About
My Family on My Mother’s Side.”






Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The beginning of the twenty-first century has witnessed the rise of literary
experimentations concerning the materiality of the book, and of extra-textual
authorial manifestations in the Internet and social media. This dissertation is
my attempt to understand these phenomena. Although the use of visual
elements in literary narrative is not a novelty per se—experimentations with the
printed medium date back, at least, to the mid-XVIII century with Laurence
Sterne’s The Life and Opinions of Tristram Shandy, Gentleman—the emergence
of new digital technologies has given a further impetus to unconventional
modes of literary production and reception. Accordingly, explorations of digital
narrative (e.g. virtual reality, hyperfiction), the multiplicity of semiotic modes
employed in a given narrative (i.e. multimodality), and stories told on social
media have received much attention in narrative theory. The dynamics of the
digital turn and its critical vocabulary have been widely investigated, within
different approaches and disciplinary agendas.

The present study, however, as the title indicates, builds on Gérard

Genette’s concept of paratext. Although formalized before the digital revolution
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(1987), Genette’s proposal to distinguish between peritext and epitext provides
an important key to understand contemporary literary writing. Specifically, the
definition of paratext manages to encompass the various functionalities of both
(1) the unconventional visual elements in the printed text (the peritext) and (2)
the elements interacting with the narrative communication although not
materially attached to it (the epitext). I argue for the need to extend Genette’s
categorization according to twenty-first century literary practices, i.e. the
increasing use of multimodal features (such as unusual layout, typography,
images, colors) and the interaction of authors and readers in the digital world.

“Paratexts 2.0” are formalized in a model that presents the new
categories of material peritexts and digital epitexts and their main functions.
This proposal has two main aims. First, the new model provides a heuristics for
contemporary narratives whose authors exploit (1) various semiotic modes in
their printed books, and (2) the properties of Web 2.0 technologies in the digital
world. Second, since my dissertation follows the principles and the method of
the rhetorical approach to narrative, the conceptualization of the paratext 2.0 is
also an attempt to complement the rhetorical approach with medium-specific
analyses and with a discussion on the extra-textual dimension of authorial
agency.

Thus, my investigation relies primarily on the work of rhetorical
narrative theorists, but it is complemented with researches on mediality and
modality. In addition, the following perspectives are central to the construction

of my critical arguments:
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1. Liesbeth Korthals Altes’ invitation to a “more systematic research
into [the] connection between changing cultural models and
narrative devices, reinforcing historical awareness in
narratology” (“Sincerity” 108);

2. Paul Dawson’s call for a discursive narratology and a theory of
authorship;

3. The urgency for antimimetic texts to be “fully included and
centrally featured in the theory and analysis of
narrative” (Richardson 180).

Significantly, the new framework of paratexts 2.0 offers the necessary
flexibility to analyze a large variety of contemporary literary narratives.
Moreover, since the strategies and devices that today we associate with
experimentation may become conventional in the future, the model allows for
further extensions of categories and functions. Finally, with regard to a
diachronic perspective, this study explores the ethical values embedded in the
choice of using paratexts 2.0 as resources of narrative communication in
relation to today’s authorship and to the “general current in American literature
which rejects postmodern irony in favor of emotionality, sharing and truthful
commitment” (Korthals Altes “Sincerity” 107).

Many authors today are concerned with the future of the novel. My
investigation tries to identify and define some of the recurrent practices and
discourses which are modeling twenty-first century narrative. In so doing, I do
not provide any ultimate answer to the future of literary writing and reading,

but I offer some significant tools to understand the present.
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The dissertation is structured in six chapters. The present chapter introduces
the central issues informing this study and presents its main results with regard
to the methods employed and the principal purposes of the inquiry. Chapter 2
describes in details the theoretical approach adopted, i.e. the rhetorical
approach to narrative developed by the third generation of the Chicago school of
criticism. Specifically, it explains how the new typology of the paratext 2.0
introduced in Chapter 3 intersects with the underlying principles of the
rhetorical approach and with some of the key issues it addresses. The chapter
also clarifies the perspective adopted as far as authorial agency and audience are
concerned. Section 2.2 focuses on the concept of paratext, from Genette’s
original formulation to more recent discussions, such as Werner Wolf’s
(con-)textual framings (2006). In particular, I bring to the fore the strengths
and weaknesses of Genette’s categorization, especially with regard to the current
socio-historical context. Section 2.3 answers to the “implicit rhetorical call for
paying attention to the context of literary creation and reception,” (Shen
“Implied” 141), and examines in detail the way new media technologies are
influencing literary creation and reception. Besides, section 2.3 introduces an
intermedial perspective (i.e. phenomena taking place between media), and some
concepts—such as multimodality, remediation and materiality—investigated
within the theoretical areas of transmedial narratology, digital media,
sociolinguistics, and visual rhetorics.

Chapter 3 presents the model of paratexts 2.0. First (3.1), the chapter

argues for the importance of acknowledging the role of the different media and
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modes that authors choose to employ in their narratives-choices that are
especially relevant within a diachronic perspective and for the ethical value they
carry. Second (3.2), Chapter 3 provides a definition of paratext 2.0, and of its
categories and functions. The description of these categories and functions is
combined with numerous examples of twenty-first century literary narratives.
The chapter then introduces (3.3) a heuristic tool for measuring the value that
authors attribute to paratexts 2.0 as resources of narrative communication.
Chapter 4 puts the model, with its new categories and functions, into
practice through the analysis of two contemporary narratives: Jennifer Egan’s A
Visit from the Goon Squad (2010) and Jonathan Safran Foer’s Tree of Codes
(2010). The chapter aims at illustrating how paratexts 2.0 can be rhetorically
used to better understand the purposive communication from author to
audience. I particularly focus on the effects that the categories of material
peritexts and digital epitexts have on the reading experience, and on the
significance, or value, that authors give to these new resources. The two case
studies are different enough in their drawing on paratexts 2.0 to prove the
revision useful both for paradigmatic narratives and for less exemplary ones.
Chapter 5 delves deeper into issues of authorship and readership and
offers tentative answer(s) to the question “what’s new?” Specifically, it looks at
the authorial stance toward media engagement and at the kind of readers’
expectations it may trigger. The chapter also hints at some aesthetic values of
post-postmodernism, such as sincerity and sharing. Additionally, I argue that
paratexts 2.0 are part of the means through which authors build their ethos. 1

further show that the extension of the concept of paratext to the new categories
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and functions 2.0 allows for the inclusion of the multiplicity of discourses
alongside a given narrative that Dawson is arguing for. In particular, I suggest
that one of the key principle guiding the author-reader relationship at the
beginning of twenty-first century is what I call a double-sharing logic involving
the author’s sharing of sincere features and intertextual sources.

To strengthen my claims and to illustrate a complementarity between the
way digital media affect today’s authorship and readership and the way today’s
authorship and readership interact through digital media, I draw on several
literary examples, such as Jonathan Lethem’s The Ecstasy of Influence (2011),
David Foster Wallace’s Octet (1999) and “E Unibus Pluram: Television and U.S
Fiction” (1993), and Zadie Smith’s Changing My Mind (2009). Furthermore,
section 4.5 looks at David Shields’ Reality Hunger: A Manifesto (2010) to
extend the typology of the paratext 2.0 to nonfictional narratives. In this regard,
I pay particular attention to the functioning of the double-sharing logic and the
distinction of fiction and nonfiction. The chapter concludes with a visual
comparison of the value given to the categories of the paratext 2.0 (as resources
of narrative communication) in Reality Hunger, A Visit from the Goon Squad,
and Tree of Codes.

Finally, Chapter 6 resumes the arguments of the dissertation about the
model of paratext 2.0 postulated as a valuable heuristics for the rhetorical
approach to narrative. I especially highlight the flexibility of my proposal for
further improvements and revisions. Accordingly, I outline some future

directions for inquiries into issues of paratextuality, medium-specific analysis,

20



author-reader relationship, and for a contextualized and cultural-aware

rhetorical approach to narrative.
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Chapter 2

FRAMING THE FRAME

2.1 RHETORICAL APPROACH TO NARRATIVE

The following study situates itself within the rhetorical approaches to narrative.
This tradition considers literary narrative “as an art of communication” (Phelan
“Rhetorical Approaches” 500). Its roots are to be found in Aristotle's definition
of tragedy ! “as the imitation of an action that arouses pity and fear and leads to
the purgation of those emotions” (Phelan “Rhetoric/ethics” 207). Two of the
most influential scholars that champion this approach, James Phelan and Peter
J. Rabinowitz, have been students of Wayne C. Booth, who is deemed to be the
founder of the rhetorical tradition. Booth, in turn a student of R. S. Crane,? with
his groundbreaking The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961) and The Company We Keep
(1988) “inverted the relation between poetics and rhetoric,” arguing that since
“any technique will produce some effects on its audience rather than others [...],
any technique is rhetorical” (Phelan “Rhetoric/ethics” 207). This idea

emphasizes the rhetorical importance of authorial choices as they bear on the

1 Poetics (384-322 BCE)

2 Crane belongs to the first-generation of neo-Aristotelians at the University of Chicago. See, for

instance, Critics and Criticism: Ancient and Modern (1953).
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audience, shifting the focus of narrative inquiries to the “interaction between an
author and an audience through the medium of a text for some
purposes” (Phelan “Rhetorical Approaches” 500).

Phelan and Rabinowitz have contributed extensively to this field, helping
articulating a complete theory of narrative communication. On the one hand, in
Before Reading: Narrative Conventions and the Politics of Interpretation
(1987) Rabinowitz defines four types of audience (flesh and blood, authorial,
narrative and ideal); on the other hand, Phelan provides a definition of
narrative that highlights the author’s communicative purpose to affect readers.
This definition, to be taken as the default starting point for rhetorical narrative
inquires, describes narrative as “somebody telling somebody else on some
occasion and for some purpose(s) that something happened to someone or
something”3 (Phelan Living 18). Drawing from Phelan and Rabinowitz, I will
briefly summarize the salient components of the rhetorical approach to

narrative according to their own subdivision in six main principles.

2.1.1 Paratexts 2.0 and the Six Principles of the Rhetorical Approach
The six principles of the rhetorical approach to narrative are at the basis of the

present work (although some are more central than others). In the following

3 Phelan and Rabinowitz recognize that “individual narratives may not conform exactly to every
element of the definition,” such as in narratives narrated at the present or future tense. The
definiton, therefore, is a starting point for discussion about significant deviations, as well as for
highlighting the main interest of rhetorical narratologists in the “multidimensional purposes of

narrative acts and in the relationships among authors, narrator(s), and audiences” (4-5).
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overview, I will clarify to what extent they underlie the investigation of paratexts
2.0.

[1] The first principle states that narrative is “a multidimensional
purposive communication from a teller to an audience” (Phelan and
Rabinowitz 3; emphasis in the original). The focus of rhetorical narrative
theorists is therefore on the rhetorical act and the way the elements of any
narrative are shaped to convey thematic meanings and the experience of
affective, ethical, and aesthetic effects (3). My own emphasis, hence, is precisely
on how paratextual elements are used in contemporary literary narratives, in
combination with other textual phenomena, to shape particular meanings and
effects.

[2] The second principle of the rhetorical approach highlights an
hermeneutic practice: the interpretative task of rhetorical narratologists shall
conform to an “a posteriori“ stance (Phelan and Rabinowitz 5). This tenet, as
opposed to the “a priori” one, simply means that rhetorical narratologists “shall
not preselect for analysis particular issues such as gender or cognition” but
focus on “how narratives seek to achieve their multidimensional purposes” (5).
My own analysis, although focusing on a particular kind of narrative (twenty-
first century literature employing unconventional paratextual devices), is
motivated by an a posteriori starting question. In other words, my dissertation
is consistent with this principle in its primary aim of understanding how
contemporary paratextual phenomena affect the achievement of the

multidimensional purpose of the narrative.
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[3] Following again a hermeneutical strategy, the third principle claims
that the rhetorical critic “may begin the task of interpretation from any point of
the rhetorical triangle ... considering how each point both influences and is
influenced by the other two” (Phelan “Rhetoric/ethics” 209). The rhetorical
triangle is made of speaker, text, and audience. It involves the effects of
narratives which are inscribed into this “feedback loop among authorial agency,
textual phenomena (including intertextual relations), and reader
response” (Phelan and Rabinowitz 5). This principle stresses the “recursive
relationship” (Phelan “Narrative Theory” 300) among (i) author, (ii) text, and
(iii) readers as a key component of the rhetorical analysis since “texts are
designed by authors (consciously or not) to affect readers in particular
ways” (Phelan and Rabinowitz 5). In my study, I analyze (para) textual
phenomena (ii) conceived and foregrounded by the authorial agency (i) to affect
readers in particular ways (iii). The reason why contemporary authors draw on
such unconventional (para) textual phenomena is linked to socio-cultural and
historical factors. Similarly, reader response to these specific designs is itself
inscribed into a broader cultural context, which allows for decoding (para)
textual devices (see 5.4).

[4] According to Phelan and Rabinowitz, the fourth principle of the
rhetorical approach concentrates on the progression of a narrative (6). As
opposed to plot, which is merely concerned with textual dynamics, progression
regards both “textual and readerly dynamics, as the key means by which an
author achieves his or her purposes” (6). As illustrated below (see fig. 2.1),

narrative progressions can be generated and developed through instabilities
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(involving elements of the story) and tensions (involving elements of the
discourse) that tend to be resolved toward the ending (Phelan “Narrative

Progression” 359).

Beginning Middle Ending
Textual Exposition Exposition Exposition/Closure
Dynamics | Launch Voyage Arrival
Readerly Initiate Interaction Farewell
Dynamics | Entrance Intermediate Configuration | Completion

Fig. 2. 1 Narrative Progression (adapted from Phelan Experiencing 21).

Textual dynamics are defined as the “internal processes by which narratives
move from beginning through middle to ending,” while readerly dynamics are
“the corresponding cognitive, affective, ethical, and aesthetic responses of the
audience to those textual dynamics”4 (Phelan and Rabinowitz 6).

According to Phelan, a progression of audience response corresponds to
the progression of events (Experiencing 15-22). Readerly and textual dynamics
are thus connected by narrative judgments of three kinds: interpretative, ethical
and aesthetic (Phelan and Rabinowitz 6). Narrative judgments are intertwined
and concern the nature of actions of the narrative (interpretative); the moral
value of characters and actions (ethical); its overall artistic quality (aesthetic)

(Phelan Experiencing 9). Cues to ethical judgments, such as ethical standards,

4 As Phelan argues, the first aspect of “Beginning,” called “Exposition” encompasses most
paratextual elements such as the front matter, the title page, illustrations, epigraphs, preludes,
notices, and author’s or editor’s introductions (Experiencing, 17). The correspondent readerly

dynamic, “Initiation,” somehow follows Rabinowitz’s “Rules of Notice” (47-75).
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are to be found in the narrative. As Phelan argues in Living to Tell About It (23),
“at any given point in a narrative, our ethical position results from the dynamic
interaction of four ethical situations.” These ethical situations involve (1) the
character-character relations (ethics of the told); (2) the narrator’s relation to
the characters, to the telling, and to the audience, as well as (3) the implied
author’s relation to these things (ethics of the telling); and (4) the flesh-and-
blood audience’s response to the first three positions (Phelan Experiencing 11).
The four ethical situations outlined by Phelan belong to the wider principle that
literary narratives are a privileged space to explore ethical issues.

This general idea is part of an ethical turn in literary studies which has
started in the 1980s (Korthals Altes “Ethical” 142). The distinction of the four
ethical positions helps “to trace how the technical choices of the narrative entail
ethical consequences,” as well as to determine the rhetorical narrative theorist’s
engagements with those consequences (Phelan Living 23). Phelan’s thesis
highlights the meta-hermeneutical stance of the rhetorical theorist, who seeks to
“reconstruct the ethical principles upon which the narrative is
built” (Experiencing 10), but who, at the same time, is aware that “There is no
such thing as ‘the’ ethics of a text, only various ethical readings” (Korthals Altes
“Ethical” 145).

In this dissertation, my focus is mainly on “the ethics of rhetorical
purpose, that is, the ethical dimension of the overall narrative
act” (Experiencing 11). More precisely, my main interest lies in the ethical and
cultural issues involved in the use of new media and new technologies, and the

way these issues are materialized through paratexts 2.0 and a digital interaction
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with the audience. As we will see more in details in the analysis of the selected
narratives (Chapter 4), authors employing paratexts 2.0 show a particular
attitude toward our information age and the present ethical debate around the
role of new media and the changes they are bringing to our lives. This attitude is
expressed not only through storytelling, but also through the devices used to
materialized it.

[5] The fifth principle of the rhetorical approach regards specifically
fictional narrative and the two positions that the actual audience adopts in the
rhetorical exchanges (Phelan and Rabinowitz 6). According to Phelan and
Rabinowitz, “Reading a work of fiction ... always entails at least a double
consciousness: ... an actual reader needs to recognize that it is an invented
artifact ... and, at the same time, to pretend to be a member of the narrative
audience who takes what he or she reads as history and treats the characters as
real” (140; emphasis in the original). Readers join (or try to join) the authorial
audience (the hypothetical group for whom the author writes) and pretend to
join the narrative audience, i.e. “the audience that receives the narrator’s
text” (6).

It could further be argued that this principle involves the need to
distinguish up to five different audiences (Phelan “Rhetoric/ethics” 210): the
flesh and blood audience (actual reader); the authorial audience (the author’s
ideal reader); the narrative audience (the position assumed by the reader when

responding to characters as if they were real people); the narratee5 (the

5 The notion of the narratee has been originally conceptualized by Gerald Prince’s 1973
"Introduction to the Study of the Narratee."
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audience addressed by the narrator); the ideal narrative audience (the narrator’s
hypothetical perfect audience). Narratives using paratexts 2.0 play with this
double consciousness that reading entails, as they constantly remind readers of
the materiality of the printed book.®

[6] The sixth and last principle describes the three different kinds of
interests and responses that audiences develop in relation to the components of
narrative: mimetic, thematic, and synthetic (Phelan and Rabinowitz 7). The
readers’ interests in the mimetic component concern “the characters as possible
people and ... the narrative world as like our own”; whereas the readers’
responses to the thematic component are tied to “the ideational function of the
characters and [to] the cultural, ideological, philosophical, or ethical issues”; the
readers’ interests in the synthetic component focus on the narrative as an
artificial construct, and therefore they are linked to aesthetic judgments (7).
Although these different focuses are inevitably intertwined, every narrative may
be dominated by one of them. For instance, metafictional narratives makes the
most of the synthetic component counting on the readers’ awareness of the
narrative as a made object (“Rhetoric/ethics” 211). Like postmodernist fiction,
contemporary literary narratives employing paratexts 2.0 foreground their
synthetic component. By breaking the mimetic illusion through material
elements, they highlight the physical presence of the book as object. To
conclude, the six principles are at the basis of my overall project and they

provide the basic vocabulary for my investigation. In the following section, I will

6 T use the term “readers” throughout this study meaning rhetorical readers, i.e. I use “readers”

and “actual audience” interchangeably.
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turn to narrative communication, another crucial concept for rhetorical

narrative theory.

2.1.2 Narrative Communication

As we have seen, a foundational principle for rhetorical narratology is that
narrative is “a communicative event, a rhetorical action in which an author
addresses an audience for some purpose(s)” (Phelan “Rhetoric, Ethics” 57).7
Given this principle, Phelan argues that the analysis of narrative communication
between an authorial agent and (an) audience(s) shall rely on a narrative
communication model that highlights the communicative event rather than the
structure (59). The “classical” narrative communication model, however, is
based on the binary distinction of story and discourse (or fabula and sjuzet in
formalist terminology): the chronological sequence of events and situations that
constitutes the what of narrative, as opposed to the how, the telling or
presenting of the story.® Following this distinction, Seymour Chatman’s
communication model (151) falls within the discourse side. The real author and
the real reader are placed outside the narrative transaction, whereas the implied

author, the implied reader, the narrator and the narratee are agents inside it:

7 In 2.1.2, the citations by Phelan come exclusively from “Rhetoric, Ethics, and Narrative
Communication: Or, from Story and Discourse to Authors, Resources, and Audiences,”

therefore, from now on, in this section the title will be omitted in the parenthetical references.

8 As Dan Shen summarizes: “Rather than referring to content in general, story refers specifically
to the narrated events (actions and happenings) and existents (characters and setting), and

discourse to the rearrangement or treatment of the events and existents on the level of

presentation” (“Story-Discourse” 566).
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Real author — |Implied author — (Narrator) — (Narratee) — Implied reader |—> Real reader

According to Phelan (59), in light of the story/discourse distinction, it is
clear that characters (part of the story) are not part of the communication model
(part of the discourse). However, in the analysis of The Friends of Eddy Coyle
(1970) by George V. Higgins, Phelan points out that the standard functions of
narration—“reporting about characters and events, interpreting those reports,
and evaluating them”-are performed by character-character dialogue (57).
Therefore, Chatman’s model must be revised in light of those narratives that
allow multiple channels of communication (67). In the final chapter of Higgins’
novel, thus, Phelan unveils two levels of communication interacting with each
other: author-character-audience and author-narrator-audience (66). These two
levels might not be sufficiently accounted for in Chatman’s model, since the
author-character-audience channel cannot be conceived outside the story,
whereas the model is centered on the discourse level.

The recognition that “character-character dialogue often functions
simultaneously as events and as narration by other means” leads Phelan to the
conclusion that the story/discourse distinction is not always a helpful heuristic
(65). Besides, the acknowledgement of the author-character-audience channel
helps him to identify a third channel relative to the overall narrative structure.
Here, the author “skips over both the narrator and the characters in order to
communicate to the audience” through the various devices at his or her disposal

(66). To better capture the synergy among these different channels, Phelan
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proposes a chart (as opposed to a two-dimensional model).?

Implied Author | RESOURCES: Actual Audience
(outside the Occasion (rhetorical
text; in history; | Paratexts readers; in
occasion of Narrator(s) history; occasion
writing) Character(s) as teller(s) & listeners(s) | of reading)

FID

Structure/Gaps

Narratee/Narrative Audience

Authorial Audience

Etc.

Fig. 2.2. Phelan’s “Chart of Variables in Narrative Communication, a.k.a. IRA” (adapted
from Phelan 71).

The “Chart of Variables in Narrative Communication” (fig. 2.2) displays the
implied author and the actual audience outside the narrative text, whereas
narrator, authorial audience, characters, etc. are listed in the same column,
being all “equally the product of the implied author’s communicative

choices” (71).

9 Phelan had already argued that the distinction was “better understood as a helpful heuristic
than a rigid boundary between the elements of narrative” in Living to Tell About It (Phelan
“Narrative Theory” 289). Moreover, Phelan is not the only one having criticized the formalist
distinction of story and discourse, and its relative concepts of diegetic levels and narrative
framing. For an account of some previous attempts to subvert this paradigm, see, for instance,
Dan Shen’s “Defense and Challenge: Reflections on the Relation Between Story and Discourse.”
In this article, Shen already points out that “the distinction between story and discourse will be
blurred when [...] one element belongs at the same time both to the level of story and to that of
discourse” (230). For recent discussions around this paradigm and the model see, among
others: "Unnatural Narratology, Unnatural Narratives: Beyond Mimetic Models" (Alber,
Iversen, Nielsen and Richardson), and The Rhetoric of Fictionality (Walsh).
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While the resources are variable and may change from narrative to
narrative, the implied author and the actual audience are two constants. Before
dwelling on these constants (see 2.1.3), I shall stress the potential openness of
the list of resources available to the author. According to the “Chart of Variables
in Narrative Communication,” paratexts are among the resources available to
the author for his or her communicative purposes. In this study, I endorse
Phelan’s new model of narrative communication, but I also suggest the need of
further discussion, as far as paratextual resources are concerned. In twenty-
first century literary narrative, resources belonging to the realm of paratext are
increasingly foregrounded both at textual level, emphasizing the medial
dimension of a given narrative in the form of the printed book, and at extra
textual level, in terms of the authorial presence in digital media, as well as the

use of such media to create additional material for the same given narrative.

2.1.3 Authorship, Ethos, and Audience

In James Phelan’s chart of variables, the two agents involved in the narrative
communication are the implied author and the actual audience, in history and
in the occasion of writing. Despite the asymmetry of the terminology, both of
them are placed outside the text, in a defined historical period, and within a
particular occasion of writing or reading. While it is not my aim in this study to

focus on the debate around the concept of the implied author,° I shall clarify

10 See, for instance, Tom Kindt’s and Hans-Harald Miiller’s The Implied Author: Concept and
Controversy, and Wolf Schmid’s “Implied Author.”
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my position and explain why I believe that the concept of the implied author
somehow clashes with my tentative implementation of the model with mediality
and epitexts.

As Dan Shen points out, in Wayne C. Booth’s formulation, “the ‘implied
author’ is both the ‘author’ (writer) of the text and the authorial image ‘implied’
by the text (by ‘the sum of his own choices’) for the reader to infer” (“Implied”
142). Following Booth’s original conceptualization (1961)—according to which
the implied author is the “author’s ‘second self’” (71)—Phelan defines him or her
as “the streamlined version of the real author responsible for the construction of
the text” (Living 5). He then suggests that to identify “the initial agent as the
implied rather than the actual author adds a greater precision to the model
because it recognizes that the same actual author can employ different versions
of himself in different narrative communications” (“Rhetoric, Ethics” 68).
According to Phelan, the relationship between the streamlined version of the
actual author and the flesh-and-blood author can be compared to the one
between a craftsman constructing a chair and himself or herself outside his or
her studio (69). To Phelan there is a continuity between the streamlined version
and the real author (69), but it appears to me that this continuity does not
sufficiently justify the choice of such concept other than being an “interpretative
strategy,” as Liesbeth Korthals Altes puts it (Ethos).

The implied author, I argue, is a useful tool, which, as such, shall be

paired with the other resources and listed in the middle column of the chart. In
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twenty-first century narratives using paratextual resources," for instance, the
streamlined versions of himself or herself that the real author employs might be
different in the various paratextual devices (see also 2.3). To investigate these
versions of the author and their interplay might be rhetorically useful, especially
when the image of the author that readers infer from the text implies an ethical
stance that differs to a great extent to the author’s public image inferred from
existing epitexts.’? Accordingly, I prefer to rely on Phelan’s communicative
model pairing the two agents as actual author and actual audience (see 5.2 for
further discussion). The latter being the one that the author wants to affect and
therefore the one whom the ethical component of narrative communication is
directed toward (“Rhetoric, Ethics” 69). My preference for the symmetry in the
model, however, does not imply that I do not share Booth’s claim that “the
picture the reader gets of [the author’s] presence is one of the author’s most
important effects” (71). To discuss this “picture,” instead of relying on a binary
opposition (real versus implied), another theoretical construct may be useful:
the concept of authorial ethos.

Building on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Korthals Altes (“Slippery Author”; and

Ethos) defines ethos as a person’s character or characterizing spirit, tone or

I Since it might be argued that there is never a paratext-free moment, the verb “use” intends to

highlight a specific communicative choice made by the author.

12 Reaching opposite conclusions, Shen too observes that “we can discuss variable degrees of
distance between the image of an implied author of a text and that of the historical person,
depending on the degree of role-playing of the implied author in the writing process” (“Implied”
1487).
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attitude whose value may change over time and social situation.’3 In her
extensive study on authorial ethos (Ethos), Korthals Altes criticizes the
ambiguity and fuzziness of the concept of the implied author, since it “refers
both to the origin of the text and to the reader’s post-hoc construction of a
unifying authorial intention and value position.”4 As a confirmation of my own
insights on the importance of identifying but also distinguishing the different
versions of an author in the various paratextual devices, Korthals Altes reminds
us that “we need to investigate more closely the relationship between the
inferences summarized under this concept of implied author and those that
result from clues for authorial postures that readers may glean from the public
domain, paratexts, and so on” (emphasis added). Paratextual elements are a
privileged space to investigate ethos clues and, more generally, the shared
enterprise of narrative communication. As Gérard Genette points out, the main
aim of paratexts is “to ensure for the text a destiny consistent with the author’s
purpose” (Paratexts 407). In addition, as I mentioned above, although paratexts
are listed among the resources used by the author, they are not, in Phelan’s
model, explicitly comprehensive of extra-textual manifestations. And, as

Korthals Altes’ argues, “a narratology that does not include the extra-textual

13 See also Ruth Amossy’s “Ethos at the Crossroads of Disciplines: Rhetoric, Pragmatics,
Sociology.”

14 Korthals Altes’ approach combines hermeneutics with concepts of cognitive sciences (e.g.
Ervin Goffman’s frame analysis; “folk psychology,” “Theory of Mind”), sociology (e.g. Pierre
Bourdieu’s theory of the literary field), evolutionary psychology (e.g. Merlin Donald’s definition
of culture), phenomenology (concerning reception theory, such as Wolfgang Iser), discourse
analysis (e.g. Ruth Amossy and Dominique Maingueneau), and a practice of self-reflection

called meta-hermeneutics.
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author expels a potentially important factor in the meaning-making processes it
aims to describe” (Ethos).

It is in this spirit that I try to integrate Phelan’s rhetorical model with
epitextual (or extra textual) features, medium awareness, and discussions about
the construction of the authorial ethos. Moreover, this study is situated within a
particular moment in history, the beginning of the twenty-first century, whose
context will provide another level of complexity. With these aims and principles
in mind, I now proceed with a description (2.2.1) and a discussion (2.2.2) of the

notion of paratext.

2.2 PARATEXT: FROM SEUILS TO PARATEXTS 2.0

2.2.1 Genette’s Paratext: Formulation and Establishment

Appeared for the first time in Gérard Genette’s The Architext: an Introduction
(82), the concept of paratextuality has been afterwards briefly introduced in
Palimpsestes (2—4). Here, Genette describes the paratext (the second type of
transtextual relationships) as “one of the privileged fields of operation of the
pragmatic dimension of the work-i.e., of its impact upon the reader—more
particularly, the field of what is now often called, thanks to Philippe Lejeune’s
studies on autobiography, the generic contract (or pact)” (3). In “The Proustian
Paratexte,” Genette differentiates paratextuality according to the degrees of
authorial responsibility and divides the paratext of Proust’s A la Recherche du
Temps Perdu (1913-27) in three groups: official paratext; unofficial paratext;

posthumous paratext. In Paratexts (Seuils 1987), Genette expands his
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categorization, defining paratext as a heterogeneous group of practices and
discourses characterized by an authorial intention and assumption of
responsibility, that functions as a guiding set of directions for the readers (2-3).
The metaphor of the threshold is used to highlight the indeterminate

quality of the paratext, which belongs to an undefined zone between two
ontological realities, the storyworld and the real world. To express this
ontological uncertainty, Genette draws on J. Hillis Miller’s remark about the
prefix ‘para’:

Para is an antithetical prefix which indicates at once proximity and

distance, similarity and difference, interiority and exteriority ... a

thing which is situated at once on this side and on that of a frontier,

of a threshold and of a margin, of equal status and yet secondary,

subsidiary, subordinate .... A thing in para is not only at once on

both sides of the frontier which separates the exterior and the

interior; it is also the frontier itself, the screen which creates a

permeable membrane between the inside and the outside (219 qtd.

in Genette Paratexts 1).
Despite this versatile mode, Genette suggests to classify the elements composing
the whole category of paratext according to: their location (attached to the hard
book or not); time of appearance; mode (verbal or other); communication
agents (from whom, to whom?); and function (Paratexts 4).

Genette’s distinction in terms of location conceives paratextual elements

situated in proximity of the text as part of the peritext, whereas those “not

materially appended to the text within the same volume, but circulating ... in a
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virtually limitless physical and social space” as part of the epitext (Paratexts
344). As the chart below illustrates (fig. 2.3), the formal characteristics of these
elements are inseparable from their functions, since, as I mentioned above:
“The most essential of the paratext’s properties ... is functionality. Whatever
aesthetic intention may come into play as well, the main issue for the paratext is
not to ‘look nice’ around the text but rather to ensure for the text a destiny

consistent with the author’s purpose” (Paratexts 407).

Formal Categories

Peritexts | Lack of internal borders. Epitexts | Lack of external limits.

« The publisher’s peritext
(formats, series, cover,
typesetting);

The name of the author;
Titles;

The please-insert;
Dedications and
inscriptions;

. Epigraphs;

« The prefatorial situation
of communication;

The original preface;
Other prefaces;
Intertitles;

Notes.

« The public epitext (auto-
reviews, public responses,
media epitexts, delayed
auto-commentaries);

« The private epitext
(correspondence, oral
confidence, diaries, pre-
texts).

Functional Typology

Peritexts | Inseparable from its Epitexts
paratextual function (to
present and comment on
the text).

Paratextual effect
(Publisher’s; Semiofficial
allographic; Public
authorial; Private
authorial.)

Fig. 2.3. Genette’s paratexts. An outline of formal categories and functional typology.
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Genette’s typology formalizes the various categories in this heterogenous group
of elements and assigns to each of them a certain function. He further argues
that not only paratextual elements are necessary to “present the book and ...
make it present, assuring its presence in the world, its ‘reception’ and its
consumption” (1), but also that “no reader should be indifferent to the
appropriateness of particular typographical choices, even if modern publishing
tends to neutralize these choices by a perhaps irreversible tendency toward
standardization” (34). In conclusion, despite the remarkable significance of
Genette’s conceptualization and taxonomy (to which a large diffusion of the
terminology has followed), some of the aspects introduced, such as the lack of
boundaries, were not sufficiently discussed. In the following section, the outline
of the main points that have been debated from 1987 onwards (although the
English translation of Seuils came out ten years later, in 1997), will pave the way

for my own elaboration of the concept of paratext.

2.2.2 Discussions and Reformulations

David Gorman, in the “Paratext” entry of the Routledge Encyclopedia of
Narrative Theory (2005), points out that, “Although the term has come into
wide usage in recent years, in English-language criticism so far most paratextual
investigation has focused on the study of title” (419). If this claim might have
been true before 2005, in more recent years, paratextual investigations have
relevantly increased within narrative theory. This is probably due to several

factors: (1) the renewed interest in authorial intention, of which the paratext is a
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privileged manifestation; (2) the whole spread of inquiries regarding new
media; and (3) the incremental use of paratextual features (such as footnotes) in
postmodernist fiction. With regard to the latter, in his review of Paratexts, Jan
Baetens highlights a significant lack in Genette’s framing category: it “does not
sufficiently stress what is characteristic of modern literature: the
paratextualization of the text and the textualization of the paratext, i.e. not the
breakdown of boundaries, but the multiplication of relations between two poles
that are no longer antagonistic opposites” (“Review” 713-4) In the attempt to
compensate for this lack, Edward Maloney, in his Footnotes in Fiction: A
Rhetorical Approach (2005), provides an extensive study of the use of footnotes
in fictional narratives when they are “incorporated into the story as part of the
internal narrative frame” (ii). To stress their significant role on narrative
progression, he labels this specific kind of paratext “artificial paratexts.”

While David Herman, Brian McHale and James Phelan, consistently with
Genette’s original formulation, delimit the domain of paratext to the readers’
interpretation “within generic categories, historical epochs, author’s oeuvre,
[and] sociopolitical controversies” (308), Porter Abbott claims that the
influence paratextual devices may have on the audience’s experience of a
narrative can be so powerful that these devices become part of the narrative
(30). He further suggests that, in some cases, a piece of paratextual information
outside a narrative may transform it “without, at the same time, changing a
single word of it” (31). Abbott’s point highlights that Genette’s theorization of

paratext is both powerful and problematic.
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A major problem lies in its spatial collocation: how can something be
simultaneously a frame, a threshold, and part of the story? A very partial answer
to this question would be to to consider Genette’s Paratexts as the initial unit
within this area of investigation, a primary resource establishing valuable
terminology and laying bare its first “rudimental” mechanisms. On the one
hand, as Baetens notices, experimental literature has always been challenging
textual boundaries (see also 2.3.2), complicating even more paratext’s spatial
definition; on the other hand, the study of paratext should be accompanied by a
discussion around its material realization, i.e. its medium. Media have been
discarded in the study of narrative theory for many years. Today, however,
much has been done in this direction (see the next section, 2.3).

To include the role of the medium in the analysis of the paratext, I argue,
allows for a deeper understanding of the interrelation of the different levels
involved (which might help us to define “para”), as well as of the different
degrees of importance that characterize various paratextual features. Georg
Stanitzek, for instance, discusses the question of paratext and media by pointing
out that Genette’s account of paratextual functions does “not explore the
function of the book form as such” (31). The book “is simply the concrete
realization of a literary work,” so that “the distinction between the work and its
paratext is absolutely parallel to the hermeneutic distinction between the whole
and its parts” (32). Two aspects in particular, according to Stanitzek, are
missing in Genette’s study: the theoretical area of media or communication
theory, and the question of authorial intention (35). More specifically, Stanitzek

criticizes the twofold role that Genette assigns to the author: as agent or
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function'> responsible for the paratextual elements, and as a paratextual
element himself or herself (35).

This ambiguity still holds true in positioning paratexts as resources in
Phelan’s “Chart of Variables.” As I suggested above (2.1.3), the model allows for
the question: where shall those paratextual elements belonging to the epitext be
located? If the implied author is the streamlined version of the actual author in
the occasion of writing and with the intention to communicate something to his
or her readers for some purposes, what happens to the other versions of himself
or herself that he or she uses to communicate to the same actual audience
through a different medium? And, how do readers interpret those various
authorial versions?

Korthals Altes offers a possible solution to this ambiguity by identifying
the importance of the ethos of the author for the readers’ reception of narrative.
In her investigation, she suggests a “Multi-Faceted Author” made of six main
aspects of authorial image or ethos: (1) the author as a flesh-and-blood person;
(2) the author in his or her social role as a writer; (3) the author-image
constructed from previous works (prior ethos); (4) the ethos constructed from
peritext and epitext; (5) the implied author, intended as inferred from the text
by the reader;® (6) the author as narrator (Ethos). These facets highlight the
fact that there are multiple factors involved in the narrative communication

concerning the paratext and its relative author image. The author’s posture,

15 As defined by Foucault in “What Is an Author?” (1969).

16 Which is different from Phelan’s implied author, who is “outside the narrative text, as the
agent who construct the text and not as a product of the text itself” (“Rhetoric, Ethics” 68).
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according to Korthals Altes, includes a twofold phenomenon: the clues offered
by the author to be classified within a particular social role as writer, and the
readers’ perception of such writer. The author posture emerges from paratextual
elements, both peritextual and epitextual (Ethos).

Korthals Altes’ insights about the authorial ethos clues to be found in the
epitext confirm the necessity of a clarification on the role of the author as both
agent and function of paratexts. If we consider the various versions of an author
as resource of the narrative communication, we may be able to include in our
analysis the multiple ethos clues to be found in the epitext. Besides, the
continuity between actual author and implied author (see 2.1.3) may lie in the
paratext. The peritext, as featured in the printed book, belongs to the implied
author, while the epitext (e.g. various media appearances), belongs to the flesh-
and-blood or actual author (see 5.2). In the following section, I finally introduce
the conversation around narrative and media to contextualize this study and to

later include these concepts in the categorization of paratexts 2.0 (Chapter 3).

2.3 NARRATIVE AND MEDIA

New media technologies, such as websites, blogs, videos and social networks,
are undoubtedly facilitating the flourishing of author/reader extra-textual
communication. Therefore, it appears extremely important to extend the study
of the paratext to researches exploring narrative and media. This area of inquiry
may lead up to refining Genette’s theory through the analysis of such new ways

of producing and reading narratives. In a very recent article (2013), Dorothee
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Birke and Birte Christ started mapping the field for studies dealing with the
connection of paratext and digitized narrative. First, they suggest to focus on the
functionality of the paratext, which can be discussed in terms of the interplay of
(1) the interpretative function; (2) the commercial function; and (3) the
navigational function (67-8). The categorization in three main areas has the
merit of distinguishing two significant functional aspects that often overlap in
twenty-first century epitextual elements, namely the elements created by the
author to guide the readers in their experience, and those with a purely
promotional intent.

Birke and Christ pinpoint three fields of debate particularly relevant for
the current discussion on paratexts: (1) “The materialization of the object”; (2)
“The boundaries of the text”; (3) “The question of authorization” (68-70).
Although not specifically dealing with “digitized narrative,” my work touches
upon these three areas, especially with regard to the first and the second fields.
In terms of authorization, a detailed discussion of the other agents involved in
the production of paratextual elements, such as the editor or the publisher, and
the whole realm of promotional material (which is linked to Genette’s
distinction between allographic and autographic paratext) is beyond the scope
of this study. What follows will explore the question of the text as physical object
combining the rhetorical approach with inquiries usually belonging to other

theoretical traditions, such as transmedial narratology and visual rhetorics.
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2.3.1 Frames, Framings, Framing Borders

In describing a transmedial approach to narrative, Werner Wolf suggests the
necessity of “account[ing] for the fact that stories can be represented in different
media [without] imply[ing] that medial conditions have no influence on the
realization of the frame narrative” (“Narratology” 164). Although Wolf's
commitment is inscribed in a conversation called “Frame Theory” applied to
literature and other media, I will explore some of the issues discussed because
my investigation intersects with his to a great extent. In addition, the concept of
frames, which has been introduced by sociologists Gregory Bateson and Erving
Goffman, also underlies Korthals Altes’ insights on authorial ethos.'” In his
explanation of frame theory, Wolf defines cognitive frames as “culturally formed
metaconcepts [...] that enable us to interpret both reality and
artifacts” (“Frames” 5). For instance, the aesthetic approach (usually associated
with the artwork frame, or genre and fictionality) can be considered as a
cognitive frame (13-4). Furthermore, since frames “function as preconditions of
interpretation,” they also “control the framed” (5), and from this tenet follows
the idea of “framings.” Framings are interpretative codings of abstract cognitive
frames, including textual and contextual elements and the “concrete spaces or

parts of artefacts ... in which the coding of frames occur” (77).8

17 As she argues, ethos ascriptions are “interwoven with generic classifications, [and] arguably
allow readers to frame the kind of game they are engaging in, determining their reading

strategies and the value regimes they believe should apply to the work” (Ethos).

18 Simply put, the distinction between frame and framings is that frame is an abstract cognitive

metaconcept, while framing denotes the activity (Wolf “Frames” 7).
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According to this theory then, paratexts are “important instances of
framings” (7), while framings, as Wolf further remarks, are transmedial
phenomena, i.e. they exist in more than one medium (10). Like Genette’s
typology of paratext, Wolf’s typology of framings allows for the agencies
involved (sender, message, recipient), and for a distinction between contextual
and textual framings (15-6). Since Genette’s typology focuses only on printed
literature, the spatial metaphor inside/outside that characterizes the distinction
between peri- and epitext, in Wolf’s typology is revised in the light of these
“(con-)textual framings.” This last observation confirms the importance of
including a transmedial perspective in the discussion of paratexts, and thereby
of the rhetorical communication model. Other than (con-)textual framings,
Wolf’s typology comprises criterions of extension, number of media employed,
authorization, saliency, location, intertextuality and paratextuality (18-21).

Interestingly, Wolf adopts Genette’s idea of paratext as one of the criteria
in his typology, but reducing it to the peritext. Paratextual framings are then the
elements in a liminal position (i.e. on the threshold) with a functional role for
the recep