Paul de Man, Allegories of Reading (1979)
Chapter 1: Semiology and Rhetoric

Problems and Necessity of Formalism
There has been tendency to turn away from formalist criticism (cultural history, new historicism):
(a) relevance is no longer as important as reference, "the nonverbal outside"
(b) the emphasis is on 

- the interplay between text and categories that form reality – the self, man, society
- hybrid texts - partly literary and partly referential, such as literary autobiography ("a key to the understanding of the self” - p.3).
(c) The outside is also called "the foreign affairs, the external politics of literature" (p. 3). There is a highly respectable moral imperative that tries to reconcile these two aspects of writing: the internal, formal, private structures and the external, referential, public effects.
This is a historical fact, a situation repeating itself in literary studies.

Literature cannot be received as a unit of meaning that can be entirely decoded, there is always something left. The code is complex and enigmatic, that is why attention is focused on it.
The basis for decoding the text was established by the works of New Criticism - the technique of close reading is the most formative of all. On the other hand, formalism also brings reduction. Also, form has become "a solipsistic category of self-reflection" (p. 4).
(a) the polarities of inside and outside have been reversed - internal meaning has become outside reference, the outer form has become the inner structure.
(b) formalism is described by an imagery of imprisonment and claustrophobia - "the prison house of language" (p. 4). Therefore, critics have been demanding referential meaning as well.
Reconciliation of form and meaning has often the form of a bad metaphor - literature as a box
that separates an inside from an outside, the reader or critic being the one that opens the lid
and shows what has so far stayed hidden. The inside is to be the form, the outside the
meaning (Wellek and Warren. “extrinsic vs. intrinsic”)
                                                        

Finding a Different Terminology

We have to find a different terminology that would not emphasize the binary character of this opposition (inside vs. outside).
This is the distinction between semiology and rhetoric.
New approach to poetics: semiology
(a) as opposed to semantics, semiology is the science or study of signs as signifiers
(b) it does not ask what words mean but how they mean
(c) French semiology took linguistics for model and adopted Saussure and Jakobson
- Saussure: an awareness of the arbitrariness of the sign
- Jakobson: literature as a statement focused on the way it is expressed (“poetic function”). It has been shown that the literary dimensions of language remain hidden if one submits fully to the authority of reference. Semiological reading explores the relationship between the sign (signifiant) and the referent (signifié).
One of the characteristic features of literary semiology is the use of grammatical, especially syntactical structures together with rhetorical structures - no discrepancy between the two, but perfect continuity. 

The impact of this approach on rhetoric: "the study of tropes and of figures" (p. 6).
(a) becomes a mere extension of grammatical models, a subset of syntactical relations.

(b) relates more to paradigmatic relations between words (substitutions) than to
syntagmatic ones (contiguity of words) (Tzvetan Todorov).
In the light of this, metaphor should not be considered a substitution but rather a particular type of combination. But can we really deal with rhetorical figures like this?
Two Epistemologies: Of Grammar and Rhetoric
It is necessary to distinguish the epistemology of grammar and the epistemology of rhetoric

The existence of grammatical structures in sentences is undeniable, but the problem is the classification of rhetorical figures. Grammatical rules are generally considered as universal and generative (capable of deriving an infinity of versions from a single model).
(a) grammar is taken as logical, which means that no true propositions can be made without grammatical consistency
      (b) the performance of so-called illocutionary acts such as ordering, questioning, denying, assuming, etc., within the language has its equivalents in the grammatical structures of syntax in the corresponding imperative, interrogative, negative or optative sentence.
      (c) the rules of grammar concern the relationships among sound, syntax and meaning; the rules of illocutionary acts concern relationships among people.
(d) rhetoric is understood exclusively as persuasion, actual action upon others; therefore, the continuity between grammar and rhetoric is self-evident
This continuity is supported by Kenneth Burke's term deflection, defined as "any slight bias or unintended error" (p.8) - this deflection being the rhetorical basis of language: a dialectical subversion of the link between sign and meaning.
Charles Sanders Peirce stresses the distinction between grammar and rhetoric - insists on a third element, called the interpretant, that is related to the object and the sign. The sign is to be interpreted because it is not a thing, but a meaning derived from the thing by representation that does not depend on a univocal origin (in literature, every sign has a number of different, both traditional and specific or novel meanings: see the use of new and old moon emblems in Coleridge’s “Dejection”: “I see the old Moon in her lap foretelling / The coming on of rain… Those sounds which oft raised me, whilst they awed…Might startle this dull pain” I.13-14,16,20) 
      For Peirce, the interpretation of the sign is not meaning but another sign, it is a reading (“startle this dull pain”), not decoding; this reading has to be interpreted into another sign, etc.
Rhetorical Question

Example 1 - Archie Bunker (a character from the 1970 U.S. TV sitcom) says to his wife, when asked about the way his shoes should be laced: "What's the difference?" His wife takes it literally and starts explaining the difference, whereas Bunker only wanted to express his total indifference to the problem:
   (a) two mutually exclusive meanings: the literal meaning asks for the concept whose existence is denied by the figurative meaning.
      (b) grammar allows us to ask the question, but the sentence by means of which we ask it may deny the very possibility of asking.
   (c) we cannot decide which meaning is the right one without an extra-textual intention.
   (d) the grammatical model of the question becomes rhetorical not when we have a literal meaning on the one hand and a figural meaning on the other, but when we cannot decide by grammatical or other linguistic devices which of these two meanings prevails: rhetoric suspends logic and opens up possibilities of "referential aberration" (p. 10).

Example 2 - William Butler Yeats's poem "Among School Children" ends with a question: "How can we know the dancer from the dance?" - generally considered rhetorical, but can also be taken literally - Yeats puts into doubt the relationship between the dancer and the dance, between the sign and its meaning ("How can I know the dancer from the dance?"). Cf. Coleridge’s “Aeolian Lute” – “Mad Lutanist” in “Dejection” I.7, VII.104).
(a) in this case, the literal meaning is much more complicated than the figurative one (see “Aeolian Harp”), leads to deconstruction of meaning and replaces the reading of each symbolic detail by an interpretation (cf. Coleridge’s note: “The mind does not resemble an Eolian harp …, but rather … a violin, or other instrument of few strings yet vast compass” and the poem itself: “Mechaniz’d matter as th’organic harps / And each one’s Tunes be that” – one of the poem’s drafts)
   (b) at the same time, the line can be read in two entirely incompatible ways, even though the grammatical structure stays all the same (“on this subject lute” in “The Aeolian Harp” 43 means both the comparison of the subject to lute as a free, active individual, and the passive subjection of the lute to random gusts of breeze)   
   (c) none of the two meanings is more valid, on the contrary, they cannot exist independently - "there can be no dance without a dancer, no sign without a referent" (p. 12) Coleridge’s “At once the Soul of each and God of All” (“The Aeolian Harp” 48)
Yeats's poem is about the possibility of convergence between the experience of consciousness, such as memory or emotions, and entities accessible to the senses, such as bodies or persons. This takes us back to the outside vs. inside opposition.
(d) the grammar - rhetoric couple is not a binary one and therefore stands in opposition
to the outside - inside relation (this seems to be articulated in “The Aeolian Harp”: “O the one life within us and abroad / Which meets all motion and becomes its soul, / A light in sound…”)
The metaphor of outside - inside can also be used in reading: first we get inside the text, then we make our own interpretation - the representation of an extra-textual meaning. In Austin's terms, the illocutionary speech act becomes a perlocutionary act. The question is: is this metaphor of reading developed along grammatical or rhetorical lines? In other words, can this metaphor unite outer meaning with inner understanding? (Coleridge’s poem shows that it cannot: “These shapings of the unregenerate mind” “The Aeolian Harp” 55).
Example 3: Marcel Proust's Swann's Way - scene in which the young Marcel hides in his room in order to read - the act of reading is presented here as a metaphor. However, the language in Proust is not only figural, but also metafigural: it writes figuratively about figures. It offers two ways of evoking the natural experience of summer, the difference between the two corresponds to the difference between metaphor and metonymy. Metaphor is aesthetically superior to metonymy; however, the persuasive power of the mastery of metaphor over metonymy is based on the use of metonymic structures. The metaphysical categories of presence, essence, action, truth and beauty change with such a reading, therefore some critical method should be adopted: the rhetorical model of the trope, or literature. A similar development can be seen in Coleridge’s “Dejection” VIII. when the anaphora “may” refers both to the world and to the apostrophized “Lady” and proceed from metaphors – “may the storm be but a mountain-birth” VIII.129 – to metonymy - “To her may all things live” VIII.135 – purpose). 
Whereas the first examples on rhetorical questions could be taken for rhetorizations of grammar, the Proust example could be better described as a grammatization of rhetoric: the move from a paradigmatic structure (metaphor) to syntagmatic structure (metonymy). Figures are assumed to be inventions, products of an individual talent, in contrast to grammar. In Proust, the highest thoughts are in fact based on the deceptive use of grammatical patterns. This puts in doubt a whole series of concepts (primacy, genetic history) underlying the value judgements of our critical discourse, also the autonomous power to will of the self.

Difference between Rhetorization of Grammar and Grammatization of Rhetoric
(a) the former notion ends up in uncertainty which of the two modes of readings is the right one, the latter seems to reach a truth, although via a false pretense - in Proust, we can no longer believe that metaphor is metaphysically superior to metonymy
(b) by this, it would seem that criticism should be the deconstruction of literature, the reduction to the rigors of grammar of rhetorical mystifications. However, the poet is more important than the philosopher (Nietzsche) - if poetry is truthful and truth is some kind of recognition of error, that error is based in the text itself: it uses the linguistic elements provided by the text. 

The deconstruction is not something added to the text but it constitutes the text in the first place (the critic cannot be the same as the author, therefore the author retains some authority over the text).
The problem of this approach is the figure of the narrator, he becomes the signifié (referent) of the passage. In order to avoid all problems, we should reduce the narrator to a mere grammatical pronoun. However, the subject still retains voice: a rhetorical, not grammatical function, "a metaphor inferring by analogy the intent of the subject from the structure of the predicate” (p. 18).
Paradox: it has been proved that metaphor in Proust's text is based on metonymy. But, if we were to ask if the rhetorical mode of the text is that of metaphor or metonymy, we would not be able to give out an answer.
As a result, any question about the rhetorical mode of a literary text is always a rhetorical question which does not even know whether it is really questioning. The result is an anxiety, or bliss of ignorance (both prominent in “Dejection”), not an anxiety of reference.
