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l lntroduction

\\'hat is counitive poetics (CP), how has it been appliecl, ancl rvhat is its

relationship to literariness? In this article, I r>ffer au ovelierr,' of CP, in thecx-

ancl practice, and cxarnine criticisms of CP that leacl t() a rec()nsiderirtiotr of its

value for l i teran- analr-sis. l I  adclress the cluestion of whether CP has beeu, or

coulcl be, used to enhance appreciation of literariness itr ru'-( ) $'a\-s: tlrrough an

exploration of the meaning of "literariness" in terlr-rs of \':iclav f{avel's

distinction befween "explairing" ancl "ulrderstauditrg" atrcl through atr auallsis,

partlr grounded in but not limitecl to CP, of Tolstoj's use of rnetaphorical

anal<rgr- rn,.|nra Klrcnind. -\long the war-, I also pr()p()se stauclarcls frrr

crraluatirrq CP's success ()r failure as a t(x)l <>f. /ilenrn'-ctilictr/aualr-sis.

2 What is CP? What cri t ic isms have been directed against i t?

CP is, broaclh- speaking, the applicatiotr of disco','eries in cognirive linsuistics

tndf <>r cognitive science abolrt language ancl the mmd to textual analr-sis (for

lr<r<rk-length intr-oductions tc> CP, see Sernino aucl Cu$eper 2002, Stockwell

2002, ancl Gavins ct Steen 2003). As has beeu repeatedh- ttotecl, CP is n()t a

rnonolithic frarneu'ork.l I v'ill be llnrting m)- cliscussion to its application to

literan'anah-sis, ancl I u'ill be exclucling from consideration certain apprc>aches

that fall otrtsicle of u'hat mtght be cousiclered a rnainstrearn utrclerstandirtg of

CP (e.g., Rcuven T'sur's work ou poetics, u.hich evelr CP theoreticians vierv as

outsicle of the CP rnaitrst{eaffI ;  see Tstrr 1992).

Theorists ancl practitioners r>f CP have rnacle rathel str()lrfa clairns aborit its

value frrr literan- str-rclics. It has been suggestecl that au approach t<> literan-
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analysis that fcrregrouncls cognitive theon- rvill revolutiotrize literarr- criticisrn.

Stocku'ell, fcrr exarnple, has u,'ritten that CP "is not sirnplv a shift in ernphasis,

but is a radical reevaluatiou of the rvhole pr()cess of literan- activitr'" (2002: 5); it

repfesents a "democratisati()n of literafl- stuch-" aucl a "ne$' scieuce" of

literature and reacling (2002: 1l). Similar aggressivelr- polemical clairns 'u'is-a-r'is

so-called "traclitional" literarv-critical practices can be foutrcl in Tutuer's books

()1r tht:  subject (Turner 1991 ancl 1996).

\\hile not clenr-illg the ','alue of certain aspects of CP frrr the stuch- of

literature, s()me "traditiotral" literan- anah-sts have criticizecl CP on the

f<rllowing grouuds (see, f<rt example, Gross 1997,lcller aud Gross 2002 as u'ell

as the series of replies t() the latter in the subsecluent issue <>f Poeilcs Todtl):

(1) Its clairn to being revolutionan'is clrarnaticalh- overstatecl. Gross

understands slrch hr.pelbole as a preclictable dretorical stratefl\- resultinq fiom

all attempt to iuuocllrce a "new paradigrn" for literan- stuclies that must

necessarih'compete fr>r atteution u,'ith so-callecl traclitional paracligrns (1997:

27l-2).It is rernarkable, however, that more than a clecacle after CP's

formulati(xl, theorists still seeln to fincl it necessaq- to repeat the sarne

pcllemical clairns and that a m()re moderate dretorical stalrce has not beeu

aclopted rru-ithin the CP cornmunitr-. Do existins CP analr-ses of literan- texts

provide euough eviclence to iustifi- these c()lltilluecl clairns or is it urne to

reevahrate their validitr?

(2) Nlanv aspects of CP merelr- affix cr>snitive labels t() c()1lcepts with a long

ancl provetr traclition Lr litetarr- criticism rvithotrt aclclinq significant c()ntent ()r

po\rv'er to thern. To the extent that this criticisrn is valicl, it mi{rht lrot l)e to()

surpising siven that CP derives from a general theon- of cognition, atrd its

freatlneilt of poetics is therefore part of a broacler theorr- of rnincl. But, as

Gross has argued with regarcl to literan- analr-sis, cognition "should be the

grcruncl, n()t the figure" (1997:293). 
'fhe 

cluestion here is: does CP

rec()nceptualize in a wal that is productive t() literan- analr-sis or iust

"cognitivize" the discussion? Does a given CP anah-sis fcrregrouncl the cognitive

<>r the poetic?
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(3) In actual practice, CP rs reductionist ancl has proven itself incapable of

enhancing ()ru appreciatiou of literariness. In a recelrt br>ok ()1r the value of

leading ancl teaching literature, Nlark EcLmurdson has writteu: "\'irtualh- evefl-

critic or school of criticism that matters has wclrkecl to redttce litetan-

experience, \.ast and varied as it is, iuto a set ()f stnple terms" (200-1: -t9). To

u'hat extent cloes CP, u'hich claims to "racliczrlh'reevaluate" thinking about

literatritc, also fall into this trap?

3 Literat iness

I am well aq,'are of the potential clifhculties involvecl rn tn-ing to define the ternr

"literariness," alld I will 11()t attelxpt to deltne it directh.l For the purposes of

this article, I will clescribe it rncluectlr br-reh-ing otr the opposition betrveeu

etp/rtittirrgantl nnderslondiu.g that is a recturellt theme in the rvritings of \-.iclar.

Havel.

For l{avel. this oppositiolr seems to capflue the essence of the uroclern crisis

of iclentin-. Ile illustrates this in the f<rlir>wing passage:

Corvs are 1lo longer arimals: tlrer- are machiues that ha'u'e their'"itrlluts"

(feed) ancl thcir "out1'nrts" (-ilk) and that havc their ou'n procluctiotr plaus

ancl prodtrction supen'isors... Crxvs selare us cl"rite efficienth-. but the

natural price of this serwice is that ther- are uo kruger c()\vs. . . Lr

apprehending the rvodcl, rve ha','e de facto lost it... Bt' cleptiving the cou'

of the last rernnalrts of i ts corv-tress. we have outseh'es l t lst our ()\ \ '1r sense

of htrman-l less ancl personal iclentirr-.  (Flar.el 1990 [982]: 3-19-50; nl-

translat ion)

Iltpldniryis a mode of telating t() ()Lll' cnvilonment that clepersotraltzes,

fi'agrnents, ancl clestror-s the integrin- of being; it is rational ancl maximallr-

objective. Its airn is to dernrstif\- bl resolvirg cluestions in a scientiFrc and

tcclrnical lrlalrlrer, ancl one c()nsecplence, perhaps turintendecl, of the exp/aining

minclset is the loss of 1l c()$,-'s sense of corl'-ness as u'ell as ()ur ()w11 seuse of

self .

Irr opposition to tbe expluiuirrgnxtcle ts rrnclenfardin!, rvhich is frrr Flavel

grounclecl in rnore or less unique atrd hunratr-ler.el experietrce of phen()metla

ancl is essentialh- a fotrn of aesthetic perccl'rtion utrclerll-ing ethical evalttation.

l rJ5



Pl . 'RqPI r ( ' l ' lV I IS  ON S1 . . \ \ ' l ( -  L I ' l ' l rR . \ ' l 'U l t l .S

\\'e can ilildercloild s(xnething and still presen'e the essential ln\-sten- of the

plren<rrnelron u,'hereas the explainiryrnode explains a\r/a\- fhat m\-sten- ancl

effectivel)'kills its strbject frrr the sake of a ln()re exact, tnechatrical acc,ruuting.

In a course that I taught ou lf avel several \-ears ago! ()lre <lf rnr- stucleuts

captured the essence of this opposition in the f<rllowing insishtful rva\-:

Lnagine the experieuce of accicletrtalh- hitting one's hatrcl ()r1 the cotner of a

lrarcl surface. The snbsecluent pain can be scientif,tcalls- exp/ttitrer/: ilte stirnulation

of nenre enclings can be tneastrrecl, an increase in bloocl-prcssurt: tnotritotecl.
'Ihe 

experience of paiu, however, the clilemma r>f beurg a creature in pain, the

pain's interruption of iclentin'- n()ne of this can be acc()rllltccl frrr br- a rrrere

explanalion of pain. lt is what rs ttnexp/tr inalt/e abotrt pain that gives it

significance.

Sirnilarlr-, we could srasp the pragrnatic effect of this clifference if v'e think

of a joke: when vou tell a joke ancl someoue fails to lruclerstaud the hurnor, theu

\-olr are f<rrced to explain whv the joke shor-rld have been fuuur-. An exp/otrcrliott

of a joke is technicalh' possible, br-rt an tnderclouditg of the joke as hlirnor u'tll be

l<>st. Llnderstandinga pheuotnellolr is thetr a frrnn of insight that is u<lt grontrcled

irr arralltical reasoning about it; in other worcls, rru.hile esp/ainiry is a bottorn-up,

parts-to-whole form of conceptualizati<xr, rrttdercltutdlngts top-dou'u aucl qestalt-

orieuted.

()f course, this clistinctiou is not original rvith Havel, although he illustrates

it exceptionalh- u,ell, ancl I arn also reminclecl of a passage ftotn the -\tnericatr

praglnatic philosopher atrd semiotician Charles S. Peilce, in rvhich a sirnilar

opposition is desclibed:

Take a coryse: clissect it, rnore perfectlr- than it ever \tr,as clissected. Take

out the rvhole s\-stem of l>looci vessels entrre, as \\.e see thetn figurecl iu the

llooks. 
.I"reat 

the rvhole s\-sterns of spinal ancl sr-tnpathetic uelr''es, the

al imeutan- catral. . . ,  the tnusculat s\-steln, the osser)us s\-sreln. in the salne

u-ar-. Hang these all in a cabiuet s() that frorn a cettaiu point of vierv each

appears superposecl or.er the others in i ts pr()per place. That woulcl be a

singuladr- instr-r-rctive specunen. But to call it a rnan woulcl be u'l-rat nobodr-

u-oulcl f<rr an instant do or dream. Now the bcst cleFurition tltat er.er u,'as

framed is. at best. but a similar dissection...  I t  u. i l l  euable Lrs t() see hou'
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the thing $,'rxks, ur so far as it shows the efhcieut cartsation. The final

caLrsati()n. .  . ,  i t  leaves out of acc()rult .  (193 1 , l :  220)a

Esp/,littirtgis both the "insttuctivc specirnen" resultiug frorn the idealizecl

clissection as well as a verbal definition of a colrcept, both being frrr Pei-tce

representations of "efficient causation." ()pposed to this ts rrtrlerslattc/irtg, which

is representecl bv the living persoll, the concept as it is enactecl, the

phenomenon uucletstoocl u'ith regarcl to ltnal cattsatiotr.';

hr br>rlrrvin{r this oppositiotr frorn IIavel (ancl Peilce) ancl in appllrng it t<r

the c<>ncept of litcrariuess, I rvoulcl like to suggest that explorius literarincss is

essentialh- a ntatter <>f ttnderslandingliterature aucl trr>t ouh-, ()r even primarilr-, a

lnatter of ery.:lainiryit. 
'fhat 

is, while expldniryliterarr drnarnics is uot

necessarilr- unirnpol'tant to alr erploration of literatiness, it shoulcl be, as Gross

has argtieci, the groutrcl aud trot the figure iu litetarr- aualt-si.s.

4 CP and l i terariness

-\ccording to Stockrvell, CP "models the processes bv which intuitive

interpretations are frrnned into expressible rneaniugs. aucl it presents the salrre

frameu'ork as a larcarls of clescribing ancl acc()rurfing f<rr thosc reaclings"

(Stocku,'ell 2002: 8). \\hile I can onlv acLnire CP practiti()ners u'ho pursue this

kincl of anah-sis ancl u'hile I consicler malr\- analr-ses in this traclition valttable

contr ibutions both tr> scholarship ancl teachiug, I  am uot conviucecl that this

line of research r'',.i11 result in a raclical reevaluatiou of the whole ptoccss of

l i teran'act ivin- (Stockrvcl l  2002: 5). I t  is clear that CP, as i t  has genelal l t-  beeu

practicecl to clatc, has not achie'".ecl such a raclical reevaluation, pcrhitps partlt-

becatrse it larseh- fails to adclress the cluestiou of literariness. CP has been used

prirnarilr- t<> etp/rrirt Literatnre rather thatr to contribute t() an tnr/er.sfanditg <tf it; it

has failecl t() lneet its stated gr>al because it has fr>regroundecl tlte "cognitit e" at

the expense of, aucl uot iu ser-u'ice of, tlte "poetic."

I u-i1l ltrieflr- illl istrate this through a critical accouut of the essa\-s iu the

book (,.ogtilit,e Poefic.r in Pracilrc (Gavins & Steetr 2003), the compauiou volume

to Stocku'ell (2002). This vr>lutne cotrfains atr iutroduct(xl- slll.r,ev of the CP

fielcl that ernphasizes its cliversin- rvhile at the salxe time making s()lxe of the
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sarrre strolrg clarms alrout CP that I have citcd earlier. In aclditiorl, there are

eleven indiviclual essar-s written lry cLfferent contribut(xs that are rnealrt t()

represent "master-class" aual lses in the CP l ine (Str>ckrvel l  2002: 165). ()f  these

eleven essa\-st t$'() are rvtittcn br- cognitirre scieutists, aucl borh of these tnake

use of literature to cliscuss aspects of the mind: in these contributious, the

cognitive is clearlr the figure. ( )ne of the rernaitring essa\-s is br- Tsur, rvho, as I

n()tecl ptcvioush- atrcl as the editors of the volutne readilr adrnit, has his owu

distinct ptrfile in CP.

()f the rernaining eight essa\-s, five coulcl be saicl to profile the cosnifive

over the poctic. C)nc of therse borrrou's the notion of profiling frorn cognitive

qralnnlar to anah-ze a single p()errr, and the eclitors n()tes that it provides "a

practical illustration of sorne of our m()st basic cogtritive pr()cesses at u'ork in

()ru experience of l i teran'texts" (Gar. ins ct Steeu 2003:55). -Lnothet "expkrres

the nature of thc knowledge strlrctLrres ueeded br- reaclers cltrring theil

interpretation of love poetrr- in its lrLuner()us frrrlns" (Gavins ck Steeu 2003: 67),

ancl the em1'rhasis in the coutribution is ahnost entileh- ou cogtlitive urodeling.

Trr,'o essa\-s are concemed with text-rvorlds anci u'ith "trnclerstaucling how

readers build ancl maiutain crlrnplex mental represetltatiolrs of their'lrarratives"

(Gavins ct Steen 2003: 129), aucl another is an applicatiotr of prrssible-rvodds

theon- ancl rnental-space the<>n- to a short st()rr- bl Flernirgura\- that is

c()ncerned less with the st()11- itself than u'ith altemate theories of text

rnocleliug, although the authc-,r cloes pror.icle insightful aualt-sis of senrantic

cletail.

Nl<>reover, five of the eight essa\-s fail to c()lltextLralize the CP analvsis in

literan--critical terlns: ther- make onh'mininal attempts, ()r n() attempt. to cite

esisting critical treatlnerlts of the literature under discussiou. In all of these

cases. it would be natural to expect that an anallsis foregrruncling p<letics atrcl

clainring, at least unphcith-, to preserlt a new persllective ()1r the literanrre rvoulcl

be somehorv situatecl rvithin the broacler literan'-critical cliscussiotr. For

eranrple, tlrree of thesc essa\-s discuss surrealism, a solulet ll- Shakespezrre, ancl

a p()eln bt- D. If . Lawrence, and all of these topics nrust sttreir- have beeu

s-ritten about at length, but the CP analr-ses offerecl ur the volutne do uot
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situate thernsehtes in anr- exteuded literan- discussiou. Surelt- aur- aualvsis aimed

At ltilderslonding rather than jr-rst partial explandliort ougirt to be criticallr-

contextlralized srmph- as a matter of cotuse.

All things considered, these "master-class" exarnples of CP in practicc

clisappoirrt as /ilera4,-ttiticalanalr'ses. All three rnain criticisrns of CP seeln to l>e

r-rpheld:

(1) Thc anah-ses clo not represellt raclical reevaluatious of the Literattrre beitrg

cliscussecl. hrdeed, with the exception of the chapter on sturealism, ttotre is

par-tictrlarh- arnbitious in a literarr-critical sense. -\t the ven- least, the claun

that CP revolutionizes literarr- stuclies has trot beetr pr()vetl.

(2) ()n the rvhole, the anah-ses r>ffer ln()re relabelius thatr recolrceptlralizrrlgi

the cognitive is the figure. i clairn about the aclvatrtages of "cognitiveh-

grclunded" anah-sis appears, in r>ne f<rrm or anothet, irt mau\- CP critical

treatlnellts. \\'hile frequentir statecl, it is ahnosf tlevcr Pr()\relt ltl explicit

argrunentation. lloreor.er, it errcneoush- suggests that "traclitioual" literan.-

critical rx)ti()lrs have alu'ars beeu clevoicl of cog'nitive cotrtctrt ()r s()mehow

"cognitirreir- ungtouucied. "

(-i) Literariness is not partictrladr- v"'ell aclclressecl. Xlost of the essars

emplrasize cognitirre etp/aiiltg (dissection of the text ()11 the basis of hou' the

rnlrd rvorks), ancl onh- a ferv euhauce, iu strategic rvars, r>ut ttttden'fdttdlttgof

the l i teranlre that ther- cl iscuss.( '  Nftrst of them also seetn t<l have beetr

u'ritten uncler the assumption that nothing else is recluilecl f,rr poettc anah-sis

other than u'hat has been unclertaken, as if coppitive scieuce hacl ah'each- so

rerrolutionizecl liferan- studies that "traclitiotral" mocles of criticism

(nclucling all prcr.ious critical discussion of the literature bcing analr-zecl)

have beeu reuclerecl ttclevaut.

Generalh' lackmq in these anah'ses is a sense of literanue as a livinq elrtirr'. The

essa\-s analr-ze thc conceptual bui lding-blocks of the works while a sense of

thern as u,'orks of art (aesthetic gestalts) is clirninishecl or lost altogether. CP is

usecl to clefrne (in Pct'ce's scnse) the l-iteran'ancl to teclttce its manifcstatiolr t() a

set ()f funclarnental cogniuve principles. The clvnarnic experieuce of literariness,

to cite the subtitle of Gross' atticle, "clisappears itr the rnind."
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Let me be absolr-rtell clear that I consider mlself both a cognitive linguist

and a practitioner, t() s()me extent, of CP, ancl thete is nothing iuherentlt- \rv'r()lrg

u-ith analr-ses that profile the "coguiti'u'e" ()\rer the "poetic." These cau be. like

1n()st of the essa\-s that I have brieflt' cornmented on above, expertlr--argued

anah-ses that contribute to ()ur understancling of coguitive principles, stirnulate

thinkmg ()11 a range of related cluestions, ancl often erlc()ruage a rcreading of the

literature uncler clisctrssion from a somervhat new petspective. However, it cloes

r()t lrecessarilv lollow ftorn this that ther radicallr- reevaluatc "the rvhole

pr()cess of literan- activifi." 1xx that ther- are aclecp-rate as /ilen4'-nitita/anah-ses,

ancl I sirnplv clo not see what \r'e as cognitive linguists aucl practitiouers of CP

sain bv pretenclins that ther- do and that ther- are.
'['here 

is roorn fcrr a rnidclle-grouncl here, ()r rather there is treed f<rr a

clecidedlv less hr-pedrolic aucl tnote reasotrable statemeut of the CP tussiou

statelrrellt that rec<.rgnizes the clifference befrveen e.xp/trirtittg;rncl undersfutding

literature. The neu'versiou of the hr-pothesis might reacl: "CP offers a valuable

approach to the stuch- of literature. \\theu trsed strategicallr- ancl in cr>opcration

with other rnodes of anah-sis, it can enhance appreciatiou of literariness ancl

contribute to literan--critical evaluation."

At the same time that u'e consicler a lrr()re reas<ltrable pr()p()sal frrr the valtte

of CP for literan' stuclies, we shor-rld also consicler standards ll- rvhich rve cotrlcl

juclge the success ()r failure of a given CP anah-sts in lilera4'-cri/ica/ lenns.F<>r

example, we might ask the following questions:

(1) Does the use of CP principles in the analr-sis coustitttte a trtre

reconceptualization of "traclitional" literan--critical uotious that has direct

irnplications fcrr our ulrclerstatrcling of literarirless, or has CP beeu nsecl

mercll to relabel? In other rvotcls, clo rve teallv neecl CP rlr not?

(2) Does the anah-sis cite previous cri t icisrn ()n the subiect aud rnake a clear

argumellt for horv the use of CP irnproves np()n these treatmerlts? Simplr-

reiterating the stanclard line alrout the "aclvantages of ctxrnitive grouuding"

shoulcl n()t c()unt as alr argu1ne1lt. ln essential part of literarr- stuclies, atrcl of

a foctrs ott rutdenlandirg literature as ()pp()secl to iust etp/aiiliilq it, is active

participation iu an on-going dialogue about the rneauing of a text; this is an
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ever-e'','oh'ing conversation, and practitioners of CP, if thev walrt to be takett

seriouslr- as l i teran'anah-sts, should be taking part in i t .

(3) Does the atrah-sis, generallr- speakrng, profile the "poetic" or the

"coguitive"? Does knowledge of the mind enhatrcc ()ur apprcciation of

literariness or does the literature "clisappear in the mittcl"?

In their seminal work on cognitive linguistics appliecl to literan- aualr-sis, Lakoff

ancl Turner u'r()te:

(]reat poets can speak to us becanse thet- usc the mr>des of thought u,'e all

p()ssess. tJsing the capacities rve all share, p()ets can illuminate out

experience, explore the cousequellces of our beliefs, chalicnge the rvals rve

think, ancl criticize our iclcologies. 
'I'o 

uuclerstatrcl the traftrrc aucl valtre of

poetic creativifi- recluiles us t() unclerstaucl the orcliuan- wals u'e think.
(1989 :  x i )

There is no reas()lt not to take this stance seriouslr-. and there is even- reas()ll to

makc strategic use of the cotrcepts a1ld tools that cogtritive science ancl CP clffer

to literan'str,rclies. lt the salne tirne, however, rve ought t() Lec()gnize that the

studr- of literature is nr>t mcrelr- a subset of the stllcly of the mincl. Itr other

rvorcls, CP does n()t ha\re to be usecl in a rvat- that hear'ilr'profiles exp/oittitlg ()ver

rrttierclauditg. Lr rernaincler of this paper, I clevelop au aualr-sis of 
'l 'olstoj's 

ttse

of rnetaphorical anakrgr- rn,,7nna Karenina that attelTlpts t() illttsttzrte rnr-

restatelnent of the CP hr-pothesis, to take serioush' the criticislrls that har-e lteeu

clir'ectccl against CP, ancl to aclhere tr> the three stauclarcls firr evaluating. in

literan--critical terlrrs, the effectiveness of an anallsis clf literatttte in the CP line

(see also f)auaher 2003).

5 Metaphorical analogy in Anna Karenina

f'olstoj is generailr thotrght of as a met()unnic realist, aud his use of metaph()r

has not receir-ecl mtrch specific critical attention. Stuclies of Tolstoj that have

clealt rvith lis use of metaphor teucl to fall into two kincls: (1) stuclies that use ?l

purposefulh- broacl clefinition of rnetaphor (metaphor as sr-rnbolisrn) and that

clisctrss Tolstoj's u'riting in these sweepirlg terms (f<rr example, Gustafsotr 198(r

ancl Silbajotis 1990); ancl (2) studies that f<rcus on specific figr.rrative motifs itr
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tlris <rr that work, ancl there are of course lnanl of these <tn,'7nua Ktrettiua. Both

of these apprr>aches to Tolstoj are valuable; incleecl, I have leartrecl as tnuch

alrout language and meaning flom Gustafson, Silbaioris, aucl other "traclitiotral"

literan- scholars as I have ftonr cogriltive scientists aud cognitive poeticians.

Horvever, both of these kincls of studies oved<.'ok - ()r rathcr are 1x)t primarilr-

c()tlcerlled with - the cognitive dirnensi<>trs of rnetaph<lr. ls a tesult, ther- have

missecl the sierrificallce of rnetaphorical analogr- as a coherellt c()llceptual

strateg\- in the not'el.7

Certain features of rnetaphor have becn rx,'ell cliscussecl in cognitive

linguistics, ancl these inclucle the f<rllowing: mctaphor is a ch-namic strttctural

mapping between fu'o ckrlnains of experience, thzrt is, a special kincl oF

analogical blencl; metaphor is prinraril\- a c()llceptllal pheuotnenon (the mapping

itself) and onh- secr>nclaril\- a nratter of lansuage (the language that instalrtiates

the rnapping); nretaphor is uot a margitral or aestheticizecl u'at'of thinking

altout the world, but rather a feature of er,'etr-dar- coguiticxr; rnetaph<;rical

language is not, functioualll speaking, mereh- tefereutial but also expressive: it

often evokes feelings zrncl ernotions tiecl t() pers()llal experience (Dilven 1993,

Gibbs 2002); a rnetaph()r calr be usecl to establish a couceptual frame that

influences how we think, l;roacllr- speaking, about a particular pheuomen()n

ancl, in this regard, rnetaphor ofteu does uot cleliver the hnal worcl ou a subiect,

but rather seln'es as an invitation to further cognition. l'olstoj exploits all of

tlrese features in his use of rnetaphorical analog)- ilr ,'lntn Karcnina, ancl a

cognitive accoulrt of rnetaph()r can therebt'sen'e as a grouncl f<rr a ln()re

c()rlcrete understancling of h<lu' he d<les so ancl rvhat the pragrnatic ureauing of

t lr is strateg)' is.No ptevious studr'<tf  . ' lunt Kttrcr iua has let appreciated the ftr l l

e\tellt to which Tolstoj proltles atralogr- as a privilegecl u.at- of thinking abottt

thc rvorlcl, ancl a c,rgnitir-c Accotrtrt of rnetaph<lr provides the tneans f<rr

invcstigating this ( luesti(  )n.

\\'hat clo I specificalll mean b\- "rnetaphorical analog\-" atrcl u'hat is its stattrs

in the nor.el? Note the follovu'ing exarnples:

(1; Levin c()1l1es to Stiva's place of rvork, and Stiva sriggests that thet-go iut<r

his office to talk: "I-I\', nrxi.\drr n xa[rnrrer, - cxasa,r Crerran -Lpxa4r,rrv,
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3HaRIITIIT'r CatrO,\r()a)rrB\-r{) rr ()3A()[)AeHH\-r() 3acTeHtlrrB()CTb CB()ero IIprrflTer\'i

rr, cxllarrrB ef() 3a p\-K\', ()H fr()ri,\err ef() 3a c()6()r"r , tat 61'dfit0 ttP060JL-dn -^/e.m*d)'

o /t oL'Hocllnlrzl. " (I, r')8

(1) "'\\'ell, let's g() il1to m\- ()ffice,' said Stepan lrkad'ich, who u,.as aware of

his friencl's tr>uchr- ancl irritable shmess; and, tallng hrm lrr the artn, he

clreu,' Levin aftcr hun, as iltottg/t gnidin.g him iltnil!/t drrnger.r."

(2) ()ne of Leviu's happier tnotnents as he prepares t() marf i 'Lrtn' :

"I Ipolt<)Arr 3T()T r leqep c HeRecroi i  t '  i \o,r, trr, , \eul ln 6r,r, \  occl6rerr l l ()  l lece.\,  I I

<>(>rsc:r,nn Crerrant- -\1rxa1r,rrq\- T() Hos6r:xAriHH()e cocr().flr{rre, B K()T()p()rI ()H

Hilx()J,rL\CfI. CIt?13?r\, q'r() et{\- BeCeA(), rttr co6are, K0///0p)lo.)'L/lLlll i/JtlK(t/l/b L/e})e3

o6p1'vt, u ronopan, t/0lltti, HoKzHetl, u maepatue ///0, L////0 rttu uei' ntpe61'etnu,

636/t-ii//6de/// /t, -t\/d.\(tt x60L'/fl0,\/, ilpu;aen ont oociltopJd H(l L'///L-',tb/ ll 0KHtt." 0-, i)

(2) "spencling the eveniilF1 with his fiancee at Dollr-'s, Leviu u'as itr

particuiatlr- goocl cheer. In explaining t<> Stepan -\rkad'ich that exalted state

irr v'lrich he found hunself, he saicl that he rvas happy /ike,t doS4vlto hat lseen

trdinerl lo jrunp iltrcrglt a ltoop and u/.t0, /.tauing-fina//1' nnderslood ultal uts uattled ond,

ltailuQ accontplislted it, barks ttnd uttgs ils lail and.fntnps.lbr.iol'ortlo ilte lolt/es ttd

vindonsills."

(3) -\nna prepares to throw herself uncler the traiu: "I'{aAo 5t,r.to rr'Arrl,

c.\eA\-rr)rqer() rlar()Ha. Vyoclnao, ttodoSuoe /7/0,\r)', rotuopoe 0H(t //L't/b////b/t)tLttt. ro:dct,

K)',tld,</ib, :0///06/Lt.lL'b 60/7///il e ood-1', 0\'6(.t///tLt0 ei;, tt ()Ha rIePeKPecTrr-\,lcr'." o'II,

xxxi)

(3) "She had to u'ait frrr the next car. l' feeling similar to the ()lre that she

alu,'ar-s expericncecl rvhen abr>ut t() enter the rvater f<rr a su'irn seizecl her, aud

she crossecl herself ."

There are appr()ximateh- 680 analogies stnilar to these examples iu the novel,

rvhich results in an average of almost three per chapter.') As the above examples

illustrate. thcre are different kincls of analogies in the uo'r'el: there is a group of

n'lrat rve rniqht call standarcl metaphorical analogies that are introdtrcedbs- kak

("like") or similar conjunctious (out secoud exalnpie): there arc aualrgies

cr-okccl lrr- rnemon- aucl analogies gr<>undecl in r.isual perception (karyr/os 
'or "it

seernecl"; ;  there are analogies that are hr-pothetical ()r sp()ntal leotrs iuclucments
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rhat are intrcduced ltr- the phrase s kak lndto ("as though") atrcl kak 14'("as il'),

as in our fu'st exarnplettt' and there are also analogies, ilhrstrated br- the tlircl

exarnple, that I call "feelillg lnetilph(xs." -\lthough Tolstoj uses a varietr of

rhetorical strategies to introduce anakrgt-, in ali of these cases he asks readers to

engage in one atrd the sa1rle cognitive pr()cess, that is, to explicitlv rnap the

strlrcflue of one experiential domairl ()nt() anr>ther ()r t() simulate one form of

usualh- cluite cofirnr()rl experience rvhile reaclins al>out auothet, usttalh- less

c()1nm()11 or more cornplex, kmd. Nl<>reover, the process of mappug through

analogt' carries rvith it the features of rnetaphor outliuecl alrot'e rvith the help of

a cognitive acc()unt r>f metaphor, alrcl Tolstoj's sr-stematic use of this strateg\-

therefore has certain c()llceptr-ral implicatious.

( )ther c()lrurlents alrout these analogies, consiclerecl collectir.'eh-. prove

relerrant. Filsth', their clistribution is not evelr tlrroughout the uovel: ther- teucl

to cluster in thernaticallv kev chapters or chapters that clcscribe clretnatic

1r.(xnents in the characters' lives. For- example, the chapter clescril;ing Leviu's

rneeting u.ith Kittv at the ice-skating dnk contains te1l nletaphorical analogies

(two <rf w-hich are feel ingrnetaphors), two kak l t- t '  phrases aucl otre kdk bi l to

phrase (I, ix); one of the chapters cler.otecl to the ball, rvhetr l.,itq- uucierstancls

that Anna and Yronskij have fallen in love, has nine rnetaphors (nvo feeling

rnetaplrors), rwo kak budto as rvell as tw() kak l:,1' analogies (I, xxiii);ltrna's

cleatlrbed scene featrres three metaphorical analoS4ies. nvo kdk brdlo phrases,

arrcl three kdk lt1' phrases (I\', xr.ii); ancl the chapter clevotecl to Ler-itr's mr-rsiugs

alrcrtrt married life has sevelr rnetaphors (five feeling rnetaphors) and <>ne kak

lnr/to anaklgr-.lt Readers <lf the nor,'el c()me to unclerstand the significance of

rnan\- of the novel's ln()st clrarnatic m()rnelrts largeh- ll- tneaus of the

rnetaphorical analogies that are c()ncentl 'ated in these atrcl other chapters.

Secondlr-, s()lne of the inclivichral analogies are usecl to frarne the structure of

a u-hc>le chapter or series of contiglr()us chapters (f<rr example, Kitn-'s feeliug

like a soldier befrrre battle iu I, xiii, which ftgurativeh- flatnes the sttbsequent

proposal scene), ancl, not unrelatecl to the frarning function, analogies also serwe

as tl-re rlexus frrr the novel's intricate nefw()rk (or "lalx'riuth." in.Iolstoj's

rvords) of svrnbolic rnotifs, nlAlrv of rvhich har,'e beetr tlroroughh- clocurnentecl
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in the cdtical litcranrre. In the interests of space, I will not prttvicle ftrrther

clctails of either phenornelr<xr here, ltut I u'ill simph- sar- that ltoth of these facts

testifi- to the role r>f analogr-, as well as aualogizing, in the or.erall archictectnre

of the novcl"

Finallr-, uot all of the anakrgies originate v"'ith the llarrator: characters

themselves also analogizc, although some clo so m()re rlfteu aud more

insighttirlir- than others (this rs trne of ()ru sec()lrcl exatnple, rvhere the attalogl is

arrribtrtecl to I-er.in). This fact is extremeh'iutercsting giveu the irnplicafious of

a cognitive account of metaphor (metaphor as a speciai u'at of thinking) as u'ell

as the itrlp()rtance of clilect speech in the novel: f<rr example, Schultze has

calculatccl that lrearlr- 90 percel l t  () f  the chapters rec<>rcl speech lx- at least otre

major character (1982: 18) ancl C.J G.Turtrer has trotecl that, iu getreral,  "the

proportion of clialt.,gtre in the final tcxt. , . is appteciablv hisher than in the

clraft" (199-3: 3.3). Hou' the characters speak - atrcl hov' ther- think - ltecomes

onlr- more important rvhen interior monologues, a halhnatk of Tolstoi's writing,

are taken into accoulrt. F()r exarnple, what mrght reaclers of the trovel crluch-rcle

frorn this skcu,ecl clistributi()n of analogical thinking am()ltl{ the characters,

especialh- given the prominence of analogizing elscu'here itr the uovel's

stmcftrte?

Giverr tlrese facts:rncl the extctrsir.e critical literature ()11 ,'lnntr K(trc//itttt.rt rs

oclcl that metaphorical analclgr- has been o'u'erlookecl as a cohereut strlistic (ancl

stmcftrral) elernent in the novel. 
'l 'his 

becornes oulr- fil()fe evicletrt u-hetr \\'e tr\-

to reacl sigmrficant passages in the nor,'el rvith the aualogies remttr-ecl atrcl

<rbserve the effects of the remor-al. Trvo short passages, each rvith a kak btdlo

analogr-, ciln sela'e as goocl examples (the analogies are ettclosed in llrackets):

(a) -\t Stiva's dinnerparfi-, urhere Levin ancl Iiitn- becoure eugagecl, the

1r21r-f l l t ()r '11()tes: "c<l l leprrreHH() He3aNreTH(), He B3r,\ tH\-B Ha HIrX, [a'raL, Hax

6r-lr<) \-,h HeF.fAa iru,ro 6o.trrnre [()caArrlr,,] CrenaH ApLaAr,rrv rl()caArr,\

- \eutrsa rr Krrrrr paAorr." (f \ ' ,  ix)

(-l) "(]uite casu'alh', rvithout kroking at thern, [ancl as though there were n()

other place to put thern,l Stepan lrkad'ii sat Ler.itr ancl I:itn- uext to each

otlteL. "
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(5) Having retllrllecl in haste from \ftrscow, I{arenin ellters the rorlrn rvhere

Anna is lr-ing orr her presurnecl deathbecl: "B.r,prr ()H2 c7xllr\acrr, 32TrrXAA rr c

rrcrr\T()Nr [, xax 6t-Aro oxrrAafl \'Aapa, KaK 6\-Af'o 3aurnqarcr,] rl{).a,Hrr\r p)-FJr

R r\rr{\-. ()na rtrrAnA2 NI\1K2." (I\', xvii)

(5) "lll of a strddeu she shrank back, fell silent, ancl in tertot [, as thouuh

expecting a blow, as though in self-defense,l raisecl her haucls bef<rre her

face. She saw her husband."

In ltoth of these exarnples, as in m()st cases, the analogies provicle Lulnecessall'

plot details, \'et ther- are the sn'listic f<rcus of each passage. Xloreover, tlte\- are,

artrluabh', rvhat makes each passage distinctll Tolst()\-a1r. \\'hen the passages are

read with thc anakrgies rcll()vecl, the rlarrative reacls ln()re ot less hke a

straightforwarcl acc()rurting of events: "Stiva sat Leviu ancl I{ittl next to each

other," ancl "Antra tn<lvecl atrcl gcsticulatecl in certaiu \\ravs up()rl seeiug her

husbancl." The aualogies perspectivize the llarrati\re aucl tratrsfrrrm a flat

acc()Lurtilrg iuto a lnore natnral, clr-uarnic, ancl r.ivicl sce11e: it is as if the reacler

actuallr- sees what is going on, is perceptllallr- (ancl, in the seconcl example,

elnoti()llallr) thrust into the scerle ancl invitecl to think tluotrgh rvho rnight be

obsen'ing the characters aucl making the judgement. Borros.iug ter-rns from

Stockwell (201)2:165f9, u'e coulcl then sar- that the aualogic's iu these two

examples ancl elserr'here are both "visible" elerneuts in the novel as u'ell as

essential parts of the novel 's aesthetic "text lrre;" that is, ther- conft ibute

significanth' to the no'"'el's l-iteraritress.

Is the use of anakrgr- tn,.lnntr Karcnina a careftrlir crafted strateg\- ()11

Tolstoj 's part? A krok at the histon' of uretaphorical aualogl in tu'o of ir is rnajor

n,orks prior to:7nnd Karcnind (-rrior to thc 1870s) suf{gests that it mat- rvell be.

Irr tlre Seuaslopo/'S'loies of the 1850s, Tolstoj makes s\-stematic use of the kak

bdlo c()nstmction but little use of rnetaph()r pr()per. The kok lttrho phrases

c<>utdbute t() what Xlorson has called T'olstoj's poetics of cliclactic fiction br-

reinfrrrcing the follou'ing effect: "1 series of rnetaficti<xral cler.ices [second-

pers()11 ltarrati()11, the controlling metaphor Of a 'travel 
utride'] c()lrstalrth- break

frame; and rve are allowecl to reconstitute the frarne onh- so that it rnar- be

l;loken again. Inr.oluutarilr-, thc reader of the fictiou becornes alr act()r in the
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fictiorr" (Ift>rson 1978: 167).llorsou does not lnentiolr the kak bdlo

c()tlstmction as a s()Luce r>f "leakage" outside the narrati\re fratne, ltr-rt cleatit- it

lras tlrat effect in these stories as als<> rn-.'lilna Karcnira.Tbe kak bndlo phrase

acts as a trigger f<rr the construction of a moclal discourse space that cttutains

an evaluative obserwation of the particular fir()ment in the text. It suggests a

str()lrq vie\rrp()illt c()mp()rleut aud pteselrts a thoughtfr,rl cvalution or jtrclgement

of tlre scene. In the Setastopo/'Stoies, the phrase pulls the reacleritrto the text as

an obserrer anci evaluator, irnplicating hrm ot her in the scenes and eveuts

beirrs clescribecl .Irt,:'lnna Korcnita, this is also true l)Llt sometimes the

jucluernent seenls to be hlterecl through the eles of a character iuvolvecl in the

scerle: in cxarnple f,,ur, solne()ne at the dinnet parq- mrght bc- obsen'itrg attcl

apprcciating Stiva's social deftuess u.hilc iu exatlple Ftr.e, it urar- be l{aterin

hunself u'ho has jr.rst entered the r()()nlt rvho iutcrprets -\tttut's actiou. Xlore

often than not, horvever, the observer's idetrtin- is not specifiecl, atrcl u'c are left

rvr>nderins if the evah-ration is attrilrutable to a character, the uarrator, the

reader - ()r p()ssi l lh- al l  of thesc s()Luces at (xlce.

In l[-'ar dtd Pea;e (1860s), kak bttdto is still an ofteu-usecl coustrtrction (ancl

kak by is rnore freclnenth- presentlr), but there is also a glru'ing usc of

metaplrrrr pr()per aucl feel ing rnetaphors. Br the 1870s and , ' l t rr t t t  lvrrert i tr ,r .
'folst<rj 

has kept kttk brrbo (and, kak 111)) ancl significanth'increasecl his ttse of

rnetaphor pr()per aud especiallr- feeling metaphors. The e'u'iclence otr Tolstoi's

increasing use of rnetaphorical anakrgr- is consistcut with treatmelrts <tf . ' lnro

Karcuirto, such as Nlandelker (1993), u'hich zrdvauce the argunlcnt that the u'ork

canlr()t be c<xrsiclerecl a n-pical "realist" novel and that Tolstoi urar- be better

reacl as a "post-rcal ist" or "pre-slml>ol ist" u'r i ter rvho "teiects.. .  the establ ished

calt()11 of realist liter..atrire as a futrclarncutal failute of represeutation" (57) and

"u,hose pr()se experimetrts poiut in the direction of sr-mbol-istn atrcl tnoderuist

inuovati<>ns" (76;.

T<rlstoj u-as also strongh- influenced bl the Victoriau llovel, and,,tnta

Ktrertitta rnal lre reacl as a reu-riting of the \-ictorian uovcl to cou rtm t()
' I 'olstoj 's ()w1r aesthetic principles. \ Iandelker, frrr exatnple, argues that T<tlstoi

"l)orrou-s \-ictorian social aucl textual conventions itr orcler t() exP()se thetn; he
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cloes this br- criucizing the ethos ancl mores of bourgeois sociefi- ancl br-

reu'riting the \-ictoriau uovel so that it franscends the botruclaries of its

colrventions" (1993:66).In this regarcl,  i t  is rvorth uoting that metaphorical

analogl is a frequent clevice in the Victoriau nor,'el (fot exarnple, in the novels

of Trollope, whom Tolstoj acLniled), l>ut that it is usecl iu a vefl- clifferent rvar'.

.\ tvpical aualogr- in Trollope is the follorvitrs:

Though cloubt ancl hesitation clisturbecl the rest of ()ru p()()r warclen, 1r<l

such rveakrless perplexed the nobler breast of his son-in-lau'. ,'1.r ilte

iwlomilable cock prepaing.lbr ilte cotnltal sltarpen.r lti.r sprr.r, sltnkes li.r.f-eailter.r, aud

erccls /.tis L'0///1), so clicl the archcleac()11 ar.rallge his u'eallous frrr the corning

rvar, urithr>ut rnisgil'iug aucl rvithout fear. (1986: 36)

'Irollope's 
analogies are clecorative ancl often clelivetecl u'ith a srnilk; ther- are

plalful ancl sometimes even bau'cir'. \\thile T'rollope's atralogies tnake trse of

metaphorical langnage, ther- ckr uot prohle the conceptual feattrres of metaphor

to the exterlt that Tolstoj's analogies clo.'folstoj rnar- have borrowecl the

rhetorical strateg\', br,rt he has fturclamentalh- changed the inteut: his analogies

are n()t lnere sollrces Of entertainrnent, but are lneant t() elrga${e the reacler iu

the text in war- that requires serious reflection. ( )atler-, specihcalh citing 
'folstoi.

has observed that uovelists use em()tiou lauguage in a \va\ that protnpts the

reader to sirnulatc the emotioual experience that a given character is uucletqoing

(1992: 125-6). The sarne nerght l>e saicl of the great majorin- of Tolstoj's, but

certainll uot'Irolkrpe's, aualogies: ther- encourage espeieulia/ .rimtrlalioz br- the

reader of the events in the novel ancl the characters' reactiotrs to these eve1lts.

I have establishecl that rnetaphorical analog\- represents a cohereut aud, in all

l ikehhood, del iberate strateg\- on'f 'olstoj 's part and that the analogies, alotrg

rvith related strategies, couttibute to Tc>lstoj's clistinct r.r>ice. \\that then is the

praurnatic effect of metaphorical anal<lgr- in the 1ror,.el or, iu other rlrords, rvhat

is its rneanitrg frrr the reader? I wrll limit rnr- cliscussion of the praglnatic effect

of analog\- to tw() main pourts: Tolstoj's focus ()n experiential sirnulation atrd

his ernphasis otr analogr- as a wa\- of thinking.

I have alreacll suggestecl that analogr- is a kel strategr in furtherinu Tolstoi's

"poetics o[ diclactic fiction" ancl that lling behincl tlis is an appeal to the reader
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to cllgalTe ln experiential simulation of the ttovel's events. This is pedraps ltcst

capturecl ll- the kincl <>f analogt- that I have called "feeliug tnetaphots," another

exarnple of which is thrs famous passage that clescribes Anna's atrd Vronskii's

feel-ings after rnakitts lo'u'e for the fu'st ti-rne:

(6) "()ua, r,rR1,n Ha Her(), <[lrrsrrvecRrr r{\-r]crB()Bala cB()e \-rlrr/KeHrre rr

Hlrr{er() 6o,\r,rue He NI()r,\a r()l}()prrrb. ()rr;'xe q\-Bcrrt()r}a,\ T(),9T() !,()rvKCH

"il.il,1:':^',1*,"i#:'ff ;; ; j fi 'nT#, " ". ";.*,:: il,
'i)

(6) "Looking at him, she fclt her degradation phrsicalh'ancl cotrlcl txrt speak.

He feh u'hat a murcleter must feel u'hcu he lociks at the lloclv he has

clcprivecl oFlife.'I'he lloch'he hacl clepri'u'ecl of life uras their lovc, thc [t'st

stage rtf theil l()\'e."

Itr this exarnple, trpical frrr the feeling metaphors as well as m()st of the

analogies in the n.rvel, Tolstoj attelnpts to cilcurnvetrt rr,-hat cogtritive linguists

refer to as hr-pocogmition or "the lack of the icleas \-ou ueed, the lack of a

relatir.eh- sunple fixecl frarne that can be evoked br- a worcl ()r tw()" (I-akoff

200-l:  2-l) .  Since ()r lr  experience of meaning is greater than those aspects of

experience thzrt ianguage c()nvelrtiouallr- eucodes, c()1r\rentional langttage often

falls short. Zwickr has u'ritten that metaphori.cal analogt- catries "the esPerictrce

of the inadecpracr- of languase to comprehencl the world" (2003: 3-l); in other

rvords, rnetaph<lls exist otrtside of the c()nventional latrguage game becattse ther-

arc lingrristic structures rvhose rneauing is thet' use (Zwtckr 2003: 110). Tolstt>j

makes s\-stelnatic use of rnetaphclrical analogr- preciselr- for this reas()lt.

Lr this reqarcl, anakrgr- is related to a number of other rhetorical strategies

that frrmr the backbone of the novel's sfi-le aucl, taken collectiveh-. bring the

reacler into the texnvorld as c()-participant and juclge because all inrplr- an

urrspecifiecl extemal obsen'cr r>r evaluat(x ancl therelx- suggest the neecl f<>r a

reacler's sirnulati,rn of the perspective on the eveuts. These strategies itrclude
'I'olstoj's 

recnr..relrt use of "seeing" (by/o lidm, riclitno') atrd "seeming" (kaia/os)

phrases that carurot be duecth- attributed to a specific character's vieu'point as

u'ell as his obsessir.e referelrces t() the characters' feelings (as in the example
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above).Jackson has proposecl that Tolstoj's writing is an inr.itatiou to r.isual

j trclgement (1993: chapter 2), ancl the strategies m.' lnnt krrerinu make clear that

the juduelnerlt is uot mereh- r.isual, br.rt rather experieutial across ail senses. f'<r

broaclenJackson's pr<lposal, we mrght therefore sar- that ' I 'olstoj 's rvr i t ing is a

cleliberate invitation to experiential sirnulation. I r

Another praglnatic effect ()r1 the readcr of Tolstoj's trse of analrgr- clerir.es

frorn the rvar- in rvhich he privileges analog)- as a wa\- of thinkins aucl n()f iust a

rhetorical device, a strategv that rnight gralrt T'olstoj staflrs as alr houoran-

cognitive linguist rvell before fhe f<rrrnal cleveloprnelrt ()f such a fielcl. -\s I

nofed eatlier, lnanl of the lr<x'el's anakrgies originate rvith tlre characters

thernselves in their speech or interior rnonologues. These character-generated

anal<xries arc n()t, ho$'ever, eveuh- clistributed, which leacls to the couclusion

that chatacters have clifferent lcr.els of arvareness of mctaph()rical aualogr- atrcl

are clifferentiatecl frorn one another in part br their abil-in- t() appreciate the

p()wer of anakrgical thr>ught. I f  we accept Emersotr 's clain that "Tolst()\-an

characters are to() tnuch like us[; t]hev are tn-ing t() get through the dar-" (2003:

112) and Gustafson's proposal that "the character and reader knorv in the sarne

u/a)- [, and] the pr()cess of reacling [-olstoj], theref<)re, nlust resemble the

pr()cess of knowiug" (1986 277), then ltotv tbe characters speak ancl think

becomes significant frrr horr"'we read and what rrre learu fiour teacling.

The two characters that tnake the rnost use - lrr- far - of analr)gv are, 11ot

surprisinulr-, Levin aucl lntra.l+ Leviu ciern<lnstrates arl apprcciation frrr

metaphorical aualogr- earlr- in the novel ancl cultivates aualogical thinking, as

opposecl trr rational (ruryuuni) or logical thought. throughout. I rvill 11()t arglre

this point thoroughh- here, but u'ill illustrate it br- the folkr$'ins three examplcs:

(7) The narrator describes l.evin's feelings ancl thoughts after Kitn- has

refused t() marfi- hul. aucl Levin understancls his reacti(xr tlrrough an

explicit aualogr- u'ith past experiences: "]:.nte ri nepr]()e Bpe\rfl r()

rl()3lrparqeHrrrr rr3 Nlt.,cr.et,r, R()rAa ,\enrtrr K2in^\rilr"r pa3 lt3AparrrB2lr\ rr

hPacl{e-,\, r}c|I()rrrrHa-fi [()3()p ()TIra3A, ()H f()r]()Prr,\ cc[re: 
' 'for.we 

xpome-t u

o:dptt:ttottt,1, c'4il///cu/ 6L'e lrcet6///tttt, ro:da ilL,|)'tllLt edtnu4y:d rftttstilcl'lt \C///ilJLn Htt

onopau (.)Pce; /tlttK.nt-€ L'qu/il(t-t cefn uoeudutlut t/0t'./€ ///0?0, rar ucnopnttt"t ttop;'veuuoe
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-AtHe deJl NC///pb/. l I .rro x? -Tenepb, KorAa np()rxlrr roita..r RcrIOrIIrHaI() Ir

\-Arl].\rr()crr, HaR 3T() rr()rl() or()pqarb NreHfl. To xte 6vAer rr c 3TrnI rro3()pc)Nl.

flpoiradl llperlfl, rr n ervAr- K 3T()NIv paIlH()AvrxeH."' (II, xii)

(7) "Dumrg the fn'st clar-s of his retrull from Nftrscorv, u'hen Levin usecl to

start and gr()w recl in the face e\rerv time he rernernberecl the clisgrace of

I{itn-'s refusal, he hacl saicl to hrmself:'ln extcil1'lhe soue uqy I uenl red in l/te

.firce anrl slafted ttnd iltougltl l/tal eue4iltirg tytt.r al an end ulten I dirl rcl pass /r!' €xdlt/

it pltysits and had lo stay.fbr anol/rcr-1,eor at t/te tniuersill': and a/.ro in //te stt'//€ il'a)'l

iltou.gltf lhal a// )yor luer n,hen I nade d ruess oJ n11' sisfer',r ttffrtirs iltal I uas stpposed lo

/ook ttfier.lnd rvhat happenecl? Nou'that several r-eals have passecl, I recall it

all ancl I can't help lleing suqrrised at having taken it so mr.rch to heart. The

sanre is going to happen rvith this grief. Time w'ill pass ancl I shall rcgard

this. too. q,'ith urcliffcrence."'

(8) Levin is lr-ing in a fielcl at niaht ancl loclkin!{ at the ckruds: "'KAr. uci

frper\ecTH() n 3T\- nPe'\ecrH\-r() r{()Lrrr! II xorAa \-c[e.\a o6pa:oraTncfl 3T2

pan()r lrrHa? l . Ielaus() f l  cNI()T?c,\ H? rte6o, rr rre ndlt  Hrrqer() ne 5nr' \<t -

T(),\bho Aee 5e.rbre rr(),\()cbr. r\a, aont ///dK-//10 HeJ(u/e///H0 ili /eHLtt/L'b u.\/0rl

63i-tsdb/ Hd .m*u3Hb.t" (III, xu)

(8) "'F{ou'lovelr-e\.efl-thing is on this krveh'nightl t\rid rvhcn clicl this shell

have tirrre to f<rrm? .\ short rvhile ago I krokecl at the skr and there u'as

rrotlrirrg tlrere. onh- twrr u'hite stripes. \es, exa;t/f in llte Jd/ile tvd)'il/1 rien'.r ott

/l li ltn,e i ntpe rnpti b /1' cltu rgerl."'

(9) In the last chapter of the book, Levin thinks to hirnself abortt ltis "tret'u'

feeliug": "'3T() HOIi()c q\-Bcrll() Ire rr3rleHrr,\() trIer{-fl, He ()ct'I2tcr.\IIItII.\(), He

rrP()Crlc'rllr\r) Blp\-r, KaK.fl NIetITz,\, - ///(tK.}/Ce KLIK tl L/)'61'///60 K Cb/Hl'.I{rrxaxtlrtl

cr()pnprr3a r();Ke rre irr,r , to. -\  nepa - He Bepa - f l  He 3HaI(),  qr() 3T() TaK()e, -

H() q\-tlcTr]() 3'r() TaK d{e He3aNreTH() Ll()frr^() c-rT)aAa}IIrflNIIr rI Tl}epAO 3aCeA() I}

A\-urc. '"  ( \- I I I .  r ix)

(9) "''fhis nct. feeling has uot changecl me, has uot tnacle rne happr- atrcl

crrlislrtenecl me all of a sudclen as I had clrearned it would -.jtsl ilte sone as

t,ilh rtty-fieliilg.lbr /t/)' r0/1. f-here was 11() strrprise about it either. Br-rt rvhether it

is faith (x n()t  -  I  clon't  knou'u4rat i t  is - l rut that feel ing has enterecl just as
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irnperceptibh- into mv soul through suffering and has loclged rtself there

firrnh-."'

The point is uot that Ler.in alwar-s anakrgizes correctlr- (lte obr-iotrsh- errs in

exalnple se\ren), llrt that he relies on analogical linkages ()r "seeiug-as" as his

priman'wav of learniug, kuorving, atrd understatrcliug, altd tlls special kincl of

thinllng cornes to be opposecl, bl Levin hrmself and reaclers of the uor.el, to

the sort of abstract, tatioual rhought exemplified br- I{arenin and other

characters. I will add, at the risk of sornewhat overstatfrg the case, that Lerrin's

receptivin- to analogical thought ultirnatelv ptrves t() be lls sal'u'ation: exarnpie

nine is from the penultimate paragraph of the novel, atrcl the experiential

irnalog\- reinf<rrces l-evin's neu'-f<nncl feelings <>f opttrnisrn aucl happiness.

No other character is as reccpfive t<.r analogical thotrght as Levin is - rvith

the possillle exception of r\uua. Alrlra's atralogies are cleciclecllr- iess intellectual

than Levill 's, as this exatnple dernorlstrates:

(10) \'rcxrskrj asks if Anna is unhapp)-: "- ll rrec.racr,\rrrir? - cna3ala ()Ha.

:':y:':::::,:,:'):,:,'r":,;:::::,::':,:;"Y,:;,;;,i:,"'::::;;1",,'
n-/ton/be-)' uen pasopooH0, // tntuduo e-^/)', H0 0H He HIL'qL/L'///J1/td." (II, xxlii)

(10) "'NIe unhappr?'she saicl, clrarving 1lear t() hirn ancl gazinu at hirn u,ith a

rapturous srnile of love. 'I arn like a hturgn- rnan rvho has beetr gir.eu f<rocl.

FIe mar- be cold, his clothes lna\- be tatterecl, he rnar- feel asharnecl, but he is

not unhappr-."

;\hnost all of Anna's aualogies reference a small set ()f ker- sr-tnbohc rnotifs iu

the novel: hutrget, bindin{r (tearing, a taut string about to suap), iuclgiug ancl

stoning, falling, clrearning, heaviuess, atrd deception. l'her- are all, also uulike

Levin's, self-absrlrbecl ancl emotiotralh- rarv.

\\lule lnna clearh- has the capacifi-, evelr the inclinatiou, to achier.e insight

throtrgh analogr, she is 1r()t  i1r a p<>sit- ion t() use i t  to.. .each a stafe of prt>r ' isioual

rvisclom, as l,evin does. Incleecl, as the lrovel pr()gresses. lllt:t psr-cholouicailv

fragments, a therne rvcll docurnetrtecl in the text givetr her zrssociatiotr u'ith

knives (cutting and teariug) and with the references to her "cltxrbliug" that

be{rin in part IV of the novel aucl increase thereafter. lnakrgr- profiles the uuin-
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ancl harmonr- of different fcrrms of experience, which is the lessou learnecl br

Levin, and lnna's fragmentation rrl()\res her in exactll the opposite direction:

she bifurcates, cutting ancl tearing things, relationships, atrcl herself apart. If

analr>gr- teaches u,'isclorn through linkage, then Auua comes t() represeltt the

severing of linkage, a fragrnentation of frrrms of experietrce iconizecl in her

palindromic name (-\n-na) ancl her two identicallr- uanrecl lovers (,\leksej

Iiarenin and lleksel Vronskij). Although I rvrll 11()t pr()ve the point herc,

Tolstoj alsri explicith'associates *ura's fragrnentati()rl ancl ultimateh'her

stricicle rvith abstract reas()nng (rn7ul), the uou-atralogical anci 11()11-

rnetaphorical war of thinking that Levin rejects,

()rrvin has written that tn,.lnna Karenino Tolstoj shows thaf hutnan beings

ale sentielrt ,  n()trat ional, creatures (2003: 103), and I u<rulcl aclcl  that he

clevelops tl-ris argurnerlf, at least in part, l>r- opposinu aualclgical thought (I-evin)

t() reas()lr (ultunateh- lnna as u.cll as ()ther characters). -\s Hestcr has statecl

abotit understancling vi:r anal<>gv: "Seeing-as is an irreclucible accornplislrrneut

in u'hich the imaginati()11 aicls perceptir>n or reacling. It is categoricailv

rmpossiltle t<> redtrcc secius-as t() a set ()f r-r,rles or critcria" (citecl in Zwickr-

2003: 92).If rlu'e wcre to rephrase this in l{avelialr terms, u'c might sar- that

Le','in clecicles in fhvor <>f trnderslandingrvhile Atrua comes to etnblace logical

etp/attalion lrr- reason, and these cleveloprnents lead to his (rrovisional) salvati<ln

ancl her cleath.

Xluch m()re coulcl be sairl about Tolstoj's use of uretaphorical anakrgr- ancl

its fturction Lr the nor.el. I u'ould inchrcle here: a lnore cletailecl acc()urlt of the

reiation betu'een analogr and other ker- rhctorical strategnes (r'rsnal motifs ancl

fceling sirnr-rlation); rnetaphorical analrigl as the lrexus of the ltovel's cxtellsivc

nerrvork of irnages; analogr- ancl clefarniliarization; ancl the implicatious of

folstoj's s\-stelnatic privileging of analogical thought ()ver reasotr f<rr a

reconsideration of his so-cal lecl "monologism" (see Sloane 2001 and Emersotr

2003). ()n the rvhole, i t  can be said that T'olstoj 's specif ic use of anakrgt- is

consisfent u-ith the gencral architecture of the nor.el itr u'hich linkages and

mappings plar- a celrtr2ll role, ancl a m()re complete exploratiou r>f that

c() lrnecti()tr  Otrght t() Pr()ve valual>le.
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For the plrr?()ses of this paper, hou,'ever, this sketch of the role plar-ecl lrr-

rnetaplrrirical auakrgl in ,'lnna Karcnina has been inteudecl as alr ilh-rstratiou of

the more rnoclerate statelnerlt of the r,'ahre of CP that attempts t() coufcrrur tcr

the three standards introduced above. -\ cognitive acc()Llllt of metaphor that

profiles the clvnamics of experieutial mapping has allorved Lrs t() colrtirlue a

reconsideration of Tolstoj as a writer of rnetonymrc real.isu ancl to hiuhlight his

systematic aud coherent use of analogr- in the novel, a strateg\- that u'as shou'u

to be consistent rvith other well-cliscussecl aspects of Tolstoj's sfi-le ancl

rnessage. In carrr-ing out this anah'sis, I have rnacle a cleliberafe attempt t()

colltextlralize mt'cliscussion within the literan-critical coll\,er-.sation that has

clevekrpecl ar.ruucl the nclvel ancl to inclicate rvhat a foctrs ()1r laretal)horical

analogr- concreteh- contrilrutes to this clialr>gue. Finalh-. I har.c triecl to let thc

cogritive clisappear in the poetic: rvhile a c()nceptual approach to rnetaphor

uncledies rnuch of rnl cliscussion, it is the grouncl, uot the figtrre. in the anah'sis

6 Conclusion

Is it possible to urderctaud litcrariness bv tn-ins t() epldiu rt? I-tteratrue itscli rs

rrot prirnaril\'cotrcemed u'ith exp/aittittg, but rvith ttr/er.rlanr/itg, atrcl ,'ltut,t

Karenina is one of finest examples of this in a novel. Can u'e reach . scrlsc .i

literariness througl-r an analvtic methocl (oL "u,'a\- of thinkirls" al)out hteranrlc

tlrat is itself llr()re r>rieutecl torvarcl exp/dittitt.g, or, if \ve ttl'to clo so. cl.r t-e n.k

clepnving literature of its literariness, just as the rnodem u'orlcl cleprir-es I lrrvcl'.

c()ws of therr cow-uess?

f'heorists of CP explicitlr- clenr- that ther- seek to trir.ializc litetature ancl

literariness in this war-. In the inttrcluction to lils book, Stocku-ell stlrtcs thut rr

rrir-ial applicati()n of CP "wotrld be siml-rlr- to take s()lne of the insights fr,rrn

cognitive psr-chokrgr- ancl cosuitive linsuistics. and treat literature as just

another piece of data" (2002: 5). This approach woulcl be tr ivial becausc tt

u-otrlcl avriicl the cluestion of literan- value, ancl it w<>ulcl tnake u,.hat literan-

criticism ckres seern irrelevant ()r w{()11g-headed - tlls rr-ould be cognitir-e

l-rrrstristics, but uot cognitive poetics (Stocku,'ell 2002: 6).
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Despite these ancl sirnilar clairns, mosf CP anah'ses that havc beeu carriecl

out since its prruramrnatic inception are m()re linguistics thau poetics: thel are

stuclies in rvhich coguition is the figute, uot the grruud. As such, thet- are not

u,.ithout valllc, lrr-rt thet- do not usuallr adclress literariness atrcl clo not represent

aclecluate litetan--cri trcai auah-s es.

The er.iclellce t() supp()rt the stroug vetsiotr of the CP hr-pothesis - as a

"wa1' of thinking" about literature that has "raclicalh- reer.aluatecl" literan-

stuclies - cloes not csist. Holevet, as 1rr\- reviserl r,'ersiolr of the hr-pothesis

su!{gests. it is certainh- possible to make use of CP as an effective tool in liter:an'

anah'sis that contribtites t() an appreciation of literariness. \\'e still ueecl, as

Gross suggests, to incorp()rate the insights of CP into literan- atrah-sis u'ithout

clenvins other fomrs of literan- criticism their clue.li

Notes
I  

' l ' l r is 
art iclc cotr lcl  bc lcrul as irn upclatnu of (]ross (1997) t l tat takes i t t to accoturt thc clccacle or

s<r f<rl lorr ' ing' l 'unrcr 11996'1 br.aclclressurg St()ckwt: l l  ( l (  )()2) ancl i ts conrlratr ion lol l t t t tc, ( lar- ins ct

S t e e n  ( 2 0 { 1 3 1 .

I Stocks-cl l  cl i r i rns that (- l)  is not a franretrrrk as mnch as tt  is a "\ \-a\ '  of thinking" altott t

l i t c ra t t r re  ( l (X)2 :  6 ) ,  n -hrch  u<ru lc l  bc  a  qu i tc  rcaso lab le  s ta te rnc l r t  i Ip r i rc t i t ioncrs  o f  ( - l ) .  nc l r rc l ing

Stochrcl l  hirnsclf  in the \-cr l  s,r lne book, tool i  i t  to heart.  In pr ' :rct ical appl icattort t() te\tult l

arrair-sis. hou-evcr, this cl ist inct iott  scerns cl i f f icult  to makc.

3 ' I 'herc  i s  i r  l i r re  o f  c< ,qr r i f rvc -sc icncc  rcscarch  tha t  a t tc rn l ) ts  to  cmpi r i c r r lh 'c lc f ine  l i t cnr incss .  Sec ,

f< r r  c ra r r rp le ,  Nha l l . tnc l  Ku ikcn  (199u) .

- l ' l ' he  c i ta f io r r  i s  to  be  rc i tc l  i r s  " r r r l t t rne  l .  paraur r rph  2r0 . "

5l)eirce cleFrncs the cl i i fcrcnce bctu'cen eff icicnt ancl l tral causati()n irr gcstalt  t( , ' rr1t)s: " l ' , f f ic ient

c l rusa t ion  is  tha t  kurc l  t l f  caus i r t ion  u 'herebr . the  y rar ts  c ( )n1p( )se  thc  vu ' l ro le ;  f ina l  ca t rsa t ion  is  tha t

k inc l  s 'hc leb l  the  u 'ho lc  ca l l s  ou t  i t s  l ra r ts "  (19 ,3 l :  l :22 t ) ; .

6' l 'he cl istnrctron l tcnvccrr t .xf/ ,r i t t i r t .giut l  trr t t l rr .r / , t t tr l i t4qts 1r()t  an cit l ' rcr-r lr  cht l icc. l tr  these cssars.

hon'cr-cr, thc enrphasis thl ls otr thc siclc oI thc fotrncr ' .

7l , i -en thorotrgh treatlr lelrts oIthe rrr lvcl 's sn' lc ancl structurc fai l  to rccognize rnctaphorical

analogv as ir  cohrrcnt rr-rot i f  ancl to clras- thc lrecessar\- i rnl ' r l icat ions [r<ltn i t .  Scc. for cxatnplc.

f t i l i ] rclbaurn ( l9i j l ) ,  u-hich kroks ir t  specif ic svrnbolic cletal ls in the trovcl atrcl cl tscusscs thcir '

a l l cqor ica l  i l f c rP lc ta t io r ts ,  r rnc l  a ls<> Scht r l t ze  ( I9 i l2 ) .

u  l te fe rcnces  to  t l t c  n<x ' t . l  u rc  s i r -en  l l ' par t  ( I )  a lc l  ch i ty r tc r  ( r - )  nnc l  a rc  kc r -ec l  to ' l ' o ls to j  (1936) .
' l ' rarrslat ions 

atc taken f i 'om'l 'olstt \  (1961 ) ancl havc becn sl ighth rnocl i{ lccl u'hcre l leccssar\ ' .

. \nl logie s alc i t i r l ic izccl.

9' l 'his ir forrnatiorr is basccl o1l lnl  clatabase of exirmples of anir logr- in f l tc uor-cl.  \ \ ' 'hi lc thc

a\-cl ' rr{rc nuurltcr oi ' rnalclgrcs lrer: chapter seel l ' ls l<lu-, u-c neccl to kcep irt  rnit tcl  t l t , t t  chaptcrs Lr thc

nor -c l  a re  no tor io t rs l r  sho l t  (us t ra l l l  onh '  th ree  o l  f in r r  paue 's  in  length) .

[ ( ] - \ l ro t r t  6 (  ) ins ta r rccs  o f  thc  k . , t k  l t t t t l / t ' , rnc l  k , rk  r )  a t ra log ics  ( f ro rn  a l tp r< tx i r "na tc l t  2O( )  to ta l

instance s. i  nught not be consiclcrccl r.ne taphorical.  - \  cl ictrsston oI this f i t l l -* t l r .r tsi t lc oI the scol 'rc of

th is  papcr .

l (  )5



I  I  . \naloqies,  ancl  othe r  re lated c levices,  c l r rster  in ncar l l  a l l  oI  the thcnr l t ical l r  kc l  chapte rs.  
' l 'he

erarnples .qi'r 'cn here ckr not cxhaust thc list.

12'I ' lrerc arc abottt l5() ktk lturiloplttascsir.. ltn,r K(trctl inLt ancl about l(Xlurstanccs of k,rk lt1 .
lJasecl on itrfrrnnal testine s'ith natir-c speakers of Itussian, it is cleal that thesc phrascs lravc

cliffcrcnt conceptual effccts: the fonncr scclns to prcsclrt a lnorc thotrghtftrl evaluatirc

c()l)urlclltAlt 'N'ith a trccessarilV strolrgcr Vierrloint c()i ltP()lrcnt \ 'hrle the lattcr proviclcs an
tunprcssionistic clualif icatiott of a scelle (it is usecl as rr he cl{rhg clcvice : solne thing rnal har-e bccn
tnrc.  but  fhc obscn-cr-  ls  n() [  t l t r i te ccr t l i r r ) .  I ]oth i1r f I ( )chrcc an evalr rat i lc  iur lgerncrt  int<l  the tcr t
that irnphe s thc existetrce of an obscn'cr, l;ut thev clo so in cliffe rent u'als.
l l ' l 'h is  c l iscr tss ion i l lustrates thc c l is t inct i ( )1r  that  l lo<l th propcisecl .  s ' i thotr t  rnelr t io l r i l re ' l 'o ls to j ,
bcnvcen the " tc l lurg" anr l  "shorr ' ing" rnoclcs of  narrat ion ( I iooth l96l :3f f )  anr l  reprcsel l ts  a1l
cstension of  Schtr l tze 's t1 'cat lncnt  of  r rarrat i r -c st rategies in thc novcl  (Sclru l tzc 19f32:  chaptcr ' \ - ) .
Ncltc also Silbaioris. rr-h<l argnes that, in all of 

' l 'olstoj's 
t 'orks. he "uscs language t() c()11\.e\'

s()lncthilrg bcr'<lncl u'orcls, the u'al a rnet:.rphor cloes" (199{): 165).
l-l Lcrin clrgagcs in aualogical spccch or thcnqht over thirtl t irnes anrl \nna iust rrncler thrrtr

t i rncs.  ( ) t l ter  chalacters u 'ho tnake use oIanal(xt l  inc luclc:  St i r - l  (e lc lcn t i rncs),  \ ' ronski j  , t ' i th t

trrncs), and I{atcnin, [)olh', ancl I., itn' (f]r 'c tirrres cach).
l5 I  arn grateful  to l lar t ic \ rants iu a gracl t ratc c()urs( ' ( )n l r rctaphor the<lr l  that  I  occls ion;r lh ' t r ' r rc l r
. r f  L] \ \ 'Nl i rc l is<ln ancl ,  ntost  cs1-rccia l l r - ,  to h i r t  Scol l ins,  u 'ho | ror i r l 'c l  cornr t r r - 'nts ( )11 1r  c l r ; r f l  of - t l r rs

|?r l )cr .  Nl l  t l tarr l<s also go to l l t \ -col lcr tgrrcs at  [ . r \ \ :NIacl isorr ,  csPecialh Salr inc ( i ross rr r r r , l  \ l , r r
Stl.rtkicu-tcz, frrr thcir c<>ntributi<l,rs t() all interclisciplinrn' rl isctrssi<xr oI nrctalrhor.
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