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 J U D I T H GENOVA 
 
 The Significance of Style 
 
 As THE NUMBER of recent articles and books on the concept of style increases, a distinctive pattern has begun to emerge-one could say a style of analysis-in the treatment of this concept by contemporary philosophers, art historians, and literary critics. Specifically, I am thinking of the work of Barthes, Chatman, Milic, Walton, and Wollheim. In addition, Nelson Goodman lends some support to what I shall hereafter call the "signature view" and both Ackerman and Gombrich depart from their original definitions of style as a distinctive ensemble of the characteristic ways an artifact is made in order to place emphasis on the individual maker.' I n contrast to the more historical and cultural approaches of Hegel and the nineteenth century, or the more formal, meaning-oriented approach of some trends in the twentieth century, e.g., Beardsley and Wimsatt, these theorists in different ways and for different reasons have all come to identify style with the unique manner of expression of an individual artist, author, or composer. Echoing Buffon's famous aphorism, "The style is the man," they have come to see style as the artistic way of signing one's name, the dress of the ego rustling itself into history. Wollheim, for example, argues that the stylistic features of a work emanate from deep within the psychological make-up of personality. As he would say, style has psychological reality. Thus, one could expect to dress, write, and love in the same style. Ohmann, on the other hand, sees style as expressive of mind rather than personality. For him, style reveals the epistemic beliefs and choices of an individual. Walton stresses affective states. JUDITH GENOVAis assistant professor of philosophy at T h e Colorado College.
 
 Style reveals the feelings of the artist (the apparent artist, that is). For Chatman, the main purpose of a stylistic analysis is to shed light on the identity of the author. He is interested in what he calls, "the identificational purport of a style," i.e., "purport which serves to identify the speaker as such and such a person."Z Indeed, Barthes is so persuaded of the signature view of style that he invents a new category, "modes of writing" to make room for the ethical and political choices of a writer: A language is therefore on the hither side of literature. Style is almost beyond it: imagery, delivery, vocabulary, spring from the body and the past of the writer and gradually become the very reflexes of his art. Thus, under the name style a self-sufficient language is evolved which has its roots only in the depths of the author's personal and secret mythology. . . ?
 
 Despite the numbers and the surprising agreement of thinkers of such varied philosophical persuasions, I believe the signature view to be entirely misguided. At best, the single-minded focus on the question of the origins of style has led theorists to ignore more important questions about the significance of style, e.g., How does style affect and shape the work or our understanding of it? At worst, it has led some theorists, like Chatman, to confuse questions of origins with those of significance. T h e result has been a denial of the vital role style plays in creating and discovering meaning. Perhaps, I can best state my criticism this way: If signature adherents are right, then I fail to see why style should be of any interest to literary or philosophical inquiry; that is, if style is interpreted as the idiosyncratic machinations of character-I shall use "character" in the
 
 T h e Significance of Style styles of a sunset or of a butterfly, there is no direct argument for the point. However, it is systematically buttressed by other presuppositions we have about style. For example, the reason we do not think that natural objects have style is that fundamentally we believe that style results frorn human agency. Both these notions, i.e., "being hurnan" and "action" contribute to this result. Just as talking and laughing are characteristic of humans or things like them, style requires an agent capable of deliberate and intentional action. Here, I do not mean to prejudge the issue as to whether or not styles are consciously or unconsciously chosen. T h e point is that before we can even begin to ponder this question, we must presume an agent capable of either conscious or unconscious action. Nature, when not romantically anthropomorphized, is not even a maker, no less a conscious maker. Secondly, and relatedly, we do not think natural objects have style because style on most accounts is a product of the specific ways that works are made. Whether it is construed as a function of actual physical manipulation, e.g., a certain brush stroke, or materials, e.g., oil versus water, or of some less tangible manner of composing, style is the result of specific operations and processes. Thes- actions set in a context of alternative modes of production give rise to the concept of style. Perhaps it is the lack of alternatives which does not lead us to credit the "action" of wind and water on rocks as creating a "style" of rocks. Perhaps, we should not speak of the movements of wind and water as "actions." TVhatever the reasons, style seems to be a special category designed especially for human artifacts. This is not true of "form" or "structure." We readily speak of the forms of crystals, but never of the "styles of crystals." Thesis (2) that style qualifies persons first and artifacts only secondarily would seem to be a natural corollary to point (1); that is, given that style requires human agency, it is natural to suppose that the style inheres in the individual and is expressed in the works. Such an assumption is manifest in our tendency to speak of James's style or AIozart's. Certainly, the signature
 
 view which conceives of style as a law-like disposition to create works bearing certain traits and characteristics is committed to the view that works have the style they have because they are made by agents who have that style. However, I do not think this is the correct view. First, works, as Nelson Goodman has pointed out, may express things that are not possessed by the maker. Expression does not require that the agent have the emotions, feelings, etc., that are being expressed.5 Secondly, and more importantly, the work actually possesses the features in question. As a rule, when we do a stylistic analysis, we are enumerating concrete features of the work, e.g., sentence structures, lexical choices, and phrasing. Indeed, unlike "sadness" a picture literally and not just figuratively possesses its stylistic properties. Thus, if what we mean by a stylistic analysis is the identification of specific, localized features of the work, it seems clear that stylistic predicates characterize the art object first and persons only by a figurative extension. O n the other hand, if we use such impressionistic terms as "light," "heavy," "ornate," and "cumbersome" to characterize a style, then neither the person nor the work could be said to literally possess the properties. "Cumbersome" seems as figurative a description of personality as it does of a work. However, this conclusion depends on a tacit distinction between predicates which are truly descriptive and those which are not. Since this is a complex issue on its own and one not central to my main point, I would like to circumvent it by pointing out that the burden of all successful stylistic studies to date has been the identification of repeated and significant features of the work itself. I n view of this, it seems safe to conclude that Mozart's style is short-hand for the style of hlozart's works. James only figuratively possesses the style that his works literally possess. T h e Origins of Style Point (3), the crux of the signature view, that style originates in character, leads to internal problems as well as external ones. By "internal" I mean inconsistencies within
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 the theory itself regardless of whether or text; that is, many who hold the signature not one has a competing theory in the wings view intend to exclude both these possito take its place. T h e most obvious one is bilities. For them, style is relatively conthat most of those who ground style in the stant and requires a number of works in idiosyncratic dynamics of character continue order to be established. T h e problem with to talk of style as a tool for period and cul- both these claims is that they ignore the tural differentiation. Indeed, when they do facts in favor of the theory. Artists may so, ironically, they do not hesitate to- see change their styles often in a lifetime withstyle as an index of meaning, rather than of out our having to assume severe personality character. T h e conflict is apparent. If style changes; nor is it impossible for a single does originate in character, then art his- work t o exhibit a highly distinctive style. torians have been sorely misled in their talk Obviously, one can decide to rule out these of Baroque or classical styles. While there is possibilities by definition; however, the rea cure for this dilemma, it requires a major sulting theory would be far more circumshift in the signature adherent's conception scribed than it claims to be. Point (4) that style is not completely a of an "individual's character." I n order to move back and forth easily from individual matter of conscious choice has on the whole style to period style, one requires a view of been a beneficial correction to the awestruck individuals which does not isolate them view of the artist as omniscient creator. As in their subjectivity and also a view of style Milic has pointed out, "Without for a mowhich does not have it drip helplessly like ment denying the possibility that some part a leaky faucet from the artist's character. of a writer's style is conscious artistry or However, to take this step, signature adher- craftsmanship, I am convinced that most ents would also have to give up their view writers, even some of the greatest, knew very of style as a kind of private language. Of little about what they were doing when course, from an external point of view, this they wrote and had much less conscious would be all for the better; that is, if style control over the final product than is comis to be corlceived of as a symbol system of monly supposed."6 T o formalize his convicsome sort, then, according to Wittgenstein, tion, Milic has distinguished between stylisit cannot be a private language. I n short, all tic options and rhetorical choices; the forof 1\'ittgenstein1s criticisms of the possibility mer are unconscious, the latter conscious. of a private language would be appropriate While his solution seems a good one, I have here. Without rehearsing them, suffice it LO two reservations. The first concerns the say that styles are not born in a vacuum. I n degree to which style is removed from the part, they develop in response to situations. artist's control. Milic's rhetoric in the above Gombrich's talk of style as a deviation from passage comes dangerously close to making some aesthetic norms reminds us of the aes- less control tantamount to little control. T o thetic context of style development, of the admit that there are unconscious roots to interaction between styles and in general of style is no warrant for making art the unthe social nature of art. Individuals express considered result of unconscious forces. their milieu, their form of life, and their Moreover, and more importantly, to admit artistic training as much as their psycho- that there are unconscious roots to style does logical selves. Thus, to say style emanates not entail that these are rooted in the perfrom character does not commit even the sonal history of an artist. O n the contrary, signature adherent to the view that it is an all I mean by acknowledging the unconexpression of individuality and subjec- scious aspects of style is that the artist need not necessarily be aware of all the reasons tivity. for doing what has been done. T h e creation I n addition to these problems, point (3) makes it difficult to speak of the different of a work of art is an enormously complex styles of an artist or of the style of a single act; hundreds of variables may impinge. work. However, these objections must be Unconscious factors of personal history may understood in their proper external con- be involved, but this possibility does not
 
 T h e Significance of Style provide sufficient argument for the signature view. T h e Significance of Style Point (3) that style is symbolic of the maker is I think an invalid inference frorn point (3) that style originates in character; that is, even if we had accepted that style originates in character, its main function within the work may have little or nothing to do with expressing or representing that character. While this is not a conclusive argument, it does raise a suspicion about the easy transition signature adherents would have us make between origins of style and its function within the work. Indeed, if we unpack "symbolic" according to Goodman's classification of the modes of symbolization, then it is questionable to assert that style features express or exemplify character because things that are expressed in the work need not be possessed by the maker. While they could yepresent character, since anything can be made to represent anything else, it is stretching things to say that a characteristic sentence structure represents some trait of the author's personality. However, all this remains equally inconclusive. Nor is it to my purpose to make it conclusive. Style may be symbolic of the maker in the way that the signature view suggests. The problem and the damage comes mainly when style is denied a meaning function, when its function within the work itself is ignored. Point (6) that style is not symbolic of meaning brings me to the core of my disagreement with the signature model. Here it should be pointed out that there is nothing incompatible with holding that style is in different ways symbolic of both meaning and character, and not all who hold the signature view deny style a meaning function.' Seymour Chatman, however, does. For example, responding to Beardsley's belief that verbal style is nothing but meaning, Chatman says, "But, again, what seems to be stylistically important is what the balancedsyntax version tells us about the author." Similarly, when discussing Bradley's remark that ". . . style is expressive-presents to sense, for example, the order, ease and ra-
 
 pidity with which ideas move in the writer's mind-but it is not expressive of the meaning of that particular sentence," Chatman concurs that " 'order,' 'ease,' and 'rapidity' are attributes of the minds of authors, not of sentences-that point is quite clear." Thus, he concludes, "As far as style is concerned, the semantic arrow points toward the author, not toward the detail of the message."s That "order," "ease," and "rapidity" are attributes of the minds of the guthors and not of the sentences is a point that is not at all clear. Certainly, thereis no prima facie reason to deny these predicates to such things as sentences. Indeed, they make much more sense as attributes of sentences than of ideas in the mind. However, my main point is that for Chatman to say style is symbolic of identity is to deny that it is symbolic of meaning. Happily, Chatman does say that style has meaning ramifications and entailments and his practical criticism never fails to discover these connections: however, on a theoretical level he is convinced that style is only tangentially related to meaning. T o support his theory, Chatman first argues that it is possible to do an interpretation of a work without ever considering stylistic features. H e gives the following example: A critic who says that 'in his first speech (a blank verse paragraph) King Lear attempts to extract effusive protestations of love from his daughters' is surely talking about the meaning of a local passage of the play, but he is not talking about its style?
 
 Obviously, stylistic considerations are no[ being mentioned; but that does not prove Chatman's point. I can talk about the results of a scientific experiment without ever mentioning the evidence which induced me to believe it. Or to use another analogy, I can talk about the results without ever mentioning the conditions under which the experiment was performed. When dealing with science, we readily accept that evidence and conditions are all important factors for interpreting the results. Similarly, we often learn what is going on in a passage from a consideration of its style. Sometimes the setting belies the content, other
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 times it enforces it. Or again, that Lear was attempting lo extract effusive protestations of love might be an interpretation which could only have been decided by appeal to stylistic evidence. That we can do x (interpretation) without doing y (stylistics) is no evidence that we can do x best without y, nor that we should do x without doing y. In general, Chatman's argument ignores the subtle influence that style has on interpretation. Conversely, it might be argued that we can enumerate style features without ever considering the interpretation. This might be the case if identification of style features depended upon simple recurrence. But even the signature model argues that recurrence is not sufficient; signature adherents add recurrent features which serve to identify the author. What the) fail to recognize is that either one has a preconceived notion of the author's character, in which case one can discriminate between recurrent features, or the addition adds nothing. Clearly, a better definition of style features is needed. However, the more important point is that even if we could enumerate style features independentl) of either the author or meaning, it would be a mindless list signifjing nothing. In addition, it totally ignores the possibility that different stjle features may be integrated and work together to produce the over-all effect of the style.10 Lastly, such an approach does not even begin to deal with the questions, How does style inform the work? How does it figure in the aesthetic product we so enjoy? Ultimately, in parody of Kant, I would put the point this way: An interpretation without a stylistic analjsis is empty; whereas, a stylistic analysis without an interpretation i s blind. Aside from any specific argument offered for the view that style is not syn~bolicof the meaning, it does not take long to recognize the old Aristotelian dualism of matter versus method or manner which underlies this view. Essential to that distinction was the idea that what was said could be divorced from how it was said. I suspect that the current reluctance to link style with meaning trades on this view. T h e difference between the old version and the new seems
 
 to be that instead of considering style as mere manner, i.e., as ornamental overlay, it now serves the prestigious function of identification of author. Meaning, however, is still reserved for what is being said. If this interpretation is correct, then it should be clear that the most significant challenge to the signature view is to show that what is being said cannot be divorced from how it is being said. I n short, the decision as to the significance of style turns on a decision about a theory of meaning. If one looks to contemporary theories of meaning, i.e., the work of Wittgenstein, Austin, Searle, or Grice, one sees immediately that all agree that meaning is not a matter of denotation. Instead, they argue that the meaning of a sentence can vary with either its context and presuppositions, its speech acts or with the speaker's intent and audience's response. O n one hand, it seems clear that in written discourse, linguistic or formal differences, i.e., differences that are usually considered stjlistic, ought to be included anlong the conditions that can affect meaning. This is so because what is accomplished by tone or gesture, for example, in oral discourse must often be accomplished by structural changes in written discourse. O n the other hand, when the issue of synonymity is raised to determine precisely this point, no clear answer is achieved. Theorists have long debated whether small scale differences, e.g., the difference between "I am here" and "Here I am," spells a meaning difference. Persuasive reasons are given on either side, but no one seems convinced. T h e only proper answer, I think, is the one given by Hirsch. T\.hile it is not normally recognized, since "Stylistics and Synonjmity" is usually misread as a simple defense of synonymity across stylistic changes, Hirsch's point is that all such tests are inadequate because they assume that any old formal or structural change is stylistic. Instead Hirsch argues that a formal change is not in itself stylistic but becomes so as it becomes operational in the work. And for Hirsch, to become operational is to contribute to the meaning: Style, then is a relative concept that depends on the level of analysis. What is style from the
 
 T h e Significance of Style standpoint of a higher level is meaning from the standpoint of a lower. Going back to the list of traits that are normally discussed in stylistic analyses one sees that sound patterns, lexical choices, and the rest do not autonraticaliy qualify as stylistic features. A linguistic trait becomes a feature of style only with respect to a high-level meaning for which it is the vehicle. Nothing in language is style OT fornz per re, a n y more than it is meaning OT content per se. Style is constitutive of meaning only when stylistic traits continue to be functional in the higher level meanings they represent." (Italics mine.)
 
 Thus, for Hirsch, there is no simple answer to the question, Do the traits normally considered to be stylistic make a meaning difference? They can, but they do not necessarily. However, this is sufficient for my purposes for two reasons. First, the meaning-expressing model concurs that only those formal changes which make a meaning difference ought to be counted as stylistic. secondly, in order to determine whether they make a meaning difference, one must be talking about meaning in the sense of the purport or content of the work as a whole; that is, the meaning we are concerned with here is that which is discovered by an interpretation of a work and not what is being said by any particular sentence. Consequently, the question that remains is, How does style symbolize meaning in the sense of purport, significance? Point (7) that style symbolizes by means of expression does, I believe, answer this as long as it is understood that "expression" is a distinctive mode of symbolization which has nothing to do with the notion of "self-expression," the pressing-out of one's inner feelings and moods. Ever since the nineteenth century, people have used "expression" to cover everything and anything which did not readily fit the category of "representation." Goodman, however, has changed all this. According to him, expression has a distinctive logic which is unrelated to one's inner states or personal history. Two points are essential for Goodman's analysis and my use of it: 1) Expression is a form of exemplification; 2) Expression is limited to what belongs but did not originally belong to the symbol. 1) Exemplification for Goodman differs
 
 from representation in that exemplification is possession plus reference: "To have without symbolizing is merely to possess, while to symbolize without having is to refer in some other way than by e ~ e m p l i i ' y i n g . ' ' ~ ~ Thus, the tailor's swatch both possesses the properties or is denoted by the predicates which apply to it and refers to them. O n the whole, as Goodman says, exemplification and expression run in the opposite direction from representation and description: "Representation and description relate a symbol to things it applies to. Exemplification relates the symbol to a label that denotes it, and hence indirectly to the things (including the symbol itself) in the range of that label."l3 Point 2) above differentiates expression from exemplification; that is, with exemplification there is an intrinsic connection between the symbol and the label that denotes it; with expression, on the other hand, the properties associated with the synlbol are acquired. It provides a form of metaphorical exemplification. Thus, the green tailor's swatch can exemplify the predicate "green," but it cannot express it; it may, however, express the predicates "spring-like," "Irish," etc. Lastly, properties or predicates expressed (exemplified) are displayed; the symbol shows as well as says what it is about. Now, the interesting thing about works that have style is that predicates describing what the work is about (its meaning in the sense of purport) are metaphorically exemplified (expressed) in the work 1)) the style features. For example, in Chatman's study of James, he notes James's tendency to nominalize verbs: "he [James] transform[~]'John observed x' or 'John apparently decided that p' into 'John's observation was x' or 'John's decision appeared to be p.' " Chatman goes on to say: "The transformation of psychological verbs into nouns argues the substantive character of thought. Thoughts and perceptions in James's world are entities more than actions, things more than movements."l~ Thus, James's intent to portray thoughts and perceptions as entities is displayetl in the text by the nominalized verbs. They metaphor.ically exemplify the predicate substantive
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 and lend their weight to the text. ,is Hirsch might say, the nominalized verbs serve as a "vehicle" for the meaning; they embody the meaning. Thus, works with style, unlike ones without, show as well as say what they are about. T h e stylistic properties metaphorically exemplify the labels we might use to describe the work. So to use a nonfictional example, Wittgenstein of the T r a c tutus believed that a proposition both says things and shows what cannot be said. Accordingly he wrote in aphorisms which according to Karl Kraus and Nietzsche is a type of utterance which manages to show one Satz more than is said. While examples abound, the general point is that style is created by wedding form to content in such a way that the form expresses, i.e., metaphorically exemplifies, the content. One possible reservation to this theory is registered by Goodman. At one point in his discussion of expression he says, ". . . a poem or story need not express what it says or say what it expresses. A tale of fast action may be slow, a biography of a benefactor bitter, a description of colorful music drab, and a play about boredom electric."l5 Two responses are appropriate here. First, the category of expression would not demand that a tale of fast action be fast; exemplification might, but expression would only require that the stylistic devices employed be constant and systematic relative to the predicates used to describe the work. Secondly, while it is true that a poem or story need not express what it says, what the above analysis argues is that if it does not, it would lack style. It is not evxy work that has style, nor is style automatically grounds for praise. But, if the work purports to have style, then, the features must express the content.'6 Point (8), or the move to a functional definition of style, has again been beneficial. I n the past, all and only recurrent linguistic features or formal features of the work have been counted as style features. With a functional definition, however, not all formal features are automatically style features; nor are style features confined to formal ones. Subject choices and other unusual aspects of the work may count. However, the signature
 
 view differs from those committed to some version of the meaning view in the specification of the function. For signature adherents, recurrent features which serve to identify the maker are sufficient; whereas ~neaningbased theories look to those features which express meaning. As I have already suggested, the problem with the signature definition is that the identification of maker does not serve as an independent criterion. Rather, as a rule, all recurrent features are accepted as characteristic of the artist. Thus, they fail to make use of the functional addition. This is also a risk with some meaning-based theories, i.e., with those who pursue a stylistic analysis without the benefit of a working interpretation. With the model I have offered, however, this is impossible. In fact, according to that model, there is no such thing as a style feature per se; there are only formal or subject features to a work. When these features become functional, operate to express meaning, they may then be viewed as a style feature. Perhaps, this point helps to clarify why natural objects are not considered to have style; that is, style is not something found, but created. Imaginative, artistic forces, not those of weather or water, are needed to adapt form to content so as to create style. Perhaps this would be a good place to comment on Nelson Goodman's interesting attempt to combine the meaning function of style with its identification function. Summing up his argument, he says: Stylistics, in contrast to criticism, is confined to features of what a n d how the works symbolize, and still further to such features as are characteristic of a given author, period, region, school, etc?'
 
 While this definition tries to capture both intuitions about style, the problem with it is that it gives too much weight to the identification function. In making it a necessary condition which together with the symbolizing function is jointly sufficient for identifying style features, one would be in the regrettable position of denying to a feature which demonstrably symboli~ed what the work is about, style status, unless it also helped to identify the author. Consequently,
 
 T h e Significance of Style I do not think we can go about accommodating the identification function in a definition of style features. Rather, that style often serves to answer the questions: who? when? where? must be viewed as a valuable application of stylistic studies; that is, after all the work has been done in describing a style, it might turn out that it is distinctive enough to differentiate a particular corpus of works from others. Technically, point (9), that style offers a ground external to the work which explains its predictable characteristics, ought not be counted as a thesis of the signature view. Rather, it represents an attempt to formulate what is behind the signature view on a more fundamental level. Impressed by the fact that so many different works of a particular artist or of a particular period bear a common style, signature adherents reason that this must have something to do with the person in question-indeed, something that he or she almost cannot help doing, rather than with something to do with the work itself. Thus, instead of viewing style as the result of artistic making, or even more simply as the set of features picked out by a stylistic analysis, signature adherents see it as a cause of that making. Thus, style is being seen as a disposition whether innate or learned on the part of the maker to write, paint, or compose in a certain way regardless of what was being made. I find such an approach to style part of a larger contemporary trend to psychologize art; that is, to account for what appears to be the mystery of artistic creation by appealing to unconscious forces and motives of personality. On general principles, I am opposed to this view since it is reductive and tends to rationalize and underestimate the ingenuity and intelligence of the human animal. However, there is a more direct counter to the kind of answer signature adherents give to the question, Why do the works have the style they do?; namely, they are impressed by the constancy of style over different works only because they assume that different books by the same author, for example, must have different purports (meanings). Yet, an author may write hundreds of books, with different characters, different plots,
 
 different settings, etc., but may in many ways be writing the same book; that is, may be saying the same thing in a number of different guises. Beckett, for example, does not even try to disguise the fact that he is writing the same book again and again. Indeed, a change in ideas or commitments is usually heralded by a change in style. While it would take much more time to defend this point adequately, I am only trying to suggest that there may be a variety of ways to account for the phenomena of constancy of style over different works. For me, a not implausible strategy would be to argue that works have the style they have because they have the meaning they do.18 I conclude that the signature view's treatment of style as a disposition to write, paint, or compose in a certain way fails to capture the aesthetic. This is not to say that there is a strict causality between style and meaning, i.e., meaning the cause, style the effect. Nor is the meaning-expressing model committed to such a view. As I have stressed, style plays an integral role in determining meaning. T h e only crucial point here is that style and meaning are inextricably interwoven; they reflect, express and constitute each other. Character plays only a marginal role, one that is easily trivializcd by noting that anything done in a sustained way may be said to be distinctive of character. I n conclusion, the signature view's treatment of style as a disposition to write, paint, or compose in a certain way fails to capture the aesthetic significance of style. If all that style revealed is the identity of the maker, it would be a very uninteresting notion from the point of view of criticism. Moreover, even if one were to suppose that style originated in character, this would not automatically answer questions about its significance. In developing the meaning-expressing model, I have tried to deal with these questions. Style's main function is to express meaning; it enables works to show as well as say what they are about by making the work an instance of the predicates we might use to describe that work. Thus, works that have style as opposed to ones that do not are using form in a functional
 
 way. This approach I think captures our fundamental intuition about style, namely, that when works have style even the smallest details of composition which might otherwise be inconsequential have become significant. If I were to now list the theses of the meaning-expressing model as I did for the signature model, they would read as follows:
 
 1) Style is characteristic of human artifacts only; nature is styleless. 2) Style qualifies artifacts first and persons only secondarily. 3) Style originates from a variety of sources ranging from psychological to cultural and aesthetic ones. 4) Style is not entirely the result of conscious choices: unconscious factors of a wide variety play a role. 5) Style is symbolic of meaning. 6) Style symbolizes by means of expression, i.e., metaphorical exemplification. 7) Style can individuate; a stylistic analysis will often answer the questions: who? where? when? 8). Style features are functionally defined; . any recurrent feature which expresses meaning is a style feature. 9) Style offers a description of the work in terms of its formally functioning features. J. S. Ackerman, "Style" in Ackerman and Rhys, Art and Archaeology (Englewood Cliffs, 1963); Roland Barthes, Writing Degree Zero (Boston, 1970); Seymour Chatman, "The Semantics of Style," Sorial Science Infor~nation, VI, 4 (1967), 77-100; E. I f . Gombrich, "S~yle," International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 1'01. X V , (1968) 352-61; Nelson Goodman, " l ' h e Status of S~yle," Critical Inqziiry, I (1975), 799-811; Louis T. Milic, "Rhetorical Choice and Stylistic Option: T h e Conscious and Unconscious Poles," in Literary Style: A Symposium, ed. Chatman (Oxford Uni\ersity Press, 1971): Richard Ohmann, "Prolegomena to the Analysis of Prose Style," in Style i n P ~ o . s eFiction (New York, 1959); Kendall IValton, "Style: The Products and Processes of Art," unpublished; M7011heim, "Two Views of Visual Style," unpublished; see also, "Style Now," in Concerning Contenlporary Art, ed. Bernard Smith (Oxford, 1975).
 
 'Chatman, "The Semantics of Style," p. 87. Barthes, Writing Degree Zero, p. 10. 'Goodman, "The Status of Style," p. 807. 6 Goodman, T h e Languages of Art (Indianapolis, 1976), p. 85. Bhfilic, "Rhetorical Choice and Stylistic Option: T h e Conscious and Unconscious Poles," p. 87. 'If one holds an autotelic view of art, namely, that art is self-referential, then there would obviously be no incompatability. Style would symbolize both meaning and character precisely because what the work is about is the maker's beliefs, both epistemological and aesthetic, feelings, attitudes, etc. Such a view is appealing because it offers criteria for distinguishing between art works and non-art works, e.g., crafts, technology, nonfictional literature. These latter activities are not primarily forms for simple self assertion. 8Chatman, "The Semantics of Style," p. 86. Ibid., p. 85. Leonard Meyer argues that a style analysis is interested in those features which work together to produce what we call the style of the work. I suspect this is right; that is, as a rule, style will be the result of the integrated functioning of what might be looked at as a consistent set of features. Howcxer, I am reluctant to include this as a criterion for style identification since it might eliminate more features than is desirable and at too early a stage in the over-all interpretative process. l l E . D. Hirsch, "Stylistics and Synonymity," (.ri/ical Inqziir?;, I (1975), 655. 12Goodman, T h e Languages of Art, p. 53. l3Ibid., p. 92. "Seymour Chatman, T h e Later Style o f Henry ]antes (Oxford, 1972), p. 22. l5 Goodman, Languages of Art, p. 91. le If all style features must embody meaning, it might be asked conversely, must all aspects of meaning be expl-essed in style features? Logically, the converse need not apply; however, I believe that those aspects of meaning which are not stylistically underscored cannot be very important. Metaphorical exemplification in style is a way of stressing what is important. l7 Goodman, "The Status of Style," p. 809. ls One problem in tying style so closely with meaning is that if one believes that there is no sense to speaking of the meaning of music or painting, then it will be impossible to have a unified theory of style; that is, we would need a different theory for the non-verbal arts. Indeed, the only advantage to the signature view is that it avoids this problem. Throughout this article I have tried to avoid this difficulty for two very different reasons. First, I am as yet undecided whether a unified theory is necessary and secondly, I am not convinced that it is impossible to speak of the meaning of music. T o deal adequa:ely with either of these questions would have taken me far afield.
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