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VOLUME LXXV, NO. I, JANUARY 1978

= . Ly m——
FEARING FICTIONS *
[TThe plot [of a tragedy] must be structured . . . that the one who is

hearing the events unroll shudders with fear and feels pity at what
happens: which is what one would experience on hearing the plot of
the Oedipus. Aristotle, Poetics®
1

HARLES is watching a horror movie about a terrible green

slime. He cringes in his seat as the slime oozes slowly but

relentlessly over the earth destroying everything in its path.
Soon a greasy head emerges from the undulating mass, and two
beady eyes roll around, finally fixing on the camera. The slime,
picking up speed, oozes on a new course straight toward the view-
ers. Charles emits a shriek and clutches desperately at his chair.
Afterwards, still shaken, Charles confesses that he was “terrified”
of the slime. Was he?

This question is part of the larger issue of how “remote” fictional
worlds are from the real world. There is a definite barrier against
physical interactions between fictional worlds and the real world.
Spectators at a play are prevented from rendering aid to a heroine
in distress. There is no way that Charles can dam up the slime, or
take a sample for laboratory analysis.? But, as Charles’s case dra-
matically illustrates, this barrier appears to be psychologically trans-
parent. It would seem that real people can, and frequently do, have

* Work on this paper was supported by a grant from the American Council
of Learned Societies. Earlier versions were read at a number of universities in
the United States, Canada, and Australia. I am grateful for the many helpful
suggestions made on these occasions. I am especially indebted to Holly S.
Goldman, Robert Howell, and Brian Loar.

1 Chapter 14. Translated by Gerald F. Else (Ann Arbor: The University of
Michigan Press, 1967).

21 examine this barrier in a companion piece to the present paper, “How
Remote Are Fictional Worlds from the Real World?,” Journal of Aesthetics and
Art Criticism, forthcoming.
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psychological attitudes toward merely fictional entities, despite the
impossibility of physical intervention. Readers or spectators detest
Iago, worry about Tom Sawyer and Becky lost in the cave, pity
Willy Loman, envy Superman—and Charles fears the slime.

But I am skeptical. We do indeed get “‘caught up” in stories; we
often become ‘“‘emotionally involved” when we read novels or watch
plays or films. But to construe this involvement as consisting of our
having psychological attitudes toward fictional entities is, I think,
to tolerate mystery and court confusion. I shall offer a different
and, in my opinion, a much more illuminating account of it.

This issue is of fundamental importance. It is crucially related
to the basic question of why and how fiction is important, why we
find it valuable, why we do not dismiss novels, films, and plays as
“mere fiction” and hence unworthy of serious attention. My con-
clusions in this paper will lead to some tentative suggestions about
this basic question.

1
Physical interaction is possible only with what actually exists. That
is why Charles cannot dam up the slime, and why in general real
people cannot have physical contact with mere fictions. But the
nonexistence of the slime does not prevent Charles from fearing it.
One may fear a ghost or a burglar even if there is none; one may
be afraid of an earthquake that is destined never to occur.

But a person who fears a nonexistent burglar believes that there
is, or at least might be, one. He believes that he is in danger, that
there is a possibility of his being harmed by a burglar. It is con-
ceivable that Charles should believe himself to be endangered by
the green slime. He might take the film to be a live documentary,
a news flash. If he does, naturally he is afraid.

But the situation I have in mind is the more usual and more
interesting one in which Charles is not deceived in this straight-
forward way. Charles knows perfectly well that the slime is not real
and that he is in no danger. Is he afraid even so? He says that he
is afraid, and he is in a state which is undeniably similar, in some
respects, to that of a person who is frightened of a pending real-
world disaster. His muscles are tensed, he clutches his chair, his
pulse quickens, his adrenalin flows. Let us call this physiological/
psychological state “quasi-fear.” Whether it is actual fear (or a com-
ponent of actual fear) is the question at issue.

Charles’s state is crucially different from that of a person with
an ordinary case of fear. The fact that Charles is fully aware that
the slime is fictional is, I think, good reason to deny that what he
feels is fear. It seems a principle of common sense, one which ought



FEARING FICTIONS 7

not to be abandoned if there is any reasonable alternative, that
fear * must be accompanied by, or must involve, a belief that one
is in danger. Charles does not believe that he is in danger; so he is
not afraid.

Charles might try to convince us that he was afraid by shudder-
ing and declaring dramatically that he was “really terrified.” This
emphasizes the intensity of his experience. But we need not deny
that he had an intense experience. The question is whether his
experience, however intense, was one of fear of the slime. The fact
that Charles, and others, call it “fear” is not conclusive, even if we
grant that in doing so they express a truth. For we need to know
whether the statement that Charles was afraid is to be taken lit-
erally or not.

More sophisticated defenders of the claim that* Charles is afraid
may argue that Charles does believe that the green slime is real and
is a real threat to him. There are, to be sure, strong reasons for
allowing that Charles realizes that the slime is only fictional and
poses no danger. If he didn’t we should expect him to flee the
theater, call the police, warn his family. But perhaps it is also true
that Charles believes, in some way or “on some level,” that the
slime is real and really threatens him. It has been said that in cases
like this one “suspends one’s disbelief,” or that “part” of a person
believes something which another part of him disbelieves, or that
one finds oneself (almost?) believing something one nevertheless
knows to be false. We must see what can be made of these notions.

One possibility is that Charles half believes that there is a real
danger, and that he is, literally, at least half afraid. To half believe
something is to be not quite sure that it is true, but also not quite
sure that it is not true. But Charles has no doubts about whether
he is in the presence of an actual slime. If he half believed, and
were half afraid, we would expect him to have some inclination to
act on his fear in the normal ways. Even a hesitant belief, a mere
suspicion, that the slime is real would induce any normal person
seriously to consider calling the police and warning his family.
Charles gives no thought whatever to such courses of action. He is
not uncertain whether the slime is real; he is perfectly sure that
it is not.

Moreover, the fear symptoms that Charles does exhibit are not
symptoms of a mere suspicion that the slime is real and a queasy
feeling of half fear. They are symptoms of the certainty of grave

3By ‘fear’ I mean fear for oneself. Obviously a person can be afraid for
someone else without believing that he himself is in danger. One must believe
that the person for whom one fears is in danger.
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and immediate danger, and sheer terror. Charles’s heart pounds
violently, he gasps for breath, he grasps the chair until his knuckles
are white. This is not the behavior of a man who realizes basically
that he is safe but suffers flickers of doubt. If it indicates fear at
all, it indicates acute and overwhelming terror. Thus, to com-
promise on this issue, to say that Charles half believes he is in
danger and is half afraid, is not a reasonable alternative.

One might claim that Charles believes he is in danger, but that
this is not a hesitant or weak or half belief, but rather a belief of
a special kind—a “‘gut” belief as opposed to an “intellectual” one.
Compare a person who hates flying. He realizes, in one sense, that
airplanes are (relatively) safe. He says, honestly, that they are, and
can quote statistics to prove it. Nevertheless, he avoids traveling by
air whenever possible. He is brilliant at devising excuses. And if he
must board a plane he becomes nervous and upset. I grant that this
person believes at a “gut” level that flying is dangerous, despite his
“intellectual” belief to the contrary. I grant also that he is really
afraid of flying.

But Charles is different. The air traveler performs deliberate ac-
tions that one would expect of someone who thinks flying is dan-
gerous, or at least he is strongly inclined to perform such actions.
If he does not actually decide against traveling by air he has a
strong inclination to do so. But Charles does not have even an in-
clination to leave the theater or call the police. The only signs that
he might really believe he is endangered are his more or less auto-
matic, nondeliberate, reactions: his pulse rate, his sweaty palms, his
knotted stomach, his spontaneous shriek.* This justifies us in treat-
ing the two cases differently.

Deliberate actions are done for reasons; they are done because of
what the agent wants and what he thinks will bring about what he
wants. There is a presumption that such actions are reasonable in
light of the agent’s beliefs and desires (however unreasonable the
beliefs and desires may be). So we postulate beliefs or desires to
make sense of them. People also have reasons for doing things that
they are inclined to do but, for other reasons, refrain from doing.
If the air traveler thinks that flying is dangerous, then, assuming
that he wants to live, his actions or tendencies thereto are reason-
able. Otherwise, they probably are not. So we legitimately infer
that he does believe, at least on a “gut” level, that flying is dan-
gerous. But we don’t have to make the same kind of sense of

4 Charles might scream deliberately. But insofar as he does, it is probably
clear that he is only pretending to take the slime seriously. (See section v.)
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Charles’s automatic responses. One doesn’t have reasons for things
one doesn’t do, like sweating, increasing one’s pulse rate, knotting
one’s stomach (involuntarily). So there is no need to attribute be-
liefs (or desires) to Charles which will render these responses reason-
able.” Thus, we can justifiably infer the air passenger’s (“‘gut”)
belief in the danger of flying from his deliberate behavior or incli-
nations, and yet refuse to infer from Charles’s automatic responses
that he thinks he is in danger.

Someone might reply that at moments of special crisis during the
movie—e.g., when the slime first spots Charles—Charles “loses hold
of reality” and, momentarily, takes the slime to be real and really
fears it. These moments are too short for Charles to think about
doing anything; so (one might claim) it isn’t surprising that his
belief and fear are not accompanied by the normal inclinations
to act.

This move is unconvincing. In the first place, Charles’s quasi-fear
responses are not merely momentary; he may have his heart in his
throat throughout most of the movie, yet without experiencing the
slightest inclination to flee or call the police. These long-term re-
sponses, and Charles’s propensity to describe them afterwards in
terms of “fear,” need to be understood even if it is allowed that
there are moments of real fear interspersed among them. Further-
more, however tempting the momentary-fear idea might be, com-
parable views of other psychological states are much less appealing.
When we say that someone “pitied” Willy Loman or “admired”
Superman, it is unlikely that we have in mind special moments
during his experience of the work when he forgot, momentarily,
that he was dealing with fiction and felt flashes of actual pity or
admiration. The person’s “sense of reality” may well have been
robust and healthy throughout his experience of the work, uninter-
rupted by anything like the special moments of crisis Charles ex-
periences during the horror movie. Moreover, it may be appropri-
ate to say that someone “pities” Willy or “admires” Superman even
when he is not watching the play or reading the cartoon. The
momentary-fear theory, even if it were plausible, would not throw
much light on cases in which we apparently have other psychologi-
cal attitudes toward fictions.

Although Charles is not really afraid of the fictional slime de-

5 Charles’s responses are caused partly by a belief, though not the belief that
he is in danger. (See section 1v.) This belief is not a reason for responding as
he does, and it doesn’t make it “reasonable,” in the relevant sense, to respond
in those ways.
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picted in the movie, the movie might nevertheless produce real fear
in him. It might cause him to be afraid of something other than
the slime it depicts. If Charles is a child, the movie may make him
wonder whether there might not be real slimes or other 'exotic
horrors like the one depicted in the movie, even if he fully realizes
that the movie-slime itself is not real. Charles may well fear these
suspected actual dangers; he might have nightmares about them for
days afterwards. (Jaws caused a lot of people to fear sharks which
they thought might really exist. But whether they were afraid of
the fictional sharks in the movie is another question.)

If Charles is an older movie-goer with a heart condition, he may
be afraid of the movie itself. Perhaps he knows that any excitement
could trigger a heart attack, and fears that the movie will cause
excitement, e.g., by depicting the slime as being especially aggres-
sive or threatening. This is real fear. But it is fear of the depiction
of the slime, not fear of the slime that is depicted.

Why is it so natural to describe Charles as afraid of the slime,
if he is not, and how is his experience to be characterized? In what
follows I shall develop a theory to answer these questions.

I

Propositions that are, as we say, “true in (the world of)” a novel or
painting or film are fictional. Thus it is fictional that there is a
society of tiny people called “Lilliputians.” And in the example
discussed above it is fictional that a terrible green slime is on the
loose. Other fictional propositions are associated not with works of
art but with games of make-believe, dreams, and imaginings. If it
is “true in a game of make-believe” that Johnnie is a pirate, then
fictionally Johnnie is a pirate. If someone dreams or imagines that
he is a hero, then it is fictional that he is a hero.

Fictional truths ¢ come in groups, and each of these groups con-
stitutes a “fictional world.” The fact that fictionally there was a
society of tiny people and the fact that fictionally a man named
“Gulliver” was a ship’s physician belong to the same fictional
world. The fact that fictionally a green slime is on the loose be-
longs to a different one. There is, roughly, a distinct fictional world
corresponding to each novel, painting, film, game of make-believe,
dream, or daydream.

All fictional truths are in one way or another man-made. But
there are two importantly different ways of making them, and two
corresponding kinds of fictional truths. One way to make a prop-
osition fictional is simply to imagine that it is true. If it is fictional
that a person is a hero because he imagines himself to be a hero,

6 A “fictional truth” is the fact that a certain proposition is fictional.
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then this fictional truth is an imaginary one. Imagining is not al-
ways a deliberate, self-conscious act. We sometimes find ourselves
imagining things more or less spontaneously, without having de-
cided to do so. Thoughts pop into our heads unbidden. Dreams
can be understood as simply very spontaneous imaginings.

Fictional truths of the second kind are established in a less direct
manner. Participants in a game of mud pies may decide to recog-
nize a principle to the effect that whenever there is a glob of mud
in a certain orange crate, it is “true in the game of make-believe,”
ie, it is fictional, that there is a pie in the oven. This fictional
truth is a make-believe one. The principles in force in a given game
of make-believe are, of course, just those principles which partic-
ipants in the game recognize or accept, or understand to be in force.

It can be make-believe that there is a pie in the oven without
anyone’s imagining that there is. This will be so if there is a glob
in the crate which no one knows about. (Later, after discovering
the glob, a child might say, “There was a pie in the oven all along,
but we didn’t know it.”) But propositions that are known to be
make-believe are usually imaginary as well. When kids playing mud
pies do know about a glob in the crate by virtue of which it is
make-believe that a pie is in the oven, they imagine that there is
a pie in the oven.

Principles of make-believe that are in force in a game need not
have been formulated explicitly or deliberately adopted. When
children agree to let globs of mud “be” pies they are in effect
establishing a great many unstated principles linking make-believe
properties of pies to properties of globs. It is implicitly understood
that the size and shape of globs determine the make-believe size
and shape of pies; it is understood, for example, that make-be-
lievedly a pie is one handspan across just in case that is the size of
the appropriate glob. It is understood also that if Johnnie throws
a glob at Mary then make-believedly Johnnie throws a pie at Mary.
(It is not understood that if a glob is 40 per cent clay then make-
believedly a pie is 40 per cent clay.)

It is not always easy to say whether or not someone does accept,
implicitly, a given principle of make-believe. But we should notice
that much of the plausibility of attributing to children implicit
acceptance of a principle linking the make-believe size and shape
of pies to the size and shape of globs rests on the dispositional fact
that if the children should discover a glob to have a certain size or
shape they would imagine, more or less automatically, that a pie
has that size or shape. The children are disposed to imagine pies
as having whatever size and shape properties they think the rel-
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evant globs have. In general, nondeliberate, spontaneous imagin-
ing, prompted in a systematic way by beliefs about the real world,
is an important indication of implicit acceptance of principles of
make-believe. I do not claim that a person disposed to imagine,
nondeliberately, that p when be believes that g necessarily recog-
nizes a principle of make-believe whereby if g then it is make-
believe that p. It must be his understanding that whenever it is
true that g, whether he knows it or not, it will be fictional that p.
It may be difficult to ascertain whether this is his understanding,
especially since his understanding may be entirely implicit. But the
spontaneity of a person’s imagining that p on learning that g
strongly suggests that he thinks of p as having been fictional even
before he realized that q.

A game of make-believe and its constituent principles need not
be shared publicly. One might set up one’s own personal game,
adopting principles that no one else recognizes. And at least some
of the principles constituting a personal game of make-believe may
be implicit, principles which the person simply takes for granted.

Representational works of art generate make-believe truths. Gul-
liver’s Travels generates the truth that make-believedly there is a
society of six-inch-tall people. It is make-believe that a green slime
is on the loose in virtue of the images on the screen of Charles’s
horror movie. These make-believe truths are generated because the
relevant principles of make-believe are understood to be in force.
But few such principles are ever formulated, and our recognition
of most of them is implicit. Some probably seem so natural that
we assume them to be in force almost automatically. Others we
pick up easily through unreflective experience with the arts.?

v
[The actor] on a stage plays at being another before a gathering of

people who play at taking him for that other person.
Jorge Luis Borges 8

71 have developed the notion of make-believe truths and other ideas pre-
sented in this section more fully elsewhere, especially in “Pictures and Make-
believe,” Philosophical Review, Lxxx1, 3 (July 1973): 283-319. Cf. also “Are
Representations Symbols?,” The Monist, Lvi, 2 (April 1974): 236-254. I should
indicate that, in my view, there are no propositions “about” mere fictions, and
hence none that are make-believe. It is make-believe not that Gulliver visited
Lilliput, but that a man named “Gulliver” visited a place called “Lilliput.” I
shall occasionally ignore this point in the interest of simplicity, for example,
when I write in section v as though the same slime resides in two different
fictional worlds. Compare “How Remote Are Fictional Worlds from the Real
World?,” op. cit., note 22.

8 From “Everything and Nothing,” Borges, Labyrinths: Selected Stories and
Other Writings, Donald A. Yates and James E. Irby, eds. (New York: New Direc-
tions, 1962), p. 248.
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Compare Charles with a child playing an ordinary game of make-
believe with his father. The father, pretending to be a ferocious
monster, cunningly stalks the child and, at a crucial moment,
lunges viciously at him. The child flees, screaming, to the next
room. The scream is more or less involuntary, and so is the flight.
But the child has a delighted grin on his face even while he runs,
and he unhesitatingly comes back for more. He is perfectly aware
that his father is only “playing,” that the whole thing is “just a
game,” and that only make-believedly is there a vicious monster
after him. He is not really afraid.

The child obviously belongs to the fictional world of the game
of make-believe. It is make-believe that the monster lunges, not
into thin air, but at the child. Make-believedly the child is in grave
and mortal danger. And when the child screams and runs, make-
believedly he knows he is in danger and is afraid. The game is a
sort of theatrical event in which the father is an actor portraying
a monster and the child is an actor playing himself.

I propose to regard Charles similarly. When the slime raises its
head, spies the camera, and begins oozing toward it, it is make-
believe that Charles is threatened. And when as a result Charles
gasps and grips his chair, make-believedly he is afraid. Charles is
playing a game of make-believe in which he uses the images on the
screen as props. He too is an actor impersonating himself. In this
section I shall explain this proposal in detail. My main arguments
for it will come later.

Charles differs in some important respects from an ordinary on-
stage, self-portraying actor. One difference has to do with what
makes it make-believe that Charles is afraid. Facts about Charles
generate (de re) make-believe truths about him; in this respect he
is like an actor portraying himself on stage. But the sorts of facts
about Charles which do the generating are different. Make-believe
truths about Charles are generated at least partly by what he thinks
and feels, not just by how he acts. It is partly the fact that Charles is
in a state of quasi-fear, the fact that he feels his heart pounding,
his muscles tensed, etc., which makes it make-believe that he is
afraid. It would not be appropriate to describe him as “afraid” if
he were not in some such state.?

Charles’s quasi-fear is not responsible, by itself, for the fact that

9 It is arguable that the purely physiological aspects of quasi-fear, such as the
increase of adrenalin in the blood, which Charles could ascertain only by clin-
ical tests, are not part of what makes it make-believe that he is afraid. Thus one
might want to understand ‘quasi-fear’ as referring only to the more psycho-

logical aspects of Charles’s condition: the feelings or sensations that go with
increased adrenalin, faster pulse rate, muscular tension, etc.
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make-believedly it is the slime he fears, nor even for the fact that
make-believedly he is afraid rather than angry or excited or merely
upset. Here Charles’s (actual) beliefs come into play. Charles be-
lieves (he knows) that make-believedly the green slime is bearing
down on him and he is in danger of being destroyed by it. His
quasi-fear results from this belief.l® What makes it make-believe
that Charles is afraid rather than angry or excited or upset is the
fact that his quasi-fear is caused by the belief that make-believedly
he is in danger. And his belief that make-believedly it is the slime
that endangers him is what makes it make-believe that the slime is
the object of his fear. In short, my suggestion is this: the fact that
Charles is quasi-afraid as a result of realizing that make-believedly
the slime threatens him generates the truth that make-believedly
he is afraid of the slime.*

An on-stage actor, by contrast, generates make-believe truths solely
by his acting, by his behavior. Whether it is make-believe that the
character portrayed is afraid or not depends just on what the actor
says and does and how he contorts his face, regardless of what he
actually thinks or feels. It makes no difference whether his actual
emotional state is anything like fear. This is just as true when the
actor is playing himself as it is when he is portraying some other
character. The actor may find that putting himself into a certain
frame of mind makes it easier to act in the appropriate ways.
Nevertheless, it is how he acts, not his state of mind, that determines
whether make-believedly he is afraid.

This is how our conventions for theater work, and it is entirely
reasonable that they should work this way. Audiences cannot be
expected to have a clear idea of an actor’s personal thoughts and
feelings while he is performing. That would require knowledge of
his off-stage personality and of recent events that may have af-
fected his mood (e.g., an argument with his director or his wife).
Moreover, acting involves a certain amount of dissembling; actors
hide some aspects of their mental states from the audience. If make-

10 One can’t help wondering why Charles’s realization that make-believedly
he is in danger produces quasi-fear in him, why it brings about a state similar
to real fear, even though he knows he is not really in danger. This question
is important, but we need not speculate about it here. For now we need only
note that Charles’s belief does result in quasi-fear, however this fact is to be
explained.

11 This, I think, is at least approximately right. It is perhaps equally plau-
sible, however, to say that the fact that Charles believes his quasi-fear to be
caused by his realization that the slime endangers him is what makes it make-
believe that his state is one of fear of the slime. There is no need to choose now
between my suggestion and this variant.
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believe truths depended on actors’ private thoughts and feelings, it
would be awkward and unreasonably difficult for spectators to
ascertain what is going on in the fictional world. It is not surprising
that the make-believe truths for which actors on stage are re-
sponsible are understood to be generated by just what is visible
from the galleries.

But Charles is not performing for an audience. It is not his job
to get across to anyone else what make-believedly is true of himself.
Probably no one but him much cares whether or not make-
believedly he is afraid. So there is no reason why his actual state
of mind should not have a role in generating make-believe truths
about himself.

It is not so clear in the monster game what makes it make-believe
that the child is afraid of a monster. The child might be perform-
ing for the benefit of an audience; he might be showing someone,
an onlooker, or just his father, that make-believedly he is afraid.
If so, perhaps he is like an on-stage actor. Perhaps we should regard
his observable behavior as responsible for the fact that make-
believedly he is afraid. But there is room for doubt here. The child
experiences quasi-fear sensations as Charles does. And his audience
probably has much surer access to his mental state than theater
audiences have to those of actors. The audience may know him
well, and the child does not try so hard or so skillfully to hide his
actual mental state as actors do. It may be perfectly evident to the
audience that the child has a case of quasi-fear, and also that this
is a result of his realization that make-believedly a monster is after
him. So it is not unreasonable to regard the child’s mental state as
helping to generate make-believe truths.

A more definite account of the situation is possible if the child
is participating in the game solely for his own amusement, with no
thought of an audience. In this case the child himself, at least, al-
most certainly understands his make-believe fear to depend on his
mental state rather than (just) his behavior.2 In fact, let us suppose
that the child is an undemonstrative sort who does not scream or
run or betray his “fear” in any other especially overt way. His
participation in the game is purely passive. Nevertheless the child
does experience quasi-fear when make-believedly the monster at-
tacks him, and he still would describe himself as being ‘“‘afraid”
(although he knows that there is no danger and that his “fear”

12 Observers might, at the same time, understand his behavior alone to be
responsible for his make-believe fear. The child and the observers might rec-
ognize somewhat different principles of make-believe.
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isn’t real). Certainly in this case it is (partly) his quasi-fear that
generates the make-believe truth he expresses when he says he is
“afraid.”

My proposal is to construe Charles on the model of this undemon-
strative child. Charles may, of course, exhibit his “fear” in certain
observable ways. But his observable behavior is not meant to show
anyone else that make-believedly he is afraid. It is likely to go
unnoticed by others, and even Charles himself may be unaware of
it. No one, least of all Charles, regards his observable behavior as
generating the truth that make-believedly he is afraid.

v

It is clear enough now what makes it make-believe that Charles
fears the slime, assuming that make-believedly he does fear the
slime. But more needs to be said in support of my claim that this
is a make-believe truth. What needs to be established is that the
relevant principle of make-believe is accepted or recognized by
someone, that someone understands it to be in force. I contend that
Charles, at least, does so understand it.

It is clear that Charles imagines himself to be afraid of the slime
(though he knows he is not). He thinks of himself as being afraid
of it; he readily describes his experience as one of ‘‘fear”—once he
has a chance to catch his breath. So it is at least imaginary (and
hence fictional) that he fears the slime.

Charles’s act of imagining himself afraid of the slime is hardly a
deliberate or reflective act. It is triggered more or less automatically
by his awareness of his quasi-fear sensations. He is simply disposed
to think of himself as fearing the slime, without deciding to do so,
when during the movie he feels his heart racing, his muscles tensed,
and so forth. It is just such a disposition as this, we recall (11/2
above), that goes with implicit recognition of a principle of make-
believe. If a child is disposed to imagine a pie to be six inches
across when he discovers that that is the size of a glob of mud, this
makes it reasonable to regard him as recognizing a principle
whereby the glob’s being that size makes it make-believe that the
pie is also. Similarly, Charles’s tendency to imagine himself afraid
of the slime when he finds himself in the relevant mental state
constitutes persuasive grounds for attributing to him acceptance of
a principle whereby his experience makes it make-believe that he
is afraid.13

183 These grounds are not conclusive. But the question of whether Charles
accepts this principle is especially tricky, and there is reason to doubt that it
can be settled conclusively. One would have to determine whether it is Charles’s



FEARING FICTIONS 17

Several further considerations will increase the plausibility of
this conclusion. First, I have claimed only that Charles recognizes
the principle of make-believe. There is no particular reason why
anyone else should recognize it, since ordinarily only Charles is in
a position to apply it and only he is interested in the make-believe
truth that results. Others might know about it and realize how
important it is to Charles. But even so the principle clearly is in
important respects a personal one. It differs in this regard from
the principles whereby an on-stage actor’s behavior generates make-
believe truths, and also from those whereby images on the movie
screen generate make-believe truths about the activities of the green
slime. These principles are fully public; they are clearly (even if
implicitly) recognized by everyone watching the play or movie.
Everyone in the audience applies them and is interested in the
resulting make-believe truths.

This makes it reasonable to recognize two distinct games of make-
believe connected with the horror movie—a public game and
Charles’s personal game—and two corresponding fictional worlds.
The situation is analogous to that of an illustrated edition of a
novel. Consider an edition of Dostoyevsky’s Crime and Punishment
which includes a drawing of Raskolnikov. The text of the novel,
considered alone, establishes a fictional world comprising the make-
believe truths that it generates, e.g., the truth that make-believedly
a man named “Raskolnikov” killed an old lady. The illustration is
normally understood not as establishing its own separate fictional
world, but as combining with the novel to form a ‘“larger” world.
This larger world contains the make-believe truths generated by
the text alone, plus those generated by the illustration (e.g., that
make-believedly Raskolnikov has wavy hair and a receding chin),
and also those generated by both together (e.g., that make-
believedly a man with wavy hair killed an old lady). So we have
two fictional worlds, one included within the other: the world of
the novel and the world of the novel-plus-illustration.

Charles’s state of mind supplements the movie he is watching in
the way an illustration supplements what it illustrates. The movie
considered alone establishes a fictional world consisting only of the

understanding that, if he were to have the quasi-fear sensations, etc., without
realizing that he does and hence without imagining that he is afraid, it would
still be fictional that he is afraid. If so, the fictional truth depends not on his
imagining but on his quasi-fear, etc. It is hard to decide whether this is
Charles’s understanding, mainly because it is hard to conceive of his being
ignorant of his quasi-fear sensations, etc. But insofar as I can get a grip on the
question I think that the answer is affirmative.
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make-believe truths that it generates (e.g., that make-believedly
there is a green slime on the loose). But Charles recognizes, in
addition, a larger world in which these make-believe truths are
joined by truths generated by Charles’s experience as he watches the
movie, and also by truths generated by the images on the screen
and Charles’s experience together. It is only in this more inclusive
world that make-believedly Charles fears the slime. (And it is the
larger world that occupies Charles’s attention when he is caught up
in the movie.)

The analogy between Charles’s case and the illustrated novel is
not perfect. The novel-plus-illustration world is publicly recognized,
whereas the fictional world established by the movie plus Charles’s
experience of it probably is not. Dolls provide an analogy which
is better in this respect. Anyone who sees a doll of a certain sort
will recognize that it generates the truth that make-believedly there
is a blonde baby girl. The doll, regarded simply as a sculpture to
be observed from a distance, generates make-believe truths such as
this. But a child playing with the doll is playing a more personal
game of make-believe, one in which she herself is a self-portraying
actor and the doll serves as a prop. What she does with the doll
generates make-believe truths, e.g., the truth that make-believedly
she is dressing the baby for a trip to town. Similarly, Charles uses
the screen images as props in a personal game of make-believe in
which he himself is a character. He plays his own game with the
images. The screen images, of course, do not lend themselves to
bring “dressed” or manipulated in all the ways that dolls do, and
this limits the extent of Charles’s participation in the game. But
the relations and interactions between Charles and the images do
generate a number of important make-believe truths: that make-
believedly Charles notices the slime and stares apprehensively at
it, that make-believedly it turns toward him and attacks, and that
make-believedly he is scared out of his wits.1¢

One source of uneasiness about my claim that make-believedly
Charles fears the slime may have been the impression that this can
be so only if Charles belongs to the fictional world of the mouvie.
(The movie itself doesn’t depict Charles, nor does it make any
reference to him, so he doesn’t belong to the movie-world.) My

14 One important difference between dolls and the screen images is that the
dolls generate de re make-believe truths about themselves and the images do not.
The doll is such that make-believedly it is a baby that is being dressed for a
trip to town. But a screen image is not such that make-believedly it (the image
itself) is a green slime.
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two-worlds theory shows that this impression is mistaken and hence
that the uneasiness based on it is out of place.

I have portrayed Charles so far as participating rather automati-
cally in his game of make-believe. But he might easily slip into
participating deliberately. The naturalness of his doing so gives
added support to my claim that Charles does recognize a make-
believe world that he and the slime share, even when his participa-
tion is not deliberate. Suppose that during the movie Charles ex-
claims, deliberately, to a companion or to himself, ‘“Yikes, here it
comes! Watch out!” How are we to understand this verbal action?
Certainly Charles is not seriously asserting that a slime is coming
and warning himself or his companion of it. Presumably he is
asserting that it is make-believe that a slime is coming. But the
indexical, ‘here’, carries an implicit reference to the speaker. So
Charles’s exclamation shows that he takes it to be make-believe that
the slime is headed toward him; it shows that he regards himself as
coexisting with the slime in a make-believe world.

But this does not take us to the bottom of the matter. “Yikes!”
and “Watch out!” are not assertions, and so not assertions of what
make-believedly is the case. Moreover, if in saying, “Here it comes,”
Charles were merely making an assertion about what make-
believedly is the case, he could well have made this explicit and
exclaimed instead, “Make-believedly the slime is coming!” or “The
slime is coming, in the fictional world!” But these variants lack the
flavor of the original. Charles’s exclamatory tone is absurdly out of
place when the make-believe status of the danger is made explicit.
Compare how ridiculous it would be for an actor playing Horatio
in a performance of Hamlet to exclaim, when the ghost appears,
“Look, my lord, it comes, in the fictional world of the play!”

The comparison is apt. For Charles is doing just what actors do,
pretending to make an assertion. He is pretending to assert (seri-
ously) that the slime is headed his way. (Pretending to assert this
is not incompatible with actually asserting that make-believedly
the slime is coming. Charles might be doing both at once.) In my
terms, Charles understands his utterance of ‘Here it comes!’ to
generate the truth that make-believedly he asserts (seriously) that
the slime is coming. He is playing along with the fiction of the
movie, incorporating it into a game of make-believe of his own.
This makes it obvious why it would not do to say, “Here it comes,
in the fictional world!” Saying that is simply not (normally) how
one would pretend to assert that a slime is (really) coming. The
rest of Charles’s verbal behavior is now easily explainable as well.
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In saying “Yikes!” and “Watch out!” he is pretending to express
amazement or terror and pretending to issue a (serious) warning;
make-believedly he is doing these things.

We have now arrived at the solution to a pair of puzzles. Why
is it that in everyday conversation we regularly omit phrases like
‘in the fictional world’ and ‘in the novel’, whereas we rarely omit
other intensional operators such as ‘It is believed that’, ‘Jones
wished that’, ‘Jones denies that’>? Why do we so naturally say just
“Tom and Becky were lost in a cave” rather than “In the novel
Tom and Becky were lost in a cave,” whereas it would be almost
unheard of to shorten “Jones wishes that a golden mountain would
appear on the horizon” to simply “A golden mountain will appear
on the horizon” (even if the context makes it clear that Jones’s
wishes are the subject of conversation)?

The explanation lies in our habit of playing along with fictions,
of make-believedly asserting, pretending to assert, what we know
to be only make-believedly the case. We mustn’t be too quick to
assume that an utterance of ‘p’ is merely an ellipsis for ‘Make-
believedly p’ (or for ‘In the novel p’). This assumption is wrong if
the speaker make-believedly is asserting that p, rather than (or in
addition to) asserting that make-believedly p. Charles’s frantic,
“Yikes, here it comes!” is an obvious case in point. A case only
slightly less obvious is that of a person reading The Adventures of
Tom Sawyer who remarks, gravely and with an expression of deep
concern, that Tom and Becky are lost in a cave.

I do not suggest that the nmission of ‘in the novel is never a
mere ellipsis. “Tom and Becky were lost in a cave” uttered by a
critic analyzing the novel could easily have been expanded to “In
the novel Tom and Becky were lost in a cave” without altering the
character of the remark. The critic probably is not pretending to
assert that Tom and Becky were (actually) lost in a cave. But our
habit of dropping fictional operators persists even in sober criticism,
and testifies to the ease with which we can be induced to play along,
deliberately, with a work of fiction.

In German the indicative mood is used ordinarily only when the
speaker is committed to the truth of the sentence or clause in ques-
tion. But fictional statements constitute a striking exception to this
generalization; the indicative is used in fictional statements even
though the speaker is not committed to their truth. (One says, for
example, “Robinson Crusoe hat einen Schiffbruch iiberlebt,” which
is indicative, even though one is not claiming that there actually
was a person named “Robinson Crusoe” who survived a shipwreck.)
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The explanation is that speakers are often pretending to express
their commitment to the truth of sentences or clauses in fictional
contexts. So naturally they use the indicative mood in these cases;
they speak as they would if they were not pretending. And the habit
of using the indicative persists even when there is little or no such
pretense.

VI

The treatment of Charles’s “fear of the slime” suggested above can
serve as a model for understanding other psychological attitudes
ostensibly directed toward fictional things. When it is said that
someone pities Willy Loman, or worries about Tom and Becky, or
detests Iago, or envies Superman, what is said is probably not
literally true.** But the person is, actually, in a distinctive psycho-
logical (emotional?) state, even if that state is not pity or worry or
hate or envy. And his being in this state is a result of his awareness
of certain make-believe truths: that make-believedly Willy is an
innocent victim of cruel circumstances, that make-believedly Tom
and Becky might perish in the cave, that make-believedly Iago de-
ceived Othello about Desdemona, that make-believedly Superman
can do almost anything. The fact that the person’s psychological
state is as it is, and is caused by such beliefs, makes it make-believe
that he pities Willy, worries about Tom and Becky, hates Iago, or
envies Superman.

We have here a particularly intimate relation between the real
world and fictional worlds. Insofar as make-believe truths are gen-
erated by a spectator’s or reader’s state of mind, he is no mere
“external observer” of the fictional world. Ascertaining what make-
believedly is true of himself is to a large extent a matter of intro-
spection (or of whatever sort of “privileged access” one has to one’s
own beliefs and sensations). In fact, when Charles watches the
horror movie, for example, introspection is involved in ascertaining
not merely that make-believedly he is afraid of the slime, but also
make-believe truths about the nature and progress of his fear. If
it is make-believe that his fear is overwhelming, or that it is only
momentary, this is so because his quasi-fear sensations are over-

15 Assuming of course that the person realizes that he is dealing with a work
of fiction. Even so, arguments are needed to show that such statements are not
literally true, and I shall not provide them here. But it is plausible that pity,
worry about, hate, and envy are such that one cannot have them without
believing that their objects exist, just as one cannot fear something without
believing that it threatens one. Yet even if one can, and does, envy a character,
for example, it may also be make-believe that one does so, and this make-
believe truth may be generated by facts of the sort my theory indicates.
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whelming, or are only momentary. Make-believedly his fear grows
more or less intense, or becomes almost unbearable, or finally sub-
sides, etc., as his quasi-fear feelings change in these ways. So it is
by attention to the nature if his own actual experience that Charles
is aware of make-believe truths about the nature of his fear. He
follows the progress of his make-believe fear by introspection, much
as one who is literally afraid follows the progress of his actual fear.

It would not be too far wrong to say that Charles actually ex-
periences his make-believe fear. I don’t mean that there is a special
kind of fear, make-believe fear, which Charles experiences. What
he actually experiences, his quasi-fear feelings, are not feelings of
fear. But it is true of them that make-believedly they are feelings
of fear. They generate de re make-believe truths about themselves,
and so belong to the fictional world just as Charles himself does.
What Charles actually experiences is such that make-believedly it
is (an experience of) fear.

Cases like that of Charles contrast strikingly with others in which
an actual person belongs to a fictional world. Consider a perform-
ance of William Luce’s play about Emily Dickinson, The Belle of
Amherst, in which Julie Harris plays Emily Dickinson. Suppose
that Emily Dickinson herself, with the help of a time machine or
a fortuitous reincarnation, is in the audience. In order to discover
make-believe truths about herself, including what make-believedly
she thinks and feels, Dickinson must observe Julie Harris’s actions,
just as any spectator must. It is as though she is watching another
person, despite the fact that that “person,” the character, is herself.
Dickinson has no special intimacy with make-believe truths about
her own mental state.¢ The situation is basically the same if
Dickinson should replace Julie Harris in the lead role and act the
part herself. She still must judge from her external behavior, from
what spectators could observe, whether or not it is make-believe
that she is afraid or worried or whatever—and she might easily be
mistaken about how she looks to spectators. It is still as though she
considers herself “from the outside,” from the perspective of an-
other person.

This is clearly not true of Charles. It is not as though Charles

161 have in mind those make-believe truths about her mental state which
are generated by what happens on stage. Dickinson is not only a character in
the play, but also a spectator. In the latter capacity she is like Charles; her
actual mental state generates make-believe truths about herself. Dickinson is
in a curiously ambiguous position. But it is not an uncommon one; people
frequently have dreams in which they watch themselves (“from the outside”)
doing things.
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were confronting another person, a fictional version of himself,
but rather as though he himself actually fears the slime. (Never-
theless, he does not.) Make-believe facts about his fear, especially
the fact that make-believedly it is his, are portrayed to Charles in
an extraordinarily realistic manner. And make-believe facts about
our pity for Willy, our dislike of Iago, and so forth, are similarly
vivid to us. We and Charles feel ourselves to be part of fictional
worlds, to be intimately involved with the slime, or Willy, or with
whatever constituents of fictional worlds are, make-believedly, ob-
jects of our feelings and attitudes.

We see, now, how fictional worlds can seem to us almost as “real”
as the real world is, even though we know perfectly well that they
are not. We have begun to understand what happens when we get
emotionally “involved” in a novel or play or film, when we are
“caught up in the story.”

The theory I have presented is designed to capture intuitions
lying behind the traditional ideas that the normal or desired atti-
tude toward fiction involves a “suspension of disbelief,” or a “de-
crease of distance.”” These phrases are unfortunate. They strongly
suggest that people do not (completely) disbelieve what they read
in novels and see on the stage or screen, that, e.g., we somehow
accept it as fact that a boy named “Huckleberry Finn” floated down
the Mississippi River—at least while we are engrossed in the novel.
The normal reader does not accept this as fact, nor should he. Our
disbelief is “suspended” only in the sense that it is, in some ways,
set aside or ignored. We don’t believe that there was a Huck Finn,
but what interests us is the fact that make-believedly there was one,
and that make-believedly he floated down the Mississippi and did
various other things. But this hardly accounts for the sense of
“decreased distance” between us and fictions. It still has us peering
down on fictional worlds from reality above, however fascinated
we might be, for some mysterious reason, by what we see.

On my theory we accomplish the “decrease of distance” not by
promoting fictions to our level but by descending to theirs. (More
accurately, we extend ourselves to their level, since we do not stop
actually existing when it becomes fictional that we exist.) Make-
believedly we do believe, we know, that Huck Finn floated down
the Mississippi. And make-believedly we have various feelings and
attitudes about him and his adventures. Rather than somehow fool-
ing ourselves into thinking fictions are real, we become fictional.
So we end up “on the same level” with fictions. And our presence
there is accomplished in the extraordinarily realistic manner that
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I described. This enables us to comprehend our sense of closeness
to fictions, without attributing to ourselves patently false beliefs.

We are now in a position to expect progress on the fundamental
question of why and how fiction is important. Why don’t we dismiss
novels, plays, and films as “mere fiction” and hence unworthy of
serious attention?

Much has been said about the value and importance of dreams,
fantasy, and children’s games of make-believe.?” It has been sug-
gested, variously, that such activities serve to clarify one’s feelings,
help one to work out conflicts, provide an outlet for the expression
of repressed or socially unacceptable feelings, prepare one emo-
tionally for possible future crises by providing “practice” in facing
imaginary crises. It is natural to presume that our experience of
representational works of art is valuable for similar reasons. But
this presumption is not very plausible, I think, unless something
like the theory I have presented is correct.

It is my impression that people are usually, perhaps always,
characters in their own dreams and daydreams. We dream and
fantasize about ourselves. Sometimes one’s role in one’s dream-world
or fantasy-world is limited to that of observing other goings-on.
But to have even this role is to belong to the fictional world. (We
must distinguish between being, in one’s dream, an observer of
certain events, and merely “observing,” having, a dream about
those events.) Similarly, children are nearly always characters in
their games of make-believe. To play dolls or school, hobby horses
or mud pies, is to be an actor portraying oneself.

I suggest that much of the value of dreaming, fantasizing, and
making-believe depends crucially on one’s thinking of oneself as
belonging to a fictional world. It is chiefly by fictionally facing
certain situations, engaging in certain activities, and having or
expressing certain feelings, I think, that a dreamer, fantasizer, or
game player comes to terms with his actual feelings—that he dis-
covers them, learns to accept them, purges himself of them, or
whatever exactly it is that he does.

If T am right about this, people can be expected to derive similar
benefits from novels, plays, and films only if it is fictional that they
themselves exist and participate (if only as observers) in the events
portrayed in the works, i.e., only if my theory is on the right track.

I find encouragement for these speculations in the deliberate use
of role-playing in educational simulation games, and as a thera-

17 A good source concerning make-believe games is Jerome L. Singer, et al.,
The Child's World of Make-Believe (New York: Academic Press, 1973).



FEARING FICTIONS 25

peutic technique in certain kinds of psychotherapy (e.g., Gestalt
therapy). A therapist may ask his patient to pretend that his mother
is present, or that some inanimate object is his mother, and to
“talk to her.” He may then be asked to “be” the mother, and to
say how he feels (when he “is” the mother), how he acts, what he
looks like, etc. I will not venture an explanation of how such
therapeutic techniques are effective, nor of why simulation games
work. But whatever explanation is appropriate will, I suspect, go
a long way toward explaining why we are as interested in works of
fiction as we are, and clarifying what we get from them. The im-
portant place that novels, plays, and films have in our lives appears
mysterious only on the supposition that we merely stand outside
fictional worlds and look in, pressing our noses against an in-
violable barrier. Once our presence within fictional worlds is rec-
ognized, suitable explanations seem within reach.

VII

A more immediate benefit of my theory is its capacity to handle
puzzles. I conclude with the resolution of two more. First, consider
a playgoer who finds happy endings asinine or dull, and hopes that
the play he is watching will end tragically. He “wants the heroine
to suffer a cruel fate,” for only if she does, he thinks, will the play
be worth watching. But at the same time he is caught up in the
story and ‘“‘sympathizes with the heroine”; he “wants her to escape.”
It is obvious that these two apparent desires may perfectly well
coexist. Are we to say that the spectator is torn between opposite
interests, that he wants the heroine to survive and also wants her
not to? This does not ring true. Both of the playgoer’s “conflicting
desires” may be wholehearted. He may hope unreservedly that the
work will end with disaster for the heroine, and he may, with equal
singlemindedness, “want her to escape such an undeserved fate.”
Moreover, he may be entirely aware of both “desires,” and yet feel
no particular conflict between them.

My theory provides a neat explanation. It is merely make-believe
that the spectator sympathizes with the heroine and wants her to
escape. And he (really) wants it to be make-believe that she suffers
a cruel end. He does not have conflicting desires. Nor, for that
matter, is it make-believe that he does.

The second puzzle concerns why it is that works last as well as
they do, how they can survive multiple readings or viewings with-
out losing their effectiveness.

18 David Lewis pointed out to me the relevance of my theory to this puzzle.
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Suspense of one kind or another is an important ingredient in
our experience of most works: Will Jack, of Jack and the Beanstalk,
succeed in ripping off the giant without being caught? Will Tom
and Becky find their way out of the cave? Will Hamlet ever get
around to avenging the murder of his father? What is in store for
Julius Caesar on the Ides of March? Will Godot come?

But how can there be suspense if we already know how things
will turn out? Why, for example, should Tom and Becky’s plight
concern or even interest a reader who knows, from reading the
novel previously, that eventually they will escape from the cave?
One might have supposed that, once we have experienced a work
often enough to learn thoroughly the relevant features of the plot,
it would lose its capacity to create suspense, and that future read-
ings or viewings of it would lack the excitement of the first one.
But this frequently is not what happens. Some works, to be sure,
fade quickly from exposure, and familiarity does alter our experi-
ence in certain ways. But the power of many works is remarkably
permanent, and the nature of their effectiveness remarkably con-
sistent. In particular, suspense may remain a crucial element in our
response to a work almost no matter how familiar we are with it.
One may “worry” just as intensely about Tom and Becky while
rereading The Adventures of Tom Sawyer, despite on€’s knowledge
of the outcome, as would a person reading it for the first time. A
child listening to Jack and the Beanstalk for the umpteenth time,
long after she has memorized it word for word, may feel much the
same excitement when the giant discovers Jack and goes after him,
the same gripping suspense, that she felt when she first heard the
story. Children, far from being bored by familiar stories, often beg
to hear the same ones over and over again.

None of this is surprising on my theory. The child hearing Jack
and the Beanstalk knows that make-believedly Jack will escape, but
make-believedly she does not know that he will—until the reading
of the passage describing his escape. She is engaged in her own
game of make-believe during the reading, a game in which make-
believedly she learns for the first time about Jack and the giant as
she hears about them.? It is her make-believe uncertainty (the fact
that make-believedly she is uncertain), not any actual uncertainty,
that is responsible for the excitement and suspense that she feels.

19 It is probably make-believe that someone (the narrator), whose word the
child can trust, is giving her a serious report about a confrontation between a
boy named “Jack” and a giant. Cf. my “Points of View in Narrative and De-
pictive Representation,” Noiis, X, 1 (March 1976): 49-61.
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The point of hearing the story is not, or not merely, to learn about
Jack’s confrontation with the giant, but to play a game of make-
believe. One cannot learn, each time one hears the story, what
make-believedly Jack and the giant do, unless one always forgets
in between times. But one can and does participate each time in a
game of make-believe. The point of hearing Jack and the Beanstalk
is to have the experience of being such that, make-believedly, one
realizes with trepidation the danger Jack faces, waits breathlessly
to see whether the giant will awake, feels sudden terror when he
does awake, and finally learns with admiration and relief how Jack
chops down the beanstalk, killing the giant.

Why play the same game over and over? In the first place, the
game may not be exactly the same each time, even if the readings
are the same. On one occasion it may be make-believe that the child
is paralyzed by fear for Jack, overwhelmed by the gravity of the
situation, and emotionally drained when Jack finally bests the
giant. On another occasion it may be make-believe that the child
is not very seriously concerned about Jack’s safety and that her
dominant feelings are admiration for Jack’s exploits, the thrill of
adventure, and a sense of exhilaration at the final outcome. But
even if the game is much the same from reading to reading, one’s
emotional needs may require the therapy of several or many
repetitions. f

KENDALL L. WALTON
The University of Michigan

HUME’S ANALYSIS OF PRIDE

UME says that pride is a “passion placed betwixt two ideas
of which one produces it and the other is produced by
it.” * Donald Davidsont tries to convince us that the

ideas and impressions in question are really propositional attitudes,
and that the idea-to-passion-to-idea sequence Hume refers to is both
a causal sequence and a move from premises to validly inferred
conclusion, so that Humean causes can be seen as also reasons. If
this were correct, then Hume, at least as far as psychological causa-
tion goes, would be found to be requiring that a cause contain the

* A Treatise of Human Nature, L. A. Selby-Bigge, ed. (Oxford: Clarendon,
1951), p. 278; hereafter abbreviated T.

t*“Hume’s Cognitive Theory of Pride,” this JOURNAL, Lxxxmi, 19 (Nov. 4,
1976): 744-757. Page references to Davidson will be to this article.
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