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Abstract 

This bachelor thesis focuses on similarities and differences in the narrative strategies in the 

novels To Kill a Mockingbird and The Bluest Eye. The main objective lies in the analysis of 

how, and for what purpose, the two modes of narration, telling and showing (also diegesis and 

mimesis) are used. Furthermore, the thesis provides a comparison between two different 

narrators and it attempts to describe the effect their narrative has on the implied reader. 
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Abstrakt 

Tato bakalářská práce se zaměřuje na shodné a odlišné rysy narativních strategií v románech 

Jak zabít ptáčka a Velmi modré oči. Hlavní část práce analyzuje jakým způsobem a za jakým 

účelem romány využívají dvou módů narace, vyprávění a ukazování (nebo také diegesis a 

mimesis). Práce se také zaměřuje na porovnání dvou rozdílných typů vypravěčů a snaží se 

popsat jaký efekt jejich vyprávění má na implikovaného čtenáře. 
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Introduction 

The main objective of my thesis is to analyze how the narrative in the novels To Kill a 

Mockingbird and The Bluest Eye is structured, what effects it has on the reader and how these 

effects are produced by different narrative modes.  

Having read the novels in short succession, I wanted to be able to describe how it is 

possible that two narratives, which are seemingly very similar, bring about a completely 

different reading experience. For that reason I researched the terminology which would allow 

me to describe what I, on the first reading, was only able to perceive rather intuitively. Firstly, 

I have focused mainly on the Platonic distinction of narrative into two modes, diegesis and 

mimesis, or, in Booth’s terms, telling and showing. However, it soon became clear that this 

basic dichotomy would not be sufficient for a proper analysis of the differences and 

similarities of the two narratives. Seymour Chatman’s book, Story and Discourse, Wayne C. 

Booth’s Rhetoric of Fiction, together with David Lodge’s critical works provided me with the 

rest of the critical terms which I needed to begin the analysis. 

As for the structure of the proposed thesis, it is, firstly, divided into two parts, the 

Theoretical and the Practical. The former comprises of Chapters 1-6, the latter of Chapters 7-

12. The Theoretical Part establishes the terminology without which the practical analysis 

could not be carried out. In Chapter 1, I discuss the basic dichotomy of narration established 

by Plato and the development of the two terms, diegesis and mimesis, in modern narratology. 

Consequently, Chapter 2 discusses the modernist doctrines about fiction, more specifically, 

the supposed superiority of mimesis over diegesis. Chapter 3 presents Booth’s three sets of 

literary interest, which help to demonstrate that the modernist assertion that pure mimesis is 

always desirable while diegesis is inartistic is rather illogical. Chapter 4 remarks on the 

concepts of the real author, the implied author, the narrator, the real reader, the implied reader 

and the narratee. Another term, crucial for the practical analysis, the point of view and its 

combination with the narrative voice, is expounded on in Chapter 5. The last chapter of the 

theoretical part, Chapter 6, provides a combination of the narrative dichotomy of diegesis and 

mimesis with the various parties of the narrative transaction as it discusses Chatman’s scale of 

the teller’s audibility. 

The structure of the Practical Part attempts to demonstrate all the phenomena discussed in 

the Theoretical Part. In Chapter 7, I begin with a comparative analysis of the first paragraphs 

of both novels. Chapter 8 discusses the formal structure of the novels, their division into parts 
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and chapters and their semantic functions. In Chapter 9 I analyze how the narrator is realized 

in the novels and the various effects they produce, while Chapter 10 deals with the 

phenomenon of the narratee. In Chapter 11 the various uses of diegesis and mimesis are 

discussed with the help of Chatman’s concept of the teller’s audibility. The last chapter of the 

practical part, Chapter 12, compares the differences of the implied authors and readers of both 

novels and it expounds on the literary interests the two implied authors attempt to evoke. In 

the Conclusion I strive to synthetize all the gained findings from the Practical Part.  
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Theoretical Part 

1 Diegesis and Mimesis – Basic Dichotomy of Narration 

The two terms crucial for this thesis, diegesis and mimesis, originated in the 5th century BC. 

Coined by Plato in Book III of his Socratic dialogue, The Republic, they have been taken 

over, molded and adjusted by literary critics (Lodge, After 28). To be able to examine 

different conceptions and uses of this pair of critical categories it is necessary to start with 

their origin and basic definition. 

In his proto-narratology, Plato strived to establish efficient terminology that would be 

suitable for categorization of different ways of story-telling. Halliwell explains that the 

original Greek verb, “diegeisthai”, from which the noun, diegesis, later developed, translates 

into English as “explain, expound” or “narrate”. The meaning of “mimesis” is slightly more 

problematic, as it appears in Plato’s texts in two senses. In the broad sense, it designates any 

artistic “representation, depiction, expression in various media”, in the narrow sense it could 

be translated as “dramatic enactment” (Halliwell). Lodge emphasizes that it is imperative for 

literary critics not to mistake the narrow sense of mimesis which is the one of interest, “the 

quoted direct speech of characters”, with the more general term representing any “imitation as 

opposed to reality” (After 28). 

Plato thus divided the narrative discourse into three types: “plain/unmixed diegesis”, a 

term for the direct addresses in an author’s voice, “diegesis by means of mimesis”, 

designating the narrative realized by direct speech of the characters, and “compound 

narrative”, which presents a mixture of the two modes (Halliwell). However, it is crucial to 

point out that Plato distinguished between two types of diegesis: diegesis proper in the 

author’s voice and diegesis realized by mimesis – in other words, diegesis in the voice of 

various characters. He did not treat the two terms as co-hyponyms, contrary to the modern 

opposition of telling vs. showing, but he saw mimesis as a subtype, as one possible way of 

realizing diegesis. 

Being concerned with psychological and ethical aspects of narration, his use of the terms 

was distinctly normative. He felt anxious about the power of the mimetic mode to present 

different characters’ viewpoints, as he feared that this “multiple personality” might endanger 

“the unity of soul” of the Republic’s citizens (Halliwell). As Lodge puts it, Plato feared “the 
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morally debilitating effect of skilful mimesis of imperfect personages” (After 30). Thus, he 

considered mimesis dangerous, manipulative and seductive and, consequently, undesirable.  

To summarize, the terms were taken over by literary criticism as two binary modes of 

writing, where diegesis, also referred to as “telling”, denotes direct addresses of the narrator, 

may it be his reporting, descriptions, summarizing or commenting on his story. Mimesis, also 

“showing”, “scene” or “dramatic mode”, on the other hand, is generally understood as 

“representation of action in the imitated voices of the character or characters”, in other words 

the characters’ direct speech (Lodge, After 28).  

However, as suggested by Halliwell, thanks to the rapidly developing modern narratology 

of the 20th century “the vocabulary of diegesis/mimesis was given a new currency” which, 

nevertheless, brought many problematic simplifications. Modern authors and literary critics 

who work with the Platonic narrative dichotomy are, nevertheless, aware of the 

insufficiencies of the terms with which they cope in various ways. The following theoretical 

chapters focus on different concepts of Wayne C. Booth, David Lodge and Seymour 

Chatman. They all strive to provide efficient tools for descriptive, rather than prescriptive, 

analysis of novelistic narrative, which would be based on or connected with the 

diegesis/mimesis distinction and which would, at the same time, compensate for its 

shortcomings. 

2 Aesthetic Superiority of Mimesis 

It was already explained in the previous chapter that Plato used the diegesis/mimesis 

distinction for normative purposes, since he was afraid of the impact mimetically presented 

narrative might have on the people of the Republic. Interestingly enough, in the first half of 

the 20th century, the two terms were, yet again, turned into a doctrine by the modernist 

movement. However, while Plato mistrusted the powerful illusion the mode of mimesis brings 

about, the modernists saw it as aesthetically superior and they, therefore, attempted to purify 

novelistic discourse of the diegetic mode altogether by eliminating “overt signs of the author’s 

presence” (Booth 16). Such dogmatism is exemplified by the theory of Jean-Paul Sartre who 

called for absolute realism, including “a temporal realism” in which absolutely no 

abbreviations of the story time were allowed (Booth52). 

Booth admits that the modernist movement brought “degrees of psychic and physical 

vividness” yet unknown and their new methods of narration are revolutionary and highly 
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useful “whenever such vividness is appropriate” (Booth 62). However, he claims that their 

struggle to achieve absolute realism in their works proved detrimental in dogmatic hands. The 

realistic authors who were the first to call for greater realistic intensity in fiction, Henry James 

among them, at the same time realized the complexity of the authorial voice. Consequently, 

they did not simplify narrative into dichotomous distinction between diegesis and mimesis 

(Booth 23). Booth further argues, that for James a novel was successful simply as long as it 

was interesting in one way or the other. Unfortunately, literary critics following James’s 

realistic tradition turned his open-minded theory into one extreme requirement for mimetic 

dramatization of the novel. Subsequently, any kind of telling started to be considered 

inartistic. 

Nonetheless, Booth sees this claim as a gross oversimplification and he tries, with great 

success, to demonstrate its nonsensicality. To refute the justification of the modernist 

demands for the perfect realistic illusion and the need for objectivity of the author is, 

however, extremely troublesome. Firstly, it is easily proved that reckless authorial intrusions 

are harmful to fiction and similarly that “an episode shown is more effective than the same 

episode told” (Booth 28). Secondly, since the modernists who fought to repudiate all forms of 

telling from fiction at the same time raised the novelistic genre to the artistic position earlier 

accredited only to poetry, their doctrines are more easily taken as generally valid rules. For 

Booth, however, it seems absurd to reduce fiction to two groups according to two simplistic 

modes through which they are realized: telling which is at all times only rhetorical and 

inartistic and showing which is always highly aesthetical and worthy of praise. In his view, 

literature of the 21st century has shown that a book meticulously written in pure mimesis does 

not automatically merit critical praise simply because it “looks modern” (Booth 64). The true 

art of narration lies in the author’s ability to decide what scenes deserve to be fully dramatized 

and highlighted through the mode of showing and where, on the other hand, summary is 

called for.  

Moreover, Booth points out that the modernists, searching for general “constants” (a term 

coined by Caroline Gordon) which ensure the literary quality of a novel, forgot that there is 

not a single type of novel but a great variety of “peculiar literary kinds, each with its unique 

demands that may modify the general standards” (34). As a result, modernists strove for three 

general requirements. These could be summarized as the need for all novels to be realistic, for 

all authors to remain objective and the precondition that a good novel is written without a 

single thought of its reader since any “recognizable concern for the reader” was viewed as “a 
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commercial blemish” (Booth 90). Yet, Booth argues that all these criteria are useful only 

unless they are dogmatized, since one always has to take into account the peculiarities of the 

novel in question and the particular set of interests the novelist had in mind while creating the 

novel. He recognizes that a good novel should not be read simply for the enjoyment of a 

suspenseful plot. Nevertheless, it always has to capture the reader’s attention so that they are 

motivated enough to reach the end, because, as he admits, he suspects that “many besides 

Yeats have praised Ulysses as a work of genius without being sufficiently interested even to 

finish it” (Booth 64). He also states that: 

Every literary work of any power – whether or not its author composed it with his 

audience in mind – is in fact an elaborate system of controls over the reader’s 

involvement and detachment along various lines of interest. (Booth 123) 

Consequently, he strives to establish an overview of novelistic interests that hold the 

reader’s attention. An overview, which is suitable for the descriptive analysis of novels which 

would, under modernist criteria, be considered aesthetically inferior or inartistic. Furthermore, 

the modernist’s attempt to erase the reader from the literary plane was later overthrown by 

literary criticism of the 1970’s. To provide an example, as Fowler explains, Riffaterre 

established in 1966 that “the reader must be at the forefront of critical attention” since without 

“the active participation of an informed reader” literature could not come into being (Fowler 

236). With the rise of post-structuralism and deconstruction the tables turned and while the 

authors were being obliterated from their own work the importance of the reader in the 

construction of textual meaning escalated rapidly (Culler 125-26).  Similarly, the importance 

of the reader’s role logically ensues from Chatman’s study of the various functions of the 

implied reader and the narratee which is elaborated on in greater detail in chapter 4. 

3 Various Types of Literary Interest 

As was already mentioned above, Booth holds the view that a literary work should be 

analyzed with respect to its particular style, purpose and function and not according to a rigid 

set of doctrines which cannot encompass all the possibilities good fiction can exploit. There 

are several types of interest that novelists have at hand and Booth divides them according to 

the three kinds of general values that sustain the readers: “intellectual or cognitive”, 

“qualitative” and “practical” (125). 

The intellectual interest motivates the readers to seek some kind of truth or knowledge, be 

it “the true interpretation, the true reasons, the true origins, the true motives, or the truth about 

life itself” (Booth 125). One is compelled to read on for the need to discover the truth about 
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the values and norms of life in the fictional world or, in modern plotless novels one seeks to 

uncover recurrent themes, images or symbols. As an example of a literary form focused 

purely on intellectual interest Booth considers the philosophical treatise attempting to raise 

significant questions or “the purely ratiocinative detective novel” (126). 

The qualitative values, on the other hand, arouse the desire of a certain quality in the 

novel. Firstly, starting to follow a causal chain of events humans tend to expect and even 

demand certain consequences: 

[…] our desire for causal completion is one of the strongest of interests available to the 

author. Not only do we believe that certain causes do in life produce certain effects; in 

literature we believe that they should. (Booth 126) 

However, one needs to be careful not to mistake the pleasure from the cause-effect 

quality with the practical interest in the plot development or well-being of a character as those 

two can very often come into conflict. Secondly, the reader is sustained by what Booth calls 

“conventional expectations”, meaning that a certain genre automatically promises certain 

qualities which the reader expects from their reading experience (127). Thus, discovering 

“balance, symmetry, climax, repetition, contrast” and other qualities in a work brings the 

reader satisfaction (127). Similarly, if a novel appears to be stylistically excellent, brimful of 

wit and irony or uniquely sublime or ambiguous on its first pages the reader will continue 

reading in the hope of discovering more of the quality promised. 

The third category – the practical interest – denotes our emotional engagement in the plot 

and development of the characters. The reader might, for instance, wish for a character to 

succeed or fail in their endeavors or desire a change in their personality or fortune. Yet again, 

the modernists saw any emotional involvement of both the author and the reader not only 

undesirable but incompatible with true art. Ortega states that art disappears from the readers’ 

sight the moment they start to experience the characters’ fate and become directly involved in 

it. He criticizes the 19th century novelists for requiring from the reader no “power to focus on 

transparencies and images” which is characteristic of “the artistic sensibility”, and demanding 

only “human sensibility and willingness to sympathize with our neighbor’s joys and worries” 

(Ortega 11). Thus, calling for dehumanization of art, the modernists beseeched a reader who 

instead of reveling in sentimentalities would be able to appreciate the intellectual beauty of 

pure artistic forms. Similarly, Virginia Woolf considers the reading public tyrannical, since it 

requires writers “to provide a plot, to provide comedy, tragedy, love interest” (Woolf qtd. in 

Booth 91). However, Booth argues that “[t]he very structure of fiction and, hence, of our 

appreciation of it is often built of such practical, and in themselves seemingly ‘non-aesthetic’ 
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materials.” (133, italics added). No matter how much the modernists protested against the 

reader’s emotional involvement in the novel, one cannot help but get engaged in the destinies 

of fictional characters. Even if an educated and sophisticated reader manages to appreciate the 

intellectual and cognitive qualities of a work, the practical interest is often what compels them 

to read on. 

Although a novel can rely fully on only one of the three types of interest, the most 

powerful works typically manage to combine all three of them. This fact is exemplified by 

Shakespeare who manages “to involve our minds, hearts and sensibilities simultaneously” 

(Booth 134). However, there are interests whose effect it is impossible to combine or which 

are incongruous with certain rhetoric. One cannot take pleasure from life’s ambiguities and 

from gratifying the curiosity raised by intellectual interests simultaneously. By the same 

token, highlighting the practical interests through overt commentary or summary must 

necessarily lessen the qualitative pleasure taken from the purely realistic illusion cast by the 

modernists. 

Nevertheless, Booth reiterates that not every novel must share identical pursuits and aims 

and the appeal of it should not be measured by general constants but by how the work 

achieves the concrete effects that it attempts to produce. The reader’s “pursuit of secondary 

interests”, however, should never “diminish interests that the author most desires” (Booth 

134). In order to prevent precisely such misreading the novelist needs to use all available 

rhetorical tools. By doing so, he can mold the implied reader into a personality most likely to 

appreciate the particular work of art and the distinct combination of interests he chose to 

employ. 

4 Parties of the Narrative Transaction 

Having examined the original Platonic distinction of mimesis/diegesis and outlined the 

various theoretical problems it brought into literary criticism, it is necessary to look, firstly, at 

who actually participates in the narrative creation and reproduction. A better understanding of 

different parties of what Chatman calls “the narrative transaction” enables one to delve further 

into possible solutions of how to provide for the insufficiencies of the above discussed 

simplified narrative dichotomy (147). The difference between the real author, the implied 

author and the narrator or between the real reader, the implied reader and the narratee needs to 

be examined before a proper analysis of a narrative can be attempted. 
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4.1 The Real Author, the Implied Author and the Narrator 

It goes without saying that the real author is the human of flesh and blood who sits behind a 

desk and creates a literary work. He or she is the person who is awarded literary prices, who 

goes to interviews, who receives the attention of the reading public and the critique or praise 

of the reviewers (Lodge, After 15-16). By composing a narrative through a mixture of overt or 

covert narrators, authorial commentary, descriptions and summaries and through the speech of 

various characters the real author creates an image of the implied author. While the real 

author loses all the power he has over his creation the moment his book is published (Lodge, 

After 7), his shadow in the form of the implied author (also the “official scribe” or “the 

author’s second self” in Booth (71)) remains present in the text. Lodge, for instance, 

succinctly defines the implied author as “the creative mind implied by the existence of the 

text, to whose original activity we attribute the effects and values we, as readers, discover in 

it” (After 144). 

Booth emphasizes that it is the implied author who sets the moral norms of his fictional 

world, not the real author, whose official scribes may greatly differ from one novel to another 

as every one of them might possess absolutely disparate values. The reader’s “sense of the 

implied author” is reconstructed not only from “the extractable meanings but also the moral 

and emotional content of each bit of action and suffering of all the characters” (Booth 73). 

Chatman, however, takes a slightly different view from Booth. He argues that while it is true 

that “the implied author establishes the norms of the narrative”, they are not necessarily moral 

values, but “general cultural codes” which are postulated by the real author “through his 

implied authors” (Chatman 149). 

The implied author is what the reader reconstructs from the narrative whole, he is “the 

principle that invented the narrator, along with everything else in the narrative” but he never 

is the narrator since he “has no voice, no direct means of communicating” (Chatman 148). It 

logically ensues that the narrator is then the presence who tells us the story, may he be covert 

and nearly inaudible or speaking to the reader overtly, for instance as a character-narrator in 

the first person narratives. While the implied author is inescapably present in every novel or 

literary text, there may not be a narrator if the story is conveyed through pure mimesis. 

4.2 The Real Reader, The Implied Reader and The Narratee 

The three categories of the real reader, the implied reader and the narratee are analogical to 

the relationship of the real author, the implied author and the narrator. The real reader is any 
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person who picks up a book and starts reading, while the implied reader is the image of the 

ideal personality able to appreciate the qualities presented by the implied author (Booth 138). 

In as much as the narrator is optional to the narrative transaction, the narratee, the 

narrator’s interlocutor, might not be present either. He is most easily recognizable if the 

narrator addresses him directly as “you” or “dear reader”. Same as the narrator, he can be 

intrinsically present in the story as one of the characters or he may remain outside it, being 

both covert and overt (Chatman 253-54). 

Having established the difference between the distinct parties of the chain of narrative 

communication, it should be mentioned that there might be different degree of closeness 

between the separate personas. For instance, in case the narrator’s values considerably differ 

from the norms set by the implied author, the narrator is considered unreliable (Booth 158-

59). Similarly, the distance between the implied author and the implied reader, between the 

narrator and the character, the narrator and narratee etc. may vary “from identification to 

complete opposition, on any axis of value, moral, intellectual, aesthetic, and even physical” 

(Booth 155). Such disparity or, on the contrary, harmony between the individual participants 

of the narrative quite logically produce various effects on the reader. Consequently, by 

controlling the distance between, for instance, the narrator, the characters and the narratee the 

author at the same time regulates the distance of the implied reader. 

5 Point of View – Insufficiencies and Imprecisions of the Term 

Prior to the analysis of the precise scale of the narrator’s audibility (and thus the precise 

degree of diegesis), the difference between the point of view and the author’s voice needs to 

be settled. While Chatman calls the point of view “one of the most troublesome of critical 

terms” (151), Booth laments “the embarrassing inadequacy of our traditional classification of 

“point of view” into three or four kinds” (149). However, imprecise as it may be, the point of 

view is still crucial for describing the narrative. For instance, Lodge states that: 

The choice of the point of view from which the story is told is arguably the most 

important single decision that the novelist has to make, for it fundamentally affects the 

way readers will respond, emotionally and morally, to the fictional characters and their 

actions (Art 26). 

Chatman explains and solves the problem by dividing the point of view into three senses 

that might (although not necessarily) combine, and by defining clearly the crucial difference 

between the point of view and the narrative voice. Firstly, he divides the point of view into 

“perceptual”, “conceptual” and “interest point of view” (152). The literal conception, the 
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perceptual point of view, describes the physical aspect, in other words, through whose eyes 

the narrative is perceived. Thus, what is described is what a character is able to see, hear or 

feel at the time. The “figurative” sense, the conceptual point of view, expresses through 

whose “attitudes”, “way of thinking” or “ideology” the narrative is filtered (151-52). For 

example, an event may be interpreted in thoughts of a child, or a mentally or morally 

disturbed character. Lastly, the “transferred” conception, the interest point of view, indicates 

through whose “general interest, profit, welfare” the story is viewed (152). The interest point 

of view is best identifiable when the narrator interprets what the character does not even 

consciously realize, yet what directly concerns his or her well-being. In the narrative, 

Chatman explains, the character, the narrator and the implied author might provide any 

combination of the above mentioned senses, which, obviously, greatly complicates the matter. 

Furthermore, this mixture of possible points of view interacts with how it is expressed through 

voice. It is vital to realize that point of view only expresses the “perspective in terms of which 

the expression is made”, but it does not encompass the concrete wording of events which is 

always realized through voice (Chatman 153).  

Consequently, a story might be narrated through any mixture of point of view senses of a 

plain-spoken character while being worded in the register of an eloquent narrator. Similarly, 

while the perceptual, cognitive or (and) interest point of view might be of a child whose 

vocabulary and cognition is limited by their age, the narrator might express this perspective 

with verbal and intellectual skill of an educated adult. Therefore, it is imperative not to 

confuse one with the other. 

6 Degrees of the Teller’s Audibility – Nonnarration, Covert and 

Overt Narrators 

It has already been established that the basic mimesis/diegesis dichotomy is a gross 

simplification of a complicated issue that the novelistic narrative is. Chatman brilliantly 

solves the insufficiencies by treating the two terms not as a binary opposition but as a gradual 

scale, the two extreme points being the pure mimesis at “the negative pole” and the pure 

diegesis at “the positive pole” (166). Although “pure mimesis is an illusion” (Chatman 147, 

Cf. Booth 16-20), there are literary devices through which the author is able to achieve a near 

semblance to reality, which are conventionally labelled as pure mimesis. The more audible the 

narrator is to his audience, the closer one gets to the positive pole of pure diegesis. 
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6.1 Nonnarration – Pure Mimesis 

Where the narration is minimally mediated by a teller, Chatman labels it as “nonnarration” 

(166). According to Booth, in such a narrative, the implied author is identical with what he 

calls “the undramatized narrator” (151). Closest to pure mimesis, or nonnarration, are, 

according to Chatman, epistolary and diary novels, because, in them, the characters can 

express themselves without any narratorial voice present (169). A step further on the 

diegesis/mimesis spectrum then would be unmediated records of speech; i.e. direct speech of 

the characters, either tagged or free. Although mostly mimetic, direct speech already 

presupposes a narrator who, remaining silent, listens and writes the conversation down 

without any interpretation of his own.  

Another minor shift from pure mimesis are recorded thoughts either in the form of tagged 

direct thought, free direct thought (also labelled interior monologue) or in the form of the 

stream of consciousness. Although Chatman distinguishes between the interior monologue 

and the stream of consciousness, he admits that many literary critics treat the term as 

synonymous. Yet again, the distinction would deserve more space to be delved into properly 

and, since the distinction is not crucial to the thesis’ main objective, the terms are taken as 

synonymous. The interior monologue is characterized by the self-reference of the character in 

the first person and in the present tense (possibly in the simple past, if the character’s 

memories are being recounted). As it is considered mimetic, the thoughts must always remain 

in the character’s own language, without any interpretation of the narrator. Furthermore, as 

the character is thinking for themselves, there are no addresses of the narratee, no unnecessary 

explanations or allusions (Chatman 181-183).  

6.2 The Covert Narrator – Fusing of Mimesis and Diegesis 

Another degree of audibility further from the nonnarrative modes is the “covert” or “effaced” 

form of the narrator, whom Chatman defines as “a voice speaking of events, characters, and 

setting”, whose “owner remains hidden in the discoursive shadows” (197). Instead of the 

interior monologue in the form of the free direct speech, the covert narrator conveys the 

character’s mental processes in the form of either tagged or free indirect speech or thought. 

Lodge explains that the free indirect style 

[…] renders thought as reported speech (in the third person, past tense) but keeps to 

the kind of vocabulary that is appropriate to the character, and deletes some of the 

tags […] This gives the illusion of intimate access to a character's mind, but without 

totally surrendering authorial participation in the discourse.” (Art 43, italics added) 



 

13 
 

Chatman further elaborates that the indirect speech is somewhere in the middle of the 

narrative scale. As opposed to direct speech, in indirect speech one cannot ascertain how 

much the narrator decided to alter the original wording of the character’s statement. There, 

Chatman’s theory somewhat diverges from Lodge’s since he states that the narrator does not 

necessarily have to adhere to the language of the character and, thus, “the reference clause can 

be either identical or clearly distanced from the surmisable words of the character” (Chatman 

202).  

As a consequence, reported speech, extensively used in novelistic narrative, often 

introduces the ambiguity of whose words the reader actually encounters. Lodge considers 

such reported speech a mixture of diegesis and mimesis, of the narrator’s and the character’s 

words. For the purpose of labelling it, he adopts the term coined by Volosinov, “the pictorial 

style of reported speech”, which retains the individuality of the character’s speech while 

incorporating the author’s emotions, irony or stance (Lodge, After 29-33). 

Chatman solves this ambiguity by dividing the free indirect style further into three 

subcategories according to whom the speech can be attributed to. Firstly, he uses the term 

“narrated monologue” (a term introduced by Cohn) for free indirect speech which can be 

assigned conclusively to the character’s language. Secondly, the indirectly rendered 

character’s speech/though which is clearly attributable to the narrator’s words he calls 

“narrative report” or “internal analysis” (Chatman 203). Thirdly, the expression that can 

possibly belong both to the narrator and character, which Lodge labels the pictorial style, 

Chatman describes as “neutralization” or “unification” of the narrative (206). 

Closely related with the point of view and the author’s narrative voice is also the question 

of the narrator’s “authority” (Chatman 211) or “privilege” (Booth 160). It determines the 

amount of the narrator’s access into the minds of the characters and the degree of his or her 

knowledge of where the story is heading. As opposed to the implied author who always 

knows what kind of a story he is creating and how it is going to end, the narrator might not be 

so omniscient and his access to information can be limited by various degrees.  

6.3 The Overt Narration – Pure Diegesis 

While in the case of the covert narration the narrator remains still relatively hidden, in the 

overt narration he either reports, describes, summarizes or comments in his own voice. 

Consequently, he largely shatters the realistic illusion of fiction. Nonetheless, it has already 

been established that the modernist doctrines of the need for pure mimesis need not always be 
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valid. Thus, it should prove useful to look at the possible ways in which the narrator can 

overtly take shape and the effects his direct appearance causes. 

According to Chatman, the least pervasive signs of the overt narrator are set descriptions, 

in which he explicitly conveys to the narratee what information he needs to obtain about the 

setting. However, he claims that in modern novels the narrator’s explicit description is usually 

softened by presenting it through the character’s perceptual point of view so that “both 

narrator and character have some stake in the description” (Chatman 220).  

One of the clear sign of the narrator’s presence is the summary. While a novel written 

completely in summary would be virtually unreadable, it proves useful when the full 

description of events would be either too tiresome or, on the contrary so exciting that it would 

divert the reader’s attention (Lodge, Art 122). While the mimetic mode deals with 

unnecessarily long periods of time by ellipsis, summaries attempt to explain to the reader 

what exactly happened within such a short-cut. Booth advocates the purposeful use of 

summary when he implores the reader to: 

[…] compare the delightful summary of twelve years given in two pages of Tom Jones 

[…] with the tedious showing of even ten minutes of uncurtailed conversation in the 

hands of a Sartre when he allows his passion for “durational realism” to dictate a scene 

when summary is called for (Booth 154). 

Thus, before condemning a narrative for being inartistic and undesirable because of its use of 

diegesis, a literary critic should always take into account the particular situation in which a 

summary is made. Often the resultant effect might be worth the sacrifice of the realistic 

illusion. 

The teller also makes himself distinctly audible when directly describing his characters, 

since by stating clearly what a character is like, instead of showing it in scenic form, he 

displays a great degree of his authority. Yet again, Booth reminds the reader that the diegetic 

mode of direct authorial characterization has its artful uses. For example, when the characters 

need to be established economically and yet precisely, in order not to diverge the reader’s 

attention from other intensities and other interests which would otherwise be decreased 

(Booth 10). 

The most audible kind of diegesis is, in Chatman’s view, the authorial commentary, 

which he divides into two kinds, “implicit” and “explicit” (228). The implicit commentary 

entails what he calls “an ironic narrator” who occurs when the narrator communicates with 

the narratee “at the expense of a character” (229). However, if the implied author ironizes the 
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narrator to the amusement of the implied reader, he speaks of an ironic implied author and 

unreliable narrator. The explicit kinds of commentary then include “interpretation, judgement, 

generalization, and “self-conscious” narration” (Chatman 228). Authorial interpretation 

proves useful where the narrator needs to clarify what the character is too ignorant or 

ineloquent to clear out, or he may predict or conjecture about what will or could have 

happened. Similarly, judgement and generalization are, according to Booth, the most 

convenient tools of the author when setting the norms of the story and thus moulding the 

exact kind of the implied reader that a successful reading of the work requires (177).  

To conclude, Booth argues that diegesis is fully justified whenever the narrator needs to 

convey information which the reader could not obtain differently or when “the demands of 

concision or clarity or dramatic irony of the most emphatic kind are more important than 

making the story seem to be telling itself” (176). There are moments, where it is worth 

debilitating the realistic qualities in order to highlight other intensities which the reader is 

supposed to experience. Therefore, it is the task of the literary critic to judge what exactly was 

gained by employing either the diegetic or mimetic mode and whether the interests 

emphasized by the overt narrator were worth sacrificing the general qualities of realism and 

objectivity so vociferously required by the modernists. 
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Practical part 

7 Comparative analysis of the novels’ introductory passages 

The practical part of this thesis attempts to adhere closely to the structure of the theoretical 

part. The method that was chosen here is to demonstrate and compare individual phenomena, 

which were discussed in theory, in a detailed inter-textual analysis of those passages that were 

judged as illustrative of the novel as a whole. 

To begin with, a comparative analysis of the novel’s introductory paragraphs is carried 

out as each beginning of the novel has the crucial task to attract the reader’s attention and it, 

therefore, holds great significance in relation to the whole: 

 Quiet as it’s kept, there were no marigolds in the fall of 1941. We thought, at the 

time, that it was because Pecola was having her father’s baby that the marigolds did 

not grow. 

[…] For years I thought my sister was right: it was my fault. 

[…] Cholly Breedlove is dead; our innocence too. 

The seeds shrivelled and died; her baby too. 

There is really nothing more to say-except why. But since why is difficult to handle, 

one must take refuge in how.” (Morrison 3, italics added) 

When he was nearly thirteen my brother Jem got his arm badly broken at the elbow. 

[…] 

When enough years had gone by to enable us to look back on them, we sometimes 

discussed the events leading to his accident. I maintain that the Ewells started it all, 

but Jem, who was four years my senior, said it started long before that.” (Lee 3, italics 

added) 

Both novels start in the form of the first person narration where the narrators have a temporal 

distance from the story they tell. Therefore, there is a moral, emotional and intellectual 

distance of Scout and Claudia as characters from the Scout and Claudia as the more mature 

narrators. In both cases, the reader does not know how big a gap there is between the events 

presented in the novels (or what Chatman calls “the story”) and the time of narration, or 

“discourse” (Chatman 19). However, a great deal can be judged from the first page of both 

novels. Both narrators suggest that they have gained enough insight to be able to tell and 

analyse what, how and why the events took place, by stating that “enough years had gone by 

to enable us to look back on them” (Lee 3) and that “Cholly Breedlove is dead; our innocence 

too” (Morrison 3). Furthermore, Claudia’s statement that she believed “for years” that it was 

her fault the marigolds did not grow and thus Pecola’s child died clearly presupposes that she 

does not think so anymore. Firstly, because she stopped believing in superstitions, secondly, 
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because she got to know more about Pecola’s life as she can now explain “how” if not “why” 

the father-daughter incest occurred. 

Naturally, as there are two overt narrators both beginnings presuppose a silent, yet 

present, interlocutor. Both “there were no marigolds” and “We thought […] it was because 

Pecola was having her father’s baby” (Morrison 3) or “When he was nearly thirteen my 

brother Jem got his arm badly broken at the elbow” (Lee 3) are statements directed towards a 

narratee. Both narrators start by presenting a fact that is crucial to the whole story, a fact that 

is supposed to attract and engage the implied reader’s and the narratee’s attention. Neither of 

the girls is talking in soliloquy. They are both overtly conveying a story to a second party and 

in both novels, one is left in no doubt, right from the first two sentences, about what their tale 

is going to be. 

While Lee starts with an event that looks rather insignificant - nearly every child 

breaks their arm or leg during childhood – Morrison (Morrison as the implied author, 

Morrison or Lee as the real authors are of no interest in this thesis) shocks the reader right 

from the start. The effect is even more powerful since her focus seemingly does not lie on the 

deceased incestuous child. She does not start by saying that Pecola was having her father’s 

baby. She seems to mention this outrageous information only to explain the absence of 

marigolds in 1941 and, apart from the offhand remark, most of the first paragraph focuses on 

the flowers only. By the time one reaches the end of the passage, however, one begins to 

understand that the innocent girls found an analogy of great importance between the child and 

the flowers; an analogy which Morrison develops into metaphors of “seeds”, “black dirt” or 

“the unyielding earth”, which juxtaposes the flowers and the incest. The striking contrast, 

however, sets the tone of the whole novel, the tone of disparity and damage so absolute that 

one pushes it out of their consciousness or ignores it altogether. In contrast, To Kill a 

Mockingbird starts on a more positive note, informing the reader immediately that the 

accident, although leaving Jem with a lifelong deformation, would not trouble him “as long as 

he could pass and punt” (3). 

Booth states that a novel’s successful beginning usually raises some kind of qualitative 

interest which sustains the reader’s attention and ensures that they reach the end (see 8 

herein). While Lee raises the reader’s practical interest in how exactly Jem’s arm got broken, 

Morrison explicitly promises to satisfy the intellectual interest of knowing “why”, or rather 

“how”, Pecola had her father’s daughter. As concerns the qualitative interest, Lee attracts her 

reader by kind-humoured irony and wit. Contrastingly, Morrison’s narrative promises a 
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uniquely poetic quality of her style. Even in the short introductory passage her use of zeugma 

(“Cholly Breedlove is dead; our innocence too”, “The seeds shrivelled and died; her baby 

too.”) or the above mentioned metaphors (“seeds”, “black dirt”) exemplify her creative use of 

language. 

8 Formal structuring of the books 

How to divide the book into chapters or parts and whether, how and for what purpose to label 

them is a decision which belongs to the implied author. It is one of the crucial choices the 

author has to make and it greatly influences the overall effect of their work. As Lodge 

explains, the segmentation of the narrative text gives the reader the opportunity to relax and 

the time to absorb the effect of the segment. It usually marks a special or temporal gap in the 

narrative, which, as was discussed already, can be either avoided altogether by ellipsis, or 

summarized by the narrator at the beginning of the next chapter. It goes without saying that 

any such fragmentation of the text tends to damage the realistic illusion. On the other hand, 

chapter headings often serve to highlight other literary effects by adding certain symbolic or 

symmetry to the textual division (Lodge, Art 163-8). 

8.1 To Kill a Mockingbird 

To Kill a Mockingbird is divided, firstly, into two parts that are simply labelled by a pertaining 

numeral, secondly, into chapters which are chronologically numbered. The first part, and the first 

eleven chapters, encompass the more care-free period of Scout and Jem’s childhood. Always playing 

together, they fantasize about how to force the monster, Boo Radley, to come out. Within the first part, 

Lee also introduces the most important characters of the story, either through direct characterization or 

mimetic exemplification. Thus, the implied reader gains enough insight into their personalities, 

various degrees of reliability and sets of moral codes according to which they operate. The first part 

ends, quite symbolically, with Jem getting a crucial moral lesson from Atticus (as he explains why he 

forced him to read to Mrs Dubose), who strives to prepare his children, Jem especially, for the 

disturbing and disillusioning period to come.  

The second part of the book is not separated by any significant temporal gap, as it closely 

follows the essential reading-to-Mrs-Dubose period. Yet, it designates a fundamental change in the 

children’s lives and their psychological development, the turning point of which is signified clearly by 

the first sentence of the second part: “Jem was twelve.” (127). However, what is more important than 

his age is the distance that suddenly occurs between the siblings. “Overnight”, the narrator says, “Jem 

had acquired an alien set of values” (127) and “a maddening air of wisdom” (128) which he began to 

instil into his sister.  While she remains a child, Jem slowly becomes a teenager, associating himself 
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with adults and avoiding the presence of Scout. In addition to Miss Maudie and Atticus, Jem becomes 

her guide and through her, an additional help to the implied reader. Furthermore, apart from the shift 

in the balance of the Scout-Jem relationship, the second part sets a somewhat different, more serious, 

tone, focusing on Tom Robinson’s case and the racism and hypocrisy it stirs and lays bare. 

The numbered chapters do not introduce any additional meaning within the narrative, but 

rather give the reader some time “to take breath” (Lodge, Art 164) and serve the purpose of leaping 

over less interesting periods of time that are usually summarized by the narrator at the beginnings of 

subsequent chapters. 

8.2 The Bluest Eye 

In contrast to the rather neutral textual organisation of To Kill a Mockingbird, Morrison draws much 

more attention to the way she structures her narrative. Firstly, the novel opens with a primary school 

chant (Bloom 74) describing an ideal, happy family with a nice house, a loving mother, a strong father 

and their daughter Jane who can play with her cat, her dog or her friend. The chant, repeated three 

times with diminishing spaces between the words, gets increasingly blurred and unintelligible. Thus, it 

gradually gets closer to the reality of the damaged individuals who are depicted in the novel. 

Furthermore, it pre-shadows the ominous, helpless and depressive atmosphere that is affirmed by 

Claudia’s introductory passage (Morrison 3) analysed in chapter 7 herein (see 17).  

 Following this introduction, the text is then broken down into four parts which are named 

according to the season of the year in which the events leading to Pecola’s madness take place, starting 

with Autumn and followed by Winter, Spring and Summer.  

Each season starts with the voice of the adult Claudia narrator, who describes the action 

through the juvenile point of view of her younger self and in this vein, the style of the narration 

remains consistent. However, Claudia’s introduction of every season is followed by one or more 

sections (for want of a better word, since one can hardly label them as chapters) where the narrative 

distinctly changes. Each of the sections is framed by a fragment of the third, most incomprehensible, 

version of the chant which opens the novel. The chunk of the primer thus functions as a sort of 

headline which, firstly, signals a change in the narrative and, secondly, sets the thematic focus of the 

section. At the same time, the chant continues to provide a stark contrast between the ideal version of 

family life and the pathological Breedlove family. Furthermore, the sections differ not only from the 

passages conveyed through Claudia’s perspective, but even from one another, since in every one of 

them the implied reader involves a slightly varying mode of narration and introduces a new point of 

view (see Chapter 9). Thus, the overall structure creates a somewhat poetic stanza-like symmetry: 
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9  The Narrator’s voice and the Point of View 

Although in theory the narrator’s voice and the point of view can be described separately, in 

practice they fundamentally influence each other. The resultant effect is created by the 

particular combination of both and, therefore, in the practical part, the two theoretical 

concepts are analysed together.  It was already touched upon in chapter 7 (see 17) that both 

novels are relayed by an overt narrator who speaks to a silent, yet inherently present narratee. 

However, the presence and exact nature of both narrators remain to be analysed in further 

detail. 

One of the clear signs of the overt narratorial presence is that both narrators constantly 

draw attention to the fact that their older, more experienced self is conveying the whole story, 

as is exemplified below: 

 “When we were small […]” (Lee 110) 

“In later years, I sometimes wondered” (Lee 113) 

 “had I thought about it then, I would have never let her forget it” (Lee 291) 

 “But was it really like that? As painful as I remember? Only mildly” (Morrison 7) 

“We do not, cannot, know the meaning of all their words, for we are nine and ten years 

old” (Morrison 10) 

“Even now spring for me is shot through with the remembered ache of switchings” 

(Morrison 75) 

In such statements, the narrator directly points to the temporal distance between their 

younger self and the adult, mature presence and, at the same time, it reminds the reader that it 

is not little Scout and Claudia speaking. Here the fundamental distinction between the point of 

view (which belongs to the character) and between the narratorial voice of great eloquence 

and analytical skill must be brought into focus. 

Firstly, the language of both narrators is clearly distinguishable from the vocabulary and 

syntax of their younger versions mimetically presented in direct speech. Consider the 

following two passages, the first being the narrator’s ironical description of a family’s 

ancestor, the second Scout’s indignant explanation to her uncle of why she feels mistreated: 

Mindful of John Wesley’s strictures on the use of many words in buying and selling, 

Simon made a pile practising medicine, but in this pursuit he was unhappy lest he be 

tempted into doing what he knew was not for the glory of God, as the putting on of 

gold and costly apparel. So Simon, having forgotten his teacher’s dictum on the 

possession of human chattels, bought three slaves” (4) 
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I took a deep breath. “Well, in the first place you never stopped to gimme a chance to 

tell you my side of it—you just lit right into me. When Jem an‘ I fuss Atticus doesn’t 

ever just listen to Jem’s side of it, he hears mine too, an’ in the second place you told 

me never to use words like that except in ex-extreme provocation, and Francis 

provocated me enough to knock his block off—” (Lee 95, italics added) 

Apart from the implicit irony, the narrator uses rather formal register and syntax, speaking in 

multiple, complex sentences. Expressions such as “pursuit”, “lest”, “costly apparel” or 

“dictum” are hardly a part of Scout’s active (probably not even passive) vocabulary. Scout’s 

lexicon consists mostly of Southern colloquialism and informal words (light into, fuss, knock 

someone’s block off). What is more, her command of English has the limitation of a first 

grader which is demonstrated here by her inability to correctly derive the verb form from the 

noun “provocation” used by her uncle.  

Lee often uses this gap between the narrator’s and Scout’s command of English for 

comical effect: 

Miss Stephanie Crawford said he was so upright he took the word of God as his only 

law, and we believed her, because Mr Radley’s posture was ramrod straight (13, italics 

added). 

Obviously, “upright” is a polysemous word - meaning either “straight up or vertical” or 

“honest, responsible, and moral” (Cambridge dictionary). Scout, misunderstanding the sense 

employed by Miss Crawford who talks about his personality, comments on Mr Radley’s 

bearing. Thus, the narrator ironizes both her juvenile self and Miss Crawford’s comment as 

Mr Radley may have thought himself a moral and godly man but having imprisoned his 

younger son for years proved himself otherwise. 

Similarly, Atticus who is well aware of Scout’s limits uses them to his advantage when 

he solves her query by answering truthfully, yet making sure Scout would not be able to 

comprehend his definition: 

“What’s rape?” I asked him that night. […] 

He sighed, and said rape was carnal knowledge of a female by force and without 

consent (149). 

The narrator’s masterful use of irony, which, however, always retains a kind, warm tone 

is also transparently displayed in the episode of Scout’s first day at school. Being an 

intelligent, quick-witted girl, Scout looks forward to starting her education, however, 

everything seems to go wrong. Her teacher, a novice to the profession, rigidly follows John 

Dewey’s educational reform (which Jem, having no idea what he is talking about, comically 

confuses with “The Dewey Decimal System” (20), which is a word-wide library classification 
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of books). To the teacher’s horror, at the beginning of the day she discovers that Scout already 

knows how to read and write and, completely abandoning common sense, she forbids her to 

do so. By adhering to Scout’s conceptual point of view (i.e. to her understanding of the 

situation) combined with the narrator’s interpretation and comments, Lee shows her 

impressive command of subtle irony as she criticizes the educational system: 

Miss Caroline seemed unaware that the ragged, denim-shirted and floursack-skirted 

first grade, most of whom had chopped cotton and fed hogs from the time they were 

able to walk, were immune to imaginative literature. (18, italics added) 

Miss Caroline caught me writing and told me to tell my father to stop teaching me. 

“Besides,” she said. “We don’t write in the first grade, we print. You won’t learn to 

write until you’re in the third grade.”” (20) 

The narrator mocks the young Alabama teacher who, having no understanding of 

Maycomb ways and people cannot possibly understand why fairy-tales about personified cats 

do not capture the children’s attention. The irony of Scout being informed that she is not 

allowed to write for two more years is rather self-explanatory.  

The following passage presents a model example of how the narrator’s eloquence 

contrasts with Scout’s, whose skill in argumentation and self-expression is logically limited as 

she is a six-year-old. Although the whole passage remains in her conceptual and perceptual 

point of view, the narrator strongly governs the scene by subtle interpretation, judgement and 

irony. The words “conferred” and “familiarity breeds understanding” provide a comical 

description of the class’s reaction in the narrator’s voice. 

Miss Caroline and I had conferred twice already, and they were looking at me in the 

innocent assurance that familiarity breeds understanding. I rose graciously on 

Walter’s behalf: 

“Ah—Miss Caroline?” 

“What is it, Jean Louise?” 

“Miss Caroline, he’s a Cunningham.” 

I sat back down. 

“What, Jean Louise?” 

I thought I had made things sufficiently clear. It was clear enough to the rest of us: 

Walter Cunningham was sitting there lying his head off. He didn’t forget his lunch, he 

didn’t have any. He had none today nor would he have any tomorrow or the next day. 

He had probably never seen three quarters together at the same time in his life (Lee 22, 

italics added). 

In The Bluest Eye the difference between Claudia’s language as a character and as a 

narrator is no less pronounced as shown below: 

Their conversation is like a gently wicked dance: sound meets sound, curtsies, 

shimmies, and retires. […] Sometimes their words move in lofty spirals; other times 
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they take strident leaps, and all of it is punctuated with warm-pulsed laughter—like 

the throb of a heart made of jelly (9, italics added). 

[…] We do not, cannot, know the meanings of all their words, for we are nine and ten 

years old (10). 

Regardless of the point of view taken, the narrator’s style throughout the novel possesses 

a markedly poetical character. The narratorial passages are brimful of metaphors, similes, 

alliterations and repetitions. As the adult Claudia directly tells the narratee that she and her 

sister did not much understand the grown-up talk, she makes it absolutely clear that the reader 

realises that it is not little Claudia but the narrator who provides such a sophisticated 

description. In contrast, the language of most of the other characters, apart from little Claudia 

herself, in direct speech is simple, ungrammatical and far from figurative: 

“Drink that water right here!”  

“I ain’t gonna break nothing.” “ 

You don’t know what you gonna do.”  

“Yes, ma’am. I do. Lemme take it out. I won’t spill none.” (20) 

Compared with To Kill a Mockingbird, the narrator of The Bluest Eye cannot be labelled 

as ironical. Yet one exception from the rule should be mentioned as, while the whole novel 

aims to create a portrayal of a family which could hardly be more dysfunctional, the irony of 

naming them “Breedlove” brings the brutal reality to the fore even more sharply. While Lee 

permeates her novel with gently ironical humour, Morrison’s single instance of bitter irony 

which is bordering on cruelty befits the atmosphere of the whole work.  

9.1 The degree of The Narrator’s Authority – Limited vs. Omniscient Narration 

9.1.1 To Kill a Mockingbird 

Lee’s narrative, as opposed to Morrison’s, remains remarkably consistent both in the point of 

view and in the limited privilege that the implied author grants to the narrator. In To Kill a 

Mockingbird any information the reader receives meticulously remains within Scout’s point 

of view. However, for this statement to be true, the three senses introduced by Chatman (see 

11) need to be taken into consideration.  While the perception is always restricted to what 

little Scout sees, hears or feels, the intellectual skill behind the expression, the conceptual 

point of view, must often be attributed to the adult narrator. Consider the following:  

 But for the south porch, the Maycomb County courthouse was early Victorian, 

presenting an unoffensive vista when seen from the north. From the other side, 

however, Greek revival columns clashed with a big nineteenth-century clock tower 

housing a rusty unreliable instrument, a view indicating a people determined to 

preserve every physical scrap of the past (179, italics added). 
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It is beyond dispute that the passage presents a description conveyed in the overt 

narrator’s voice and vocabulary. However, the passage does not appertain solely to the 

narrator. While the perception belongs to Scout who is, together with Jem, approaching the 

courthouse, the knowledge of architecture demonstrated in the passage clearly signals the 

narrator’s conceptual point of view. Here, therefore, the point of view is shared between both 

the character and the narrator which, in the light of Chatman’s theory, renders it more 

mimetic. 

Similarly, a dialogue in direct speech is frequently presented, which Scout - the character 

- overheard but could not understand. Subsequently, it is either interpreted by the narrator or, 

which appears more typical, the narrator remains silent and the implied reader is expected to 

be able to comprehend what little Scout can only perceive. To exemplify, the following 

passage is a part of the crucial dialogue between Jem and Atticus at the end of Part One of the 

book: 

I wanted you to see what real courage is, instead of getting the idea that courage is a 

man with a gun in his hand. It’s when you know you’re licked before you begin but 

you begin anyway and you see it through no matter what. You rarely win, but 

sometimes you do. Mrs. Dubose won, all ninety-eight pounds of her. According to her 

views, she died beholden to nothing and nobody. She was the bravest person I ever 

knew (124). 

The whole conversation covers two pages and it is rendered in a purely mimetic mode as 

no interpretation of the narrator permeates the direct speech. Atticus, explaining the meaning 

of the lesson he wanted to give Jem by forcing him to read to Mrs Dubose, tries to prepare his 

son for the disillusionment that the oncoming trial is going to cause him. The father, aware 

that Jem’s ideals will suffer much more severely than Scout’s, directs the moral at him. Scout, 

overhearing the conversation, does not yet understand that the true kind of courage displayed 

by Mrs Dubose is the reason why Atticus must subject his children to the upheaval caused by 

him defending Tom Robinson. However, the implied reader, together with Jem, is expected to 

apprehend that although there is little hope that Tom would be acquitted, as long as there is 

the chance, no matter how slim, Atticus is duty-bound to make the attempt. 

Apart from the situation where the perceptual point of view belongs to Scout and the 

conceptual to the narrator, another combination of the different senses of the point of view is 

often exploited to reveal the hypocrisy of the town’s people through the innocence of a child’s 

conceptual point of view.  



 

25 
 

But did that explain the town’s attitude? The court appointed Atticus to defend him. 

Atticus aimed to defend him. That’s what they didn’t like about it. It was confusing 

(180). 

The quote above represents Scout’s thoughts communicated in the form of free indirect 

thought, which, as discussed in the theoretical part (see 14), intermingles the character’s and 

the narrator’s voice. Therefore, while the narrator’s presence can still be detected here, the 

conceptual point of view should be assigned to little Scout. Her inability to comprehend the 

town’s paradoxical attitude generates a much far-reaching effect in revealing duplicity than 

any narratorial comment would probably achieve. Even more powerful impact is created by 

the following paragraph of pure mimesis, where Scout, upset by the hypocrisy of her teacher, 

shares her feelings with Jem: 

“Well, she [the teacher] went on today about how bad it was him treatin‘ the Jews like 

that. Jem, it’s not right to persecute anybody, is it? I mean have mean thoughts about 

anybody, even, is it?” 

“Gracious no, Scout. What’s eatin‘ you?” 

“Well, coming out of the courthouse that night Miss Gates was—she was goin‘ down 

the steps in front of us, you musta not seen her—she was talking with Miss Stephanie 

Crawford. I heard her say it’s time somebody taught ’em a lesson, they were gettin‘ 

way above themselves, an’ the next thing they think they can do is marry us. Jem, how 

can you hate Hitler so bad an‘ then turn around and be ugly about folks right at 

home—” (272) 

Scout’s heartfelt bewilderment caused by the teacher’s overt racism contrasting with her 

concern for the Jews persecuted by Hitler in Germany is an outstanding example of what a 

significant effect the implied author (the narrator does not interfere here) can achieve by 

adhering to the conceptual point of view of little Scout. No further narratorial comments are 

required, since the child’s innocent and yet clear view of the world speaks for itself. 

The passages that are closest to the mode of pure diegesis appear when the narrator 

provides background information that is crucial for the narratee, or when she directly 

characterizes the people of Maycomb. There, the knowledge pertains, yet again, to the 

narrator’s conceptual point of view but it is always connected with the events that Scout 

experiences at the time, thus, it is within her perceptual point of view. However, in contrast to 

The Bluest Eye, no comment or interpretation provided by the narrator ever exceeds the 

knowledge that the adult Scout could not possibly acquire in later years: 

Only once was Judge Taylor ever seen at a dead standstill in open court, and the 

Cunninghams stopped him. Old Sarum, their stamping grounds, was populated by two 

families separate and apart in the beginning, but unfortunately bearing the same name. 

The Cunninghams married the Coninghams until the spelling of the names was 
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academic—academic until a Cunningham disputed a Coningham over land titles and 

took to the law (182). 

Here, it must be the narrator who informs the narratee about matters which Scout, 

knowing little about the history of her own family (Lee 146-7), quite clearly could not be 

aware of at the time. Nevertheless, more typically the information provided to the narratee 

consists of gossip collected by little Scout. In such case, the implied reader is always provided 

with the source of the rumour and is, therefore, able to assess the relative validity of the given 

report: 

People said he existed […] People said he went out at night when the moon was high 

[…] When people’s azaleas froze in a cold snap, it was because he had breathed on 

them (9) 

So Jem received most of his information from Miss Stephanie Crawford (11-12) 

[…] neighborhood opinion was unanimous that Mrs. Dubose was the meanest old 

woman who ever lived.” (39) 

To summarize, the narrator of To Kill a Mockingbird is characterized by the omnipresent 

use of ironical commentary and the narrator frequently aids the reader by providing additional 

information or interpretation. However, the narrative scrupulously adheres to a single 

perspective, even though it regularly shifts between the narrator’s and Scout’s conceptual 

point of view. The reader might accuse Lee of breaking this constancy at the beginning of 

Chapter 27, where the narrator summarizes three “small things” that happened to three 

“Maycomb citizens” (273) in October. The three events are subsequently rendered rather 

dramatically, containing direct quotes, even though it is apparent that Scout could not be 

present when the incidents took place. Consequently, the reader might gain the impression 

that the restrictions to the point of view were lifted and the narrator was granted a greater 

degree of omniscience. However, the three episodes are concluded by the narrator quoting 

Aunt Alexandra, saying “‘I don’t like it, Atticus, I don’t like it at all,’ was Aunt Alexandra’s 

assessment of these events.” (275). Thus, as the reader realises after three pages that the 

whole dramatizing was done by Alexandra retelling the events to Atticus, the whole passage 

only confirms the consistency of the whole narration.  

9.1.2 The Bluest Eye 

In The Bluest Eye the narrator is more difficult to comprehend and describe, as she has much 

greater competence both in the number of points of view that she can adopt, and in the degree 

of omniscience that she is allowed by the implied author. Furthermore, the narrator does not 
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adhere to one narrative tense, switching freely from the past to present tense even within one 

paragraph. While in To Kill a Mockingbird the narrative is governed by the adult Scout who, 

although equipped with more information and insight than little Scout could possibly possess, 

is restricted to little Scout’s perceptual and often conceptual and interest point of view. On the 

contrary, the narrator of The Bluest Eye shifts not only the perspective from one character to 

another but also the degree of her own involvement in the story as she manifests herself in 

two distinct forms. 

9.1.2.1 Claudia’s point of view 

Firstly, as described in chapter 9 (see 21), the narrator assumes little Claudia’s point of view 

at the beginning of each season. However, it is clear that the expression belongs to the adult 

Claudia, who, at first, appears to be the narrator of the whole story. The authority of this 

narratorial manifestation is limited in a similar manner as in the case of the adult Scout in To 

Kill a Mockingbird. Even here, the conceptual point of view shifts from the child to the adult 

Claudia and back again according to the effect desired by the implied author: 

Outdoors, we knew, was the real terror of life. The threat of being outdoors surfaced 

frequently in those days. Every possibility of excess was curtailed with it. […] 

Sometimes mothers put their sons outdoors, and when that happened, regardless of 

what the son had done, all sympathy was with him.  

[…] Being a minority in both caste and class, we moved about anyway on the hem of 

life, struggling to consolidate our weaknesses and hang on, or to creep singly up into 

the major folds of the garment. (11, italics added) 

One of the fundamental aims of Claudia’s narrative throughout the novel appears to be 

introducing the narratee (and the implied reader) to the daily reality of African-American life 

in the late 1940’s America. Furthermore, she is there to interpret the cultural codes that might 

otherwise prove incomprehensible, especially to a (real) reader from a different cultural 

background. While Lee exploits little Scout’s conceptual point of view either for comical 

purposes or to reveal sheer hypocrisy, Morrison uses little Claudia to emphasize the terror of 

the damage caused by racism and the impact of racial discrimination on the lives of 

individuals. Consequently, the fear of finding oneself “outdoors” presents the everyday reality 

of little Claudia and the whole paragraph belongs to her conceptual point of view. Even the 

vocabulary and syntax is much simpler here compared to most of the narrator’s commentary. 

However, in the subsequent paragraph the conceptual point of view clearly shifts to the adult 

Claudia. Firstly, the awareness of “being a minority in both caste and class” does not belong 

to a nine-year-old child, as it is a realization which came later in Claudia’s life. Secondly, the 

second paragraph already possesses the poetic, metaphorical quality (“moving about anyway 
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on the hem of life”, “to creep singly up into the major folds of the garment”), which is clearly 

attributable to the narrator. 

Similarly, the nonsensicality of the social stereotypes, such as the notion that the utmost 

desire of every little girl is to receive a “blue-eyed Baby Doll” (13) for Christmas, is displayed 

by the conceptual point of view of little Claudia: 

What was I supposed to do with it? Pretend I was its mother? I was interested only in 

humans my own age and size, and could not generate any enthusiasm at the prospect 

of being a mother. Motherhood was old age, and other remote possibilities. […] I was 

physically revolted by and secretly frightened of those round moronic eyes, the 

pancake face, and orangeworms hair. (13, italics added) 

Here, as in Lee, free indirect speech is used to allow the reader access to Claudia’s 

thoughts and at the same time to enable the narrator to shift smoothly back into the mode of 

telling, which, however, remains in the child’s conceptual point of view. Nevertheless, the 

wording (“humans my own age and size”, “generate any enthusiasm”) remains the narrator’s. 

In other passages, however, it is clearly only the perception that belongs to Claudia, as 

the reflection made upon it cannot be attributed to none other but an adult mind able of such 

introspection: 

Bay Boy, Woodrow Cain, Buddy Wilson, Junie Bug— like a necklace of semiprecious 

stones they surrounded her. Heady with the smell of their own musk, thrilled by the 

easy power of a majority, they gaily harassed her. “Black e mo. Black e mo. 

Yadaddsleepsnekked. Black e mo black e mo ya dadd sleeps nekked. Black e mo ...” 

[…] 

It was their contempt for their own blackness that gave the first insult its teeth. They 

seemed to have taken all of their smoothly cultivated ignorance, their exquisitely 

learned self-hatred, their elaborately designed hopelessness and sucked it all up into a 

fiery cone of scorn that had burned for ages in the hollows of their minds—cooled—

and spilled over lips of outrage, consuming whatever was in its path (50). 

The scene, presented from Claudia’s perceptual point of view, is not free of the 

narratorial presence. Firstly, the language once more exemplifies the poetic quality (i.e. the 

simile “like a necklace of semiprecious stones”). Secondly, the conceptual point of view 

indisputably belongs to the narrator, who again serves the key function of providing a crucial 

interpretation for the narratee and, consequently, ensuring that the real reader is able to meet 

the demands placed on the implied reader.  

In conclusion, the narrative in the form of Claudia’s voice presents a similar limitation of 

authority and a consistency in adhering to one point of view (or, more precisely, of limiting 

the possible shift only between two conceptual points of view of a child and adult version of 
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the same person) as the narrative in To Kill a Mockingbird does. However, Claudia’s voice 

represents only one mode of the narratorial presence in The Bluest Eye. The omniscient 

narrator who seems to carry out the narrative as a whole has no analogy in Lee’s novel. 

9.1.2.2 The omniscient impersonal narrator 

It should be discernible from the outline of the overall structure of The Bluest Eye drafted in 

chapter 8 (see 20) that Claudia’s narrative represents only a fraction of the novel. However, 

majority of the narrative, which is presented in the sections headed by fragments of the chant, 

makes any attempt at generalising description impossible.  

Within the sections (there is the total of seven headings), an omniscient narrator guides 

the narratee through many points of view of various characters. Consequently, she introduces 

and juxtaposes completely different sets of subjective values, moral norms and more or less 

different personal motivations. The narrator rarely judges, she merely describes and often 

interprets what the reader could not otherwise comprehend. Although there are certain shared 

characteristics, every section introduces a slightly different narrative style and a different 

balance between diegesis and mimesis. Therefore, scrutinising one section does not provide 

an analytical pattern applicable to the rest of the text. 

“HEREISTHEHOUSE” 

In the first section (24-17), the Breedlove’s flat is depicted by a detached, highly impersonal 

and omnipresent narrator; the space and furniture is described in detail, yet, the point of view 

does not belong to any of the characters who inhabit the apartment. The distance of the 

narrator enables the reader to envisage the desolate, cold atmosphere of the place and to 

remain, at the same time, emotionally uninvolved: 

So fluid has the population in that area been, that probably no one remembers longer, 

longer ago, before the time of the gypsies and the time of the teen-agers when the 

Breedloves lived there, nestled together in the storefront. […] 

The furniture had aged without ever having become familiar. People had owned it, but 

never known it. No one had lost a penny or a brooch under the cushions of either sofa 

and remembered the place and time of the loss or the finding (25) 

If you had to pay $4.80 a month for a sofa that started off split, no good, and 

humiliating—you couldn’t take any joy in owning it. And the joylessness stank, 

pervading everything (26). 

In addition to the impersonality of the narrator, there is a clear temporal gap between the 

time of narration and the time “when the Breedloves lived there”. Furthermore, the fact that 
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“no one remembers” them anymore symbolises the absolute insignificance and hopelessness 

of their lives and adds an even more depressive tone to the description. 

“HEREISTHEFAMILY” 

The second section, “HERE IS THE FAMILY” (28-44), starts in the same style as the first 

since it is an impersonal narrator who describes the Breedlove family: 

You looked at them and wondered why they were so ugly; you looked closely and 

could not find the source. Then you realized that it came from conviction, their 

conviction (28). 

This family, on a Saturday morning in October, began, one by one, to stir out of their 

dreams of affluence and vengeance into the anonymous misery of their storefront (29). 

Both passages above are told in a voice of an omniscient narrator who provides the reader 

with a detached description of the family’s ugliness. However, the moment the family 

awakens the narrator shifts the point of view from one family member to the other, while 

narratorial commentary still permeates the text: 

1) PECOLA’S PERCEPTUAL POINT OF VIEW: 

Pecola opened her eyes and lay staring at the dead coal stove. […] Even from 

where Pecola lay, she could smell Cholly’s whiskey. […] This awareness, 

supported by ample evidence from the past, made Pecola tighten her stomach 

muscles and ration her breath (29). 

 

2) MRS BREEDLOVE’S CONCEPTUAL AND INTEREST POINT OF VIEW: 

To deprive her of these fights was to deprive her of all the zest and reasonableness 

of life. […] If Cholly had stopped drinking, she would never have forgiven Jesus. 

She needed Cholly’s sins desperately. The lower he sank, the wilder and more 

irresponsible he became, the more splendid she and her task became. In the name 

of Jesus (31). 

 

3) CHOLLY’S CONCEPTUAL POINT OF VIEW: 

No less did Cholly need her. She was one of the few things abhorrent to him that 

he could touch and therefore hurt. He poured out on her the sum of all his 

inarticulate fury and aborted desires. Hating her, he could leave himself intact 

(31). 

 

4) PECOLA’S PERCEPTUAL AND CONCEPTUAL POINT OF VIEW: 

Letting herself breathe easy now, Pecola covered her head with the quilt. The sick 

feeling, which she had tried to prevent by holding in her stomach, came quickly in 

spite of her precaution (33). 
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After this succession of rapid shifts in the flow of the narrative, the point of view remains 

Pecola’s for the rest of the section. The narration becomes a mixture of commentary and 

Pecola’s thoughts in the form of free indirect speech: 

“Please, God,” she whispered into the palm of her hand. “Please make me disappear.” 

She squeezed her eyes shut. Little parts of her body faded away. […] Her feet now. 

Yes, that was good. The legs all at once. […] Then her chest, her neck. The face was 

hard, too. Almost done, almost. Only her tight, tight eyes were left. They were always 

left (33, italics added). 

The free indirect speech above exemplifies what Lodge calls the pictorial style of 

reported speech and Chatman as neutralization of the narrative (see 14 herein). There, it is 

often impossible to determine whether the words belong solely to the character or to the 

narrator and are thus a blend of both. The sentences “Yes, that was good.” and “Almost done, 

almost.” are clearly attributable to Pecola and can thus be labelled as the narrated monologue. 

However, the rest of the free indirect speech appears to be exactly such intermingling of the 

narrator’s and character’s voice. 

The end of the section is permeated with passages of pure mimesis, as Pecola talks to the 

shopkeeper when she goes to buy sweets and later with the prostitutes that live above 

Breedlove’s apartment. The fact that they are included in the “family” emphasizes the 

dysfunctionality of the Breedloves, especially in the light of the narrator’s comment that 

“Pecola loved them, visited them” and “[t]hey, in turn, did not despise her” (38). 

“SEETHECAT” 

The third section seems to provide a very similar mixture of perspectives as the second. It 

begins with a four-page-long characterization of “Mobile girls” (64) who label themselves as 

“coloured people”, a social class which is, in their view, quite distinct from “the niggers” 

(65); (see also 41). The description is realized again in the voice of the omniscient narrator 

who, after setting the new life values of yet another conceptual point of view introduces 

Geraldine, an epitome of the “coloured” woman: 

Her name was Geraldine. There she built her nest, ironed shirts, potted bleeding hearts, 

played with her cat, and birthed Louis Junior. […] Geraldine did not talk to him, coo 

to him, or indulge him in kissing bouts, but she saw that every other desire was ful- 

filled. It was not long before the child discovered the difference in his mother’s 

behavior to himself and the cat. As he grew older, he learned how to direct his hatred 

of his mother to the cat, and spent some happy moments watching it suffer (67). 

A page later, the perspective shifts to Louis Junior who, emotionally deprived from the 

lack of maternal love, vents his frustration by torturing Geraldine’s cat and little girls: 
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Alternately bored and frightened at home, the playground was his joy. On a day when 

he had been especially idle, he saw a very black girl taking a shortcut through the 

playground. […] Nobody ever played with her. Probably, he thought, because she was 

ugly (68). 

Here, both the conceptual (“bored and frightened at home”, “Probably, he thought, 

because she was ugly”) and perceptual (“he saw a very black girl”) point of view belongs to 

Junior. However, as he engages in talk with Pecola, for the ugly girl is none other, the 

narrative mode changes into mimesis; i.e. direct speech. By the time Junior beguiles her to 

come into their house, the point of view changes again: 

How beautiful, she thought. What a beautiful house. There was a big red-and-gold 

Bible on the dining-room table. Little lace doilies were everywhere—on arms and 

backs of chairs, in the center of a large dining table, on little tables. Potted plants were 

on all the windowsills. A color picture of Jesus Christ hung on a wall with the prettiest 

paper flowers fastened on the frame. She wanted to see everything slowly, slowly (69-

70). 

Apart from the fact that the passage above represents Pecola’s perceptual point of view, it 

also renders her thoughts in the form of, firstly, tagged indirect speech (“How beautiful, she 

thought.”), and, secondly, in free indirect speech (“What a beautiful house.”). Even in the 

repetition of the word “slowly” one can hear Pecola’s own thinking. 

After a dramatically realized scene that follows, in which Junior throws the cat at Pecola 

and after she comforts her, he nearly kills the animal by tossing it against a window, the point 

of view shifts again, firstly to Junior, then to Geraldine and at the end of the section back to 

Pecola: 

Junior, curious at not hearing her sobs, opened the door, and saw her squatting down 

rubbing the cat’s back. He saw the cat stretching its head and flattening its eyes. He 

had seen that expression many times as the animal responded to his mother’s touch 

(70-1, italics added). 

Geraldine went to the radiator and picked up the cat. […] She looked at Pecola. Saw 

the dirty torn dress, the plaits sticking out on her head, hair matted where the plaits 

had come undone (71, italics added). 

Pecola backed out of the room, staring at the pretty milk-brown lady […] Pecola 

turned to find the front door and saw Jesus looking down at her with sad and 

unsurprised eyes, his long brown hair parted in the middle, the gay paper flowers 

twisted around his face (72, italics added). 

 

“SEETHEMOTHER”, “SEETHEFATHER” 

The fourth and fifth sections are consistent in their point of view, the first perspective 

remaining Pauline Breedlove’s, the second Cholly’s. Similarly, both summarize lives of 
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Pecola’s parents, from childhood up to the present, conveyed mostly in the voice of the 

omniscient narrator: 

During all of her four years of going to school, she was enchanted by numbers and 

depressed by words. She missed—without knowing what she missed—paints and 

crayons (87, italics added). 

Along with the idea of romantic love, she was introduced to another—physical beauty. 

Probably the most destructive ideas in the history of human thought. Both originated 

in envy, thrived in insecurity, and ended in disillusion (95). 

Sullen, irritable, he cultivated his hatred of Darlene. Never did he once consider 

directing his hatred toward the hunters. Such an emotion would have destroyed him. 

[…] His subconscious knew what his conscious mind did not guess—that hating them 

would have consumed him […] He was, in time, to discover that hatred of white 

men—but not now (118, italics added). 

All three comments above are, quite indisputably, expressions of the character’s point of 

view (first two of Pauline’s, the third of Cholly’s) in the voice of the same, omniscient 

narrator. The first and the third citation display the aspect of the point of view that has not yet 

been explicitly analyzed, namely a combination of the narrator’s expression and the 

character’s interest point of view. In both cases, the narrator interprets for the reader what 

Cholly or Pauline do not consciously realize, yet these are their sensibilities which are being 

described. Similarly, being “enchanted by numbers and depressed by words” is Pauline’s 

feeling, yet, the wording and interpretation of it belongs clearly to the narrator. Similarly, the 

second citation exemplifies the narrator’s comment on, and judgment of, Pauline’s obsession 

with romantic movies (“the most destructive ideas in the history”, “originated in envy, thrived 

in insecurity, and ended in disillusion”). 

However, the rendering of the two sections of the narrative differs in its distribution of 

diegesis and mimesis (see 36). In Pauline’s section, the narrative is a combination of telling in 

the narratorial voice and her point of view and showing in the form of Pauline’s dramatic 

monologue. In Cholly’s, the narratorial passages are permeated with the character’s thoughts 

in free and tagged indirect speech (e.g. Morrison 105, 121, 122) and with dramatic scenes 

rendered in direct speech (e.g. Morrison 110-11, 116). 

“SEETHEDOG”, “HERECOMESAFRIEND” 

The sixth section presents yet another point of view of the town’s pedophile called Soaphead 

Church. In a certain aspect it is comparable to the second section, “SEETHECAT”, as it 

begins with a narrative expressed by the omniscient narrator presenting a new conceptual 

point of view of “an old man”, without giving away his identity for two and a half pages. 
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However, here the point of view remains Soaphead’s throughout the section, occasionally 

presenting his thoughts in free indirect speech and later diegetically through a letter. The last 

section belongs solely to Pecola’s thoughts presented in pure mimesis and since it is analyzed 

in detail in Chapter 11 below (see 38), there is no need to delve into it here. 

In conclusion, it is quite clear that in any of the sections the narrator cannot possibly be 

the adult Claudia. Even if she tried, in later years, to collect information about the Breedloves 

to be able to explain Pecola’s fate, she would not be able to grant the reader access to the 

mind of so many characters. Thus, it seems only logical that it is the omniscient narrator who, 

having access to the mind of all the characters, realizes part of the narrative in the form of 

Claudia’s first person narration. Having analyzed the narrators in both novels in detail, it is 

also necessary, however, to focus at the realization of the narratees. 

10 The Narratee 

Since both novels are conveyed by an overt narrator, it logically ensues that the narratee 

should be inherently present in them. As it was analysed in chapter 7 (see 17), both novels are 

narratives directed towards a silent interlocutor. Scout and Claudia constantly explain, 

interpret and provide context that would not be necessary unless a second party outside the 

narrative did not require the information. Consider the following: 

Rosemary Villanucci, our next-door friend who lives above her father’s café, sits in a 

1939 Buick eating bread and butter (Morrison 5, italics added). 

We lived on the main residential street in town— Atticus, Jem and I, plus Calpurnia 

our cook (Lee 6, italics added). 

Although there are no direct addresses to the narratee, both of them being covert, it is 

clear from the way the information is presented that an implied interlocutor remains in the 

narrator’s focus. Otherwise, there would be no need for words such as “our next-door friend” 

or “Calpurnia our cook”; it is clear that both appositions are there to inform the narratee. 

However, in To Kill a Mockingbird the narratee’s presence is more tangible than in The Bluest 

Eye as, even though there are no epithets such as “dear reader”, the narratee is occasionally 

addressed more directly: 

Perhaps I’d better explain something now. I’ve heard that lawyers’ children, on seeing 

their parents in court in the heat of argument, get the wrong idea: […] This was not 

true of Jem and me. We acquired no traumas from watching our father win or lose. I’m 
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sorry that I can’t provide any drama in this respect; if I did, it would not be true (Lee 

189, italics added). 

Here, the narratee’s presence is made more audible (see 12), since to whom else but to a 

present interlocutor would the narrator explain and apologize? The sentence “I’d better 

explain something” and “I’m sorry that I can’t provide any drama” is clearly directed to the 

narratee. Since neither narratee can be identified with a specific character in the novels, they 

both remain outside the story as an unknown personality. Consequently, when the narratee is 

spoken to in such a direct way as in the passage above, each real reader feels as if it is them 

the narrator addresses and identifies with both the narratee and the implied reader with greater 

ease. 

11 Degrees of the Teller’s Audibility – Use of Diegesis and Mimesis 

Despite the fact that the various uses of telling and showing were discussed in most chapters 

of the practical part, the scale of the narrator’s audibility deserves a more detailed overview. 

Although in the first half of the 20th century, purely mimetic mode was seen as desirable and 

appreciated in fiction thanks to the doctrines introduced by modernism, the second half 

brought a change of perspective. Both Lee and Morrison exemplify that a mixture of diegesis 

and mimesis does not necessarily harm the artistic quality of the novel. 

As both novels are conveyed by overt narrators, it logically ensues that a great part of the 

narrative must be realised through the mode of telling, or diegesis. Both narrators explain the 

cultural, social and moral norms of their story to the narratee, provide additional information 

necessary for the reader’s understanding, comment, describe and summarize. In neither of the 

novels, however, does the diegesis in any way harm the narrative. Contrarily, it helps to 

highlight and explain the passages which are presented in the dramatic form, to uncover 

meanings and connections that might otherwise pass unnoticed or be misunderstood. In 

consequence, the effect of the passages which are rendered dramatically in the form of direct 

speech is even more emphasized. 

Both narrators frequently use what Chatman considers the “middle ground” (197) 

between diegesis and mimesis, namely either tagged or free indirect speech/thought. What is 

typical in the narration of To Kill a Mockingbird is a smooth transition from direct speech to 

indirect speech. The indirect speech then usually switches into a narratorial comment or 

summary and then shifts back to direct speech as exemplified below: 
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“Jem wanted Dill to know once and for all that he wasn’t scared of anything: “It’s just 

that I can’t think of a way to make him come out without him gettin‘ us.” Besides, Jem 

had his little sister to think of. 

When he said that, I knew he was afraid.” (15) 

““Not exactly. The Cunninghams are country folks, farmers, and the crash hit them 

hardest.” Atticus said professional people were poor because the farmers were poor. 

As Maycomb County was farm country, nickels and dimes were hard to come by for 

doctors and dentists and lawyers. […] Mr. Cunningham, said Atticus, came from a set 

breed of men. As the Cunninghams had no money to pay a lawyer, they simply paid us 

with what they had. “Did you know,” said Atticus,” (23) 

In the first passage, Jem’s direct speech changes into free indirect speech in “Besides, 

Jem had his little sister to think of”. Here, it is obvious that the words are Jem’s, even though 

the tag “he said” is missing. However, the following sentence already presents the narrator’s 

comment and Scout’s sentiment (“I knew he was afraid”). Similarly, the second paragraph 

starts with Atticus’ direct speech, but is immediately followed by indirect speech (“Atticus 

said professional people…”) and free indirect speech. The words in “nickels and dimes were 

hard to come by” remain Atticus’, however, the indirect speech allows the narrator a greater 

degree of influence. Such summary of someone’s speech is typical of Lee’s narrative. It 

enables her to condense a conversation which is significant, because it provides little Scout 

and the reader with relevant information, yet its significance does not require rendering in 

pure mimesis as it would thus require more space. 

In both novels, free indirect thought is used to grant the reader access to the character’s 

thoughts without diminishing the narrator’s control over the narrative: 

As Dill explained, I found myself wondering what life would be if Jem were different, 

even from what he was now; what I would do if Atticus did not feel the necessity of 

my presence, help and advice. Why, he couldn’t get along a day without me. Even 

Calpurnia couldn’t get along unless I was there. They needed me (Lee 157-8, italics 

added). 

He glanced at the faces, looking for the one who might be his father. How would he 

know him? Would he look like a larger version of himself? At that moment Cholly 

could not remember what his own self looked like. He only knew he was fourteen 

years old, black, and already six feet tall. (Morrison 121, italics added) 

All sentences in italics in the passages above present model examples of free indirect 

thought, the wording of which clearly belongs to the respective character. In the first quote, 

the words “I found myself wondering” introduce firstly a tagged indirect thought which is 

followed by free indirect though. Again, Lee uses a gradual transition from one mode to 

another. In contrast, in Morrison, Cholly’s thoughts permeate a narrative which, although it is 

in his point of view, is voiced by an omniscient narrator. 
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As concerns the mimetic mode, both novels naturally employ dialogues conveyed in 

direct speech, which is considered pure showing (see 13 herein). The passages which are most 

significant are rendered dramatically without any narratorial commentaries or summarizing. 

In Lee, while less important dialogues are usually recapitulated in free indirect speech (as 

analysed below, see 37), the crucial conversations are rendered in direct speech only; i.e. 

Atticus’s dialogue with Jem about Mrs Dubose (Lee 123-4), his final speech to the jury (224-

7) or his argument with Mr Tate about whether Bob Ewell ran on his own knife (300-4). 

In The Bluest Eye, diegesis is used to highlight the consciousness of the far-reaching 

damage caused by racial hatred. However, different modes of mimesis are used in individual 

sections, in addition to unmediated dialogues in direct speech. In Pauline’s section (Morrison 

86-102), there are long passages of direct speech rendered in her Southern dialect of AAVE 

(African American Vernacular English), where she discusses her life with an unknown 

interlocutor. In Soaphead Church’s section, pure mimesis is introduced in the form of his 

letter to God (140-4). Most importantly, however, in Pecola’s final section, “HERE COMES 

A FRIEND” (152-162), the reader is allowed to enter her mind in the mode of pure showing, 

in this case of the free direct though. By retrospectively uncovering the events following the 

rape through Pecola’s interior monologue, Morrison greatly intensifies the horror of incest: 

Mrs. Breedlove look drop-eyed at you? 

Yes. Now she does. Ever since I got my blue eyes, she look away from me all of the 

time. Do you suppose she’s jealous too? (154) 

And you don’t have to be afraid of Cholly coming at you anymore.  

No.  

That was horrible, wasn’t it?  

Yes.  

The second time too?  

Yes. Really?  

The second time too?  

Leave me alone! You better leave me alone (159) 

By gaining access to Pecola’s thoughts, the reader realises that Pecola, becoming insane, 

explains the sudden change in behaviour of people around her by attributing it to her new blue 

eyes. Even more shocking, however, is the recognition that not only did Cholly rape her twice 

but that she subconsciously tries to supress the fact that she seems to have enjoyed “the 

second time”. Furthermore, the reader’s realization of this fact is made even more disquieting 

by being conveyed through the mode of pure mimesis. 

To conclude, both authors succeed in what Booth calls “the art of what to dramatize fully 

and what to curtail, what to summarize and what to heighten” (Booth 64). They switch 
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between telling (narrator’s comments, descriptions and summaries, reported speech of the 

characters) and showing as their particular narratives require. Even though the realistic 

illusion might be diminished by the use of diegesis, it is clearly not detrimental to the overall 

appeal of both novels. 

12 The Implied Author and The Implied reader 

As mentioned above, one of the choices of the implied author is the formal structuring of the 

text into parts and chapters (see 19 herein). By the same token, the decision of what to narrate 

and what to demonstrate by mimesis is governed by the implied author according to the 

particular interests that he or she intends to raise. Furthermore, the implied author needs to 

create an implied reader able to appreciate the qualities of the work and the effects it is 

supposed to bring about by, firstly, clarifying the norms and values of the narrative and 

controlling the readers distance. 

12.1 Imposing the Norms and General Values of the Fictional World 

In To Kill a Mockingbird, Lee mostly aids the implied reader in correct understating of the 

events by adult Scout’s interpretation and comments. However, the narrator rarely conveys 

any generalizations in her own voice, even though exceptions to the rule can be found: 

Nothing is more deadly than a deserted, waiting street (105). 

I said I would like it very much, which was a lie, but one must lie under certain 

circumstances and at all times when one can’t do anything about them (141). 

Here, the generalizing belongs to the narrator and can be, therefore, labelled as diegetic. 

Nevertheless, the most characteristic rhetoric device which Lee employs to guide the implied 

reader is the direct speech of her characters, whose judgement has been established as 

reliable. Typically, either Miss Maudie, Calpurnia, Atticus or Jem (in the second part of the 

book) help to clarify matters for Scout, while, at the same time, establishing the values 

relevant to the implied reader: 

Miss Maudie stopped rocking, and her voice hardened. “You are too young to 

understand it,” she said, “but sometimes the Bible in the hand of one man is worse 

than a whiskey bottle in the hand of—oh, of your father.” (50) 

“[…] This case, Tom Robinson’s case, is something that goes to the essence of a 

man’s conscience—Scout, I couldn’t go to church and worship God if I didn’t try to 

help that man.” 

“Atticus, you must be wrong…” 

“How’s that?” 

“Well, most folks seem to think they’re right and you’re wrong…” 
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“They’re certainly entitled to think that, and they’re entitled to full respect for their 

opinions,” said Atticus, “but before I can live with other folks I’ve got to live with 

myself. The one thing that doesn’t abide by majority rule is a person’s conscience.” 

(116) 

The implied reader of To Kill a Mockingbird is expected to be as moral and fair as 

Atticus and to judge the whole story from Scout’s point of view, which retains the child’s 

innocence and innate sense of justice. The reader seems to be expected to mock the hypocrisy 

of Maycomb’s citizens together with the adult narrator, to judge Bob Ewell for the atrocity he 

attempted to commit, and to sympathize with Mr Tate when he says that  

[…] there’s just some kind of men you have to shoot before you can say hidy to ‘em. 

Even then, they ain’t worth the bullet it takes to shoot ’em. Ewell ‘as one of ’em (296). 

While one feels obliged to pity Mayella Ewell as much as Scout does, there is no pity for 

her father, who is portrayed simply as the villain of the story. In contrast, in The Bluest Eye, 

Cholly, whose despicable personality is readily comparable to Bob Ewell’s, is allowed the 

privilege of showing his point of view. Furthermore, Morrison judges neither him, nor the 

pedophile, Soaphead Church, but allows them space to illustrate their personal norms and 

values.  

By the combination of showing in the form of the character’s direct speech and the 

narrator’s telling through the characters’ points of view, the implied author of The Bluest Eye 

forces the implied reader to experience the multiple perspectives of their lives. Thus, at least 

for the time of reading, the implied reader has to see the world through the eyes (perceptual 

point of view), understanding (cognitive) and interest point of view of Claudia, Pecola, 

Geraldine, Louis Junior, and Cholly and Pauline Breedlove. Each of them having their own 

deprivations as they all have gone through their personal let-downs, losses and horrors, the 

implied author makes the implied reader see and experience their sufferings. She does not 

judge their lives, she does not point her finger at any of the characters, but as Atticus would 

put it, she makes the reader “climb into [their] skin and walk around in it” (Lee 33), by which 

she makes any clear-cut judgement if not entirely, then almost, impossible. 

12.2 Controlling the distance 

When talking about the control over the implied reader’s distance, it is important to consider 

the particular literary interests that the novels attempt to raise (see 7 herein).  

Most relevant to the reader’s distance is the degree of their practical interest in the plot 

as such. By restricting the narrative to Scout’s point of view, the reader’s emotional 
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involvement is considerably heightened. Therefore, by wishing for the well-being of the 

characters, the reader does not seem to be misreading but fulfilling the implied author’s 

intention. Nevertheless, Lee controls the reader’s involvement by her persistent exercise of 

irony by which she distances not only herself as the narrator but also the implied reader. 

Furthermore, by establishing the exact impact of Jem’s injury right on the first page, she 

somewhat diminishes the reader’s concern for the children, when the scene of Ewell’s attempt 

to murder them takes place. Still, the reading experience would be rather unsuccessful if the 

reader, for instance, did not fear for Atticus when he was guarding Tom Robinson’s cell or 

was not touched by Scout’s intervention resulting in the scattering of the mob (Lee 167-171). 

In The Bluest Eye, however, the importance of the practical interest seems to be 

diminished by the implied author’s rigorous control over the implied reader’s distance. Not 

only is most of the narrative realised by an omniscient and impersonal narrator, but even 

Claudia appears rather detached from the Breedlove’s destiny. She is only an onlooker whose 

life remains rather unaffected by any of the Breedloves. Although she and her sister attempt to 

save Pecola’s baby, Claudia admits on the penultimate page of the book that Pecola’s 

madness “bored [them] in the end” (163). Similarly, the fragmentation and multiplicity of the 

narrative does not easily allow the reader to become emotionally involved. Furthermore, when 

introducing a new point of view, very often the reader is not aware for several pages whose 

the new perspective is. An illustrative example is the “SEETHECAT” section (Morrison 63-

72), where the narrator introduces a new conceptual point of view, but, for the length of three 

pages, abstains from informing the narratee whose perspective it is: 

They come from Mobile. Aiken. From Newport News. […] They are thin brown girls 

who have looked long at hollyhocks in the backyards of Meridian, Mobile, Aiken, and 

Baton Rouge (63, italics added). 

They go to land-grant colleges […] Here they learn the rest of the lesson begun in 

those soft houses with porch swings and pots of bleeding heart: how to behave. […] In 

short, how to get rid of the funkiness. The dreadful funkiness of passion, the funkiness 

of nature, the funkiness of the wide range of human emotions (64, italics added). 

They never seem to have boyfriends, but they always marry. Certain men watch them, 

without seeming to, and know that if such a girl is in his house, he will sleep on sheets 

boiled white, hung out to dry on juniper bushes, and pressed flat with a heavy iron (65, 

italics added). 

Although the narrator establishes a new set of norms and values, by keeping the 

impersonal tone the reader considers them without any emotional reaction as the abstract 

“they” can hardly evoke any feelings. The literary interest here is not primarily practical, but 

intellectual, as the novel reveals multiple sets of individual motivations and life values and, 
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consequently, reveals the ambiguity of life and the impossibility of finding one “true 

interpretation” (Booth 125). 

By changing the points of view, Morrison introduces different ways of how individuals 

cope with the racial discrimination directed against them. Pauline neglects her own children, 

escaping reality first through movies and later, living her dream of neatness, luxury and 

respectability through the Fisher family which she serves. Cholly resorts to alcoholism and 

violence, Sammy to running from home and Pecola protects herself by her insanity. Still 

differently, Claudia vents her anger caused by social injustice by dismembering blue-eyed 

dolls and beating white girls. Geraldine, as the reader finds out on page 67, is one of the 

“Mobile girls” described over the four introductory pages of the “SEETHECAT” section. By 

doing her utmost to belong to the class of “coloured people” who, as opposed to “niggers”, 

are “neat and quiet” (Morrison 67), she finds her own way of protecting herself from racial 

discrimination. The implied reader is supposed to perceive and comprehend the various 

coping strategies but not to judge them. Therefore, it seems that the overall interest should lie, 

rather than in the emotional involvement of the practical interest, in the intellectual and 

qualitative dimension.  

Admittedly, the reader of The Bluest Eye does feel revolted and outraged by Soaphead’s 

molesting of little girls, Pauline’s indifference to her children or Cholly’s raping his own 

daughter and one feels pity for Pecola’s poor existence. However, any emotion evoked by 

Morrison is much more impersonal and detached compared to the reader’s genuine concern 

for Scout or the fate of Tom Robinson and his wife in To Kill a Mockingbird.  
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Conclusion 

In the theoretical part, the outline of the terminology was presented so that a detailed analysis 

of the two narratives could be carried out. Furthermore, it was suggested that the modernist 

doctrine about the need of pure mimesis in fiction are misleading, since they grossly simplify 

the complex problem of the narrative. On the contrary, it seems that diegesis can be as artistic 

as mimesis, if it serves to highlight the desirable literary interests.  

It was established in Chapter 7 that both introductory passages of the chosen novels 

signify the presence of an overt narrator who conveys a story to a silent narratee. In both 

cases, the narrators recount events from their childhood and, consequently, they are not only 

temporarily but also intellectually distant from their story. Lee and Morrison use this distance 

in various combinations of perceptual, cognitive and interest points of view. When the 

narrator needs to provide an interpretation or comment, the cognitive point of view remains 

the adult Scout’s or Claudia’s although the perceptual belongs to the child. Furthermore, Lee 

often uses this discrepancy for ironical effects, as she describes events through little Scout’s 

perception but the intellect behind the expression is unmistakably the adult’s. However, the 

events are often conveyed in both the perceptual and cognitive point of view of the child 

Scout and Claudia. In To Kill a Mockingbird such combination is used to mock the hypocrisy 

of the town’s people yet, most of the time, the tone of the novel remains humorous and 

optimistic. In contrast, in The Bluest Eye the little Claudia’s or Pecola’s perspectives 

emphasize the horrible and inescapable fate of African-American people brought upon them 

by the racism of that period American society.  

Lee’s narrative, as opposed to Morrison’s, remains consistent both in the point of view 

and in the limited privilege that the implied author grants to the narrator. In addition, while 

Lee adheres to the first person narrative in the past tense, Morrison frequently switches from 

the first person to the third and from the past to the present tense. In The Bluest Eye the 

narrator has much greater competence not only in the number of points of view that she can 

adopt but also in the degree of omniscience. It is important to realize that while To Kill a 

Mockingbird is truly told by the adult Scout, in The Bluest Eye it is only an illusion that the 

story belongs to Claudia. In fact, it is the omniscient narrator who governs the whole narrative 

and Claudia’s voice (and point of view) is only one of the two forms the narrator appropriates. 

The second form occurs in the separate sections headed by fragments of the primary school 
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chant. There, constant changes in the point of view are governed by an impersonal narrator 

who has access to information that Claudia could not possibly acquire. 

 This varied approach of the implied reader to the point of view in the two novels 

creates a completely different effect on the implied reader. In To Kill a Mockingbird the 

practical interest in the story itself is much stronger than in The Bluest Eye, because the reader 

follows little Scout from the beginning to the end and the events are viewed always through 

her perspective. Furthermore, the irony of the narrator maintains a light, humorous tone, even 

though the social problems she reveals are similar, if not identical, to those in The Bluest Eye. 

If the narrator of To Kill a Mockingbird were allowed similar omniscience and Tom 

Robinson, his wife or even Bob and Mayella Ewell were allowed to share their points of view, 

Lee’s story would be just as dismal as Morison’s. 

Finally, as concerns the modernist doctrine about the purity of fiction, both novels 

exemplify how important the mode of diegesis can be when certain literary effects need to be 

highlighted. Morrison forces her implied reader to experience the multiple perspectives of her 

character’s lives by a combination of showing in the form of the character’s direct speech and 

the narrator’s telling. Most importantly, in The Bluest Eye diegesis (in the form of narratorial 

commentary) is crucial as it helps the reader understand different conceptual points of view of 

characters who all display various strategies by which they cope with the racial discrimination 

directed against them. Lee, on the other hand, controls the reader’s distance by the use of 

overt ironical narrator which, of course, belongs to the diegetic part of Chatman’s scale. 

Therefore, in neither of the novels does the use of telling harm the overall artistic effect of the 

work, on the contrary, it helps the implied author control the implied reader’s distance. 

Furthermore, it heightens the literary interests which are the most crucial for the particular 

work. While in To Kill a Mockingbird the reader’s emotional involvement is much more 

pronounced and desired, in The Bluest Eye diegesis distances the reader from the practical 

interest and directs the attention to qualitative and cognitive interests instead. 

To conclude, while the realization of the two narratives appears similar at first, the 

overall effect the two overt narrators create is strikingly different. Lee’s novel engages the 

reader by highlighting the practical interest of the plot and by the wit and irony of her 

narrator, while Morrison distances her reader so that he can view, without judging, the lives of 

her characters. In both novels diegesis is by no means artistically detrimental to the narrative, 

as it greatly enhances its literary qualities and the reader’s experience. 
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