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UNIVERSALITY IN ARISTOTLE: THE PROFOUND MEANING OF KATHÓLOU AND ITS VALIDITY IN LITERARY THEORY.

––––––––
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When Aristotle writes in chapter 9 of his Poetics that poetry is "more philosophical and elevated than history", he bases this affirmation on a central concept of his entire work: the notion of kathólou, that is, the universal. This seemingly simple word defines the specific way in which literature knows the world and explains why fiction does not need to reproduce real events in order to illuminate profound human truths. From this idea, contemporary literary theory has developed a renewed understanding of literature as an autonomous way of knowing.

In Aristotelian philosophy, kathólou designates that which does not correspond to a particular case, but to a general structure that is repeated in human experience. In contrast to the singular, the universal indicates what always or usually happens under certain conditions. This distinction, which Aristotle develops in his logical and metaphysical thought, also runs through Poetics. There he states that the historian is concerned with what really happened, while the poet reveals what could happen according to verisimilitude or necessity. These categories do not refer to empirical fidelity, but to the internal coherence of human action as it unfolds in a story.

The interesting thing is that this universality does not imply empty abstraction. Literature does not operate with concepts unrelated to life, but with specific characters and situations that embody recognizable human possibilities. A fictitious event does not need to have occurred to be true, because its truth is born from its ability to represent tensions, desires or conflicts that respond to patterns present in reality. Thus, Oedipus Rex is not a historical report, but the poetic exploration of ignorance, hubris, and responsibility, forces that define the human condition beyond any era.

This possibilist approach to literature means that literary knowledge does not depend on factual verification. While history focuses on what was, literature dares to investigate what can be. Fiction is governed by the laws of verisimilitude and necessity, which articulate an internal logic capable of revealing the deep structure of the action. That is why literature does not reproduce the world but rather rewrites it. In this Writing, as Paul Ricoeur would point out centuries later, fiction reconfigures reality by showing us new ways of understanding it.

The influence of the Aristotelian concept of kathólou is also perceived in contemporary literary criticism. Northrop Frye conceives of literature as a vast system of myths and archetypes that express invariants of human behavior. Martha Nussbaum highlights the novel's ability to offer moral knowledge that is irreducible to abstract propositions. Tzvetan Todorov insists that literature teaches ways of being in the world, not mere data. In all these approaches, the Aristotelian idea that literature accesses the universal through the possible, and not through the accumulation of facts, resonates.

The result of this long tradition is a conception of literature as an autonomous way of knowing. Poetic universality does not copy reality; interprets it. Through a plausible story, a verse charged with emotion or a character struggling to understand himself, literature illuminates’ dimensions of existence that cannot be reached by historical observation or by purely logical reasoning. To know literarily means to come into contact with that which, although possible, reveals itself to be profoundly true.

The validity of Aristotelian kathólou in today's critical thought demonstrates that literature is not a mere ornament of language or an entertainment detached from life. It is a mode of thought that operates through imagination and emotions, capable of revealing essential structures of human experience. Where empirical reality offers only fragments, literature opens a space in which the possible becomes a way of knowledge. In this territory, the poetic word fulfills Aristotle's promise: to show us what could happen and, in doing so, to teach us something decisive about who we are.

LITERATURE VERSUS REALITY

Literature, since its origins, has sought something more than reproducing the visible world. When Carlos Bousoño, in Theory of Poetic Expression, quotes T. S. Eliot to remind us that truths in poetry are not truths (which should be assumed or not), but "their emotional equivalents", he places literary creation in its own territory: a space where knowledge does not arise from the faithful copy of the object, but from the inner (personal) revelation that this object awakens. In other words, literature does not reproduce reality; it recreates it so that we can understand what reality, by itself, cannot say.

After all, as Aristotle warned in his Poetics (chapter 9), literature is more philosophical and elevated than history, because while history limits itself to narrating what happened, literature dares to show what could happen. In this difference lies a singular form of knowledge: not the empirical verification of the fact, but the exploration of its possible meaning.

Many writers have understood this epistemological dimension of literature. Marcel Proust conceived of the artistic work as an instrument to reveal a hidden truth, inaccessible through traditional rational methods. Jorge Luis Borges, for his part, stated that books do not seek to copy the world, but to build a parallel universe that allows us to understand ours from an unprecedented perspective. Even Franz Kafka took this idea to the extreme: literature does not describe reality, but the exact point where reality becomes insufficient.

This vision implies that literature functions as an alternative knowledge, complementary to scientific, historical or philosophical knowledge. It does not pretend to verify hypotheses, document facts, or systematize theories. Its field of action is different: the discovery of emotional, symbolic and existential truths. When a poem moves us, it does not do so because it accurately reproduces an event in the world, but because it manages to awaken in us a resonance, an intimate correspondence that allows us to access a deeper form of understanding.

That is why, when T. S. Eliot speaks of "emotional equivalents," he points out that literature gives the reader something other than factual truth: an experience. In this sense, the reader does not accumulate data, but participates in an act of knowledge that can only occur at the intersection between the word and sensibility. Literature does not explain the world, but illuminates it from unexpected angles. It does not imitate life, it densifies it. It does not justify the facts, it reveals their mystery.

This transformative character makes literature more than a reflection of reality, a laboratory of meanings. Where reason stumbles, metaphor advances. Where objective description is exhausted, imagination opens up new possibilities. Thus, literature becomes a form of thought that operates with its own instruments: ambiguity, emotion, symbol, rhythm, voice, memory. Its truth is not that of the correspondence between word and object, but that of the correspondence between word and human experience.

Ultimately, defining literature as knowledge implies recognizing that, when writing or reading, we are not only looking for entertainment or escape, but a way to interrogate ourselves and the world. Literature does not know in the traditional sense of the term, but makes it possible to know in another way: from intuition, sensitivity and openness to inner realities that cannot be expressed through other languages.

Understood in this way, literature is not the shadow of reality, but its double imaginary, its counterpoint and its criticism. Only those who confuse it with a simple copy of the world lose sight of its true function: to offer us the emotional equivalents of what, in everyday life, remains hidden or unspeakable. In this space of poetic revelation, which Eliot would point out as the very territory of creation, literature affirms itself as a singular form of knowledge, indispensable for understanding not what happens, but what happens to us.

LITERATURE AS A TERRITORY OF PLURISIGN AND AESTHETIC ENJOYMENT

––––––––
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In The Semantics of Poetry, Philip Wheelwright proposes a distinction that, far from being limited to the technical field of semantics, allows us to delve with unusual clarity into the very substance of the literary phenomenon, since by differentiating between the monosign, whose function is to refer unequivocally to a precise referent and exhaust itself in it, and the plurisign,  whose symbolic thickness overflows any stable fixation and displays a plurality of coexisting meanings, offers us a conceptual key that illuminates what radically distinguishes literature from other forms of discourse.

If the monosign belongs to the order of utility and is defined by its referential transparency, so that its value is consummated in the efficiency with which it leads to a meaning external to itself, the plurisign, on the other hand, is not exhausted in designation, but establishes a space of resonances in which each meaning summons other possible ones and in which the word ceases to be a simple means to to become a realm of experience, in such a way that the reader does not cross the sign to reach something else, but stops at it and contemplates it, explores it and, ultimately, enjoys it.

This joyful dimension, which Wheelwright underlines when he affirms that the poetic symbol is not used but enjoyed, implies that the value of literary language is not primarily instrumental, since it is not subordinated to the transmission of closed information or to the exposition of a thesis susceptible to synthesis, but has an intrinsic and aesthetic character that turns each word into a significant presence.  in sensible matter whose density cannot be reduced to a conceptual equivalent without impoverishing it.

When in the poetry of Federico García Lorca the moon appears repeatedly as the central image, it does not appear as a mere celestial body susceptible to astronomical definition, but as a symbol whose ambivalence oscillates between fascination and threat, between luminous purity and the shadow of death, so that each reader, according to his sensibility and his cultural horizon,  he discovers in it different nuances that are not mutually exclusive, but coexist in a kind of semantic simultaneity that constitutes precisely the richness of the plurisign.

In a similar way, the mirrors that populate Jorge Luis Borges's stories do not limit themselves to reflecting a faithful image of the world, but introduce an ontological concern by multiplying perspectives and suggesting the fragility of identity and the instability of the real, in such a way that the everyday object is transformed into a symbol of infinity.  of duplication and metaphysical vertigo, and the reader, far from receiving a closed meaning, is invited to participate in the construction of an interpretative network that is always open.

Likewise, when the universe of Macondo emerges in Gabriel García Márquez's narrative, we are not only witnessing the chronicle of a lineage or the account of extraordinary events, but also the configuration of a world in which each element – the endless rain, the plague of insomnia, the ice contemplated for the first time – acquires a symbolic thickness that overflows the anecdote and becomes a metaphor for memory.  of oblivion and primordial amazement in the face of reality.

Consequently, if one tries to formulate a definition of literature based on this conception, it could be said that literature is that modality of language in which the sign, freed from the exclusive servitude of univocal reference, becomes a plurisign and, therefore, the source of an aesthetic experience that is not consumed in immediate understanding.  but it is prolonged in constant rereading and reinterpretation, since each encounter with the text reactivates latent possibilities that are never definitively exhausted.

Understood in this way, literature is not defined by the subject it addresses or by the mere presence of fiction, but by the symbolic intensity with which it organizes language, an intensity that transforms the word into a field of semantic forces where memory, imagination and sensibility converge, and in which the reader, far from being a passive receiver,  he becomes a co-author of meaning by following the multiple paths that the plurisign offers him.

For this reason, it can be argued that literature begins where language ceases to be exclusively a means and affirms itself as an end in itself, where the word does not disappear behind what it signifies, but remains vibrating with a plurality of echoes, and where the act of reading becomes not the simple decoding of a message,  but in the complex and joyful experience of inhabiting a symbolic territory whose richness does not admit closure.

THE ABOLITION OF REAL TIME: VERB AND FICTION IN KÄTE HAMBURGER'S NARRATIVE THEORY.

Käte Hamburger's reflection, presented with particular conceptual density in Die Logik der Dichtung (1957), translated into English as The Logic of Literature, constitutes one of the most rigorous attempts to delimit the ontological nature of fictional discourse. His thesis regarding the status of verbs in narrative – according to which they lose their ordinary temporal function – is not a mere stylistic observation, but a proposition of philosophical scope that affects the very way in which we understand the relationship between language, reality and experience.

In everyday or historical language, the verb fulfills a deictic function: it situates events in relation to an "I" that speaks from a recognizable present. When we say "yesterday it rained", the past tense refers to a fact that belongs to the speaker's experiential field or, at least, to the shared horizon of empirical reality.

Hamburger argues that this reference dissolves into narrative fiction. The past tense of a novel is not equivalent to the past tense of historiography or that of autobiographical memory. It does not indicate that something has happened in the world, but that something happens in an imaginary universe whose validity does not depend on verifiability.

Hence his central statement: the narrative past is a "past without a past", a time that does not refer to any real past.

The key to Hamburger's reasoning lies in distinguishing who experiences the events narrated. In the chronicle or in the autobiography, the narrator belongs to the same ontological plane as the events. In the novel, on the contrary, the experiential field shifts towards the characters.

The narrator can state:

"Aureliano Buendía remembered that remote afternoon when his father took him to see the ice."

The verb "remembered", which opens One Hundred Years of Solitude (1967) by Gabriel García Márquez, does not certify a real memory. There is no historical time in which we can place this evocation. The past tense functions as a convention that allows the appearance of an autonomous world.

The paradox is remarkable: the reader experiences the events as present even though they are narrated in the past tense. This phenomenon has been corroborated by reception theory, particularly by Wolfgang Iser, who stresses that reading actualizes the text in a continuous perceptual present.

Consider the beginning of Don Quixote de la Mancha:

"In a place in La Mancha, whose name I do not want to remember..."

The present "I want" coexists with the atmosphere of an indeterminate past. However, the reader does not perceive the story as something concluded. Don Quixote lives while we read; His madness is not a memory but an actual experience.

Cervantes thus inaugurates a literary time that belongs neither to the empirical past nor to the empirical present. The verb ceases to be a chronological sign to become an operator of fictitious reality.

It can be said that novelistic time is, in essence, a permanent present disguised as a past.

The loss of temporal function becomes even more evident in novels that explore consciousness.

In The Beehive (1951), Camilo José Cela alternates minimal scenes:

"Doña Rosa looks at the clock. It's almost six o'clock."

Although the action is inscribed in a historical framework – the Madrid post-war period – each fragment seems suspended in a reiterated now. Time does not advance; accumulates.

Something similar occurs in Pedro Páramo (1955) by Juan Rulfo, where the living and the dead speak on the same verbal plane:

"I came to Comala because they told me that my father lived here..."

The reader gradually discovers that many voices belong to the deceased. However, the past tense "vine" does not refer to a closed past. The story operates in a spectral temporality where all chronology is decomposed.

Rulfo thus radicalizes Hamburger's intuition: in fiction, the verb can even sustain the coexistence of incompatible tenses.

Mario Vargas Llosa offers another illuminating example in The City and the Dogs (1963). The novel alternates perspectives without explicit signage, so that the reader must reconstruct who perceives and when.

When the Slave remembers his childhood, the verb tense does not function as a guarantee of anteriority; it is simply the way we access their consciousness.

It is not a question of real memory, but of created memory.

Fiction produces memories of beings that have never existed, and yet those memories affect us as if they belonged to the human repertoire.

Hamburger's theory leads to a conclusion of remarkable scope: narrative does not imitate reality; it creates a different way of being.

Fictional language does not describe verifiable facts, but institutes ontologically autonomous entities. The characters did not "went"; they simply "are" in the space of the text.

For this reason, the narrative verb does not measure time: it founds existence.

Paul Ricœur, in Time and Narration, partially converges with this idea when he argues that the story configures human time, it does not limit itself to reflecting it.

It is appropriate, however, to qualify Hamburger's thesis. Some contemporary novelists have sought to reintroduce historicity through documentary strategies—think of Javier Cercas or the so-called "novel without fiction."

But even there the verb remains in an ambiguous zone. Although the story is based on verifiable facts, the act of narrating inevitably reconfigures them.

Literature cannot renounce its power of transfiguration.

Käte Hamburger's intuition reveals a profound truth: fiction is not a mirror of the world, but a territory where time is emancipated from chronology.

Narrative verbs no longer point to what happened, but what happens eternally every time a reader opens a book.

Maybe that's why we keep going back to novels. In them, human time – so fragile and fugitive – finds a form of permanence that real life never grants.

THE DISTANCE IT REVEALS: ORTEGA Y GASSET AND THE ENIGMA OF AESTHETICS

In the panorama of aesthetic thought of the twentieth century, few notions are as fertile and debated as that of aesthetic distance, formulated by José Ortega y Gasset. In his essay "The Dehumanization of Art" (1925), the philosopher from Madrid not only traces a genealogy of modern art, but also proposes a hermeneutical key that still challenges critics and creators today: authentically modern art is defined by its desire for depersonalization, by the distancing of direct human emotions, and with this it inaugurates a new relationship between the spectator, the viewer  or reader, and the work: a relationship of distance.

Ortega starts from a premise that, from the outset, disorients the reader accustomed to conceiving art as an expression of feelings: for him, modern art does not seek to excite, but to provoke an intellectual vision. While romantic or naturalist art sought to move or represent reality in a reliable way, new art – cubism, expressionism, pure poetry – demands from the spectator a suspension of pathos and an active exercise of decipherment. In this context, aesthetic distance is inscribed: the viewer must not identify with the work, but look at it from a separate, almost clinical place, where the essential thing is the form and not the human content.

This estrangement does not mean indifference, but lucidity. Art, for Ortega, becomes a game and a formal invention. As he would say with his usual irony, "the more artistic an art is, the less human it is". The phrase, provocative, should not be understood as a contempt for the human, but as a warning: art, in its modern dimension, can no longer be sustained by mimesis or emotional sympathy. It requires a new type of spectator, one who does not suffer, but contemplates; it is not projected, but interpreted.

The notion of aesthetic distance proposed by Ortega is rooted in a tradition that goes from Kant to Schopenhauer, but acquires in his work a specific originality: it is linked not only to a theory of art, but also to a cultural diagnosis. For Ortega, the dehumanization of art is the symptom of a new, minority and elitist sensibility, which seeks to distinguish itself from the masses. Thus, aesthetic distance also becomes a social distance, and art becomes a field of tension between the minority and the vulgar, the pure and the sentimental, the modern and the outdated.

However, Ortega's vision is not without criticism. He has been reproached for his aesthetic elitism, his disdain for the social commitment of art, and his limited attention to the political or historical dimensions of artistic creation. In a time like the present, where the aesthetic experience is once again crossed by the biographical, the affective and the identity, Ortega's proposal may seem anachronistic. But perhaps therein lies its strength: in reminding us that art should not always comfort us, that it can also disturb us with its remoteness.

In short, aesthetic distance in Ortega y Gasset is not a simple formal resource, but a philosophical category that redefines the experience of art. It invites us to look without crying, to admire without being absorbed, to understand without suffering. In times when emotional immediacy seems to dominate the cultural horizon, Ortega's lesson resonates with a strange validity: perhaps we have to step back to see better.

CONSCIOUSNESS AS A STAGE: THE USE OF THE INTERIOR MONOLOGUE IN HENRY JAMES' NARRATIVE.
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In the vast tradition of the modern novel, Henry James occupies a central position as a transitional figure between the narrative of the nineteenth century and the formal audacities of the twentieth century. His exploration of subjectivity, the split self, and perception as a narrative vehicle anticipates the aesthetic and philosophical concerns of later authors such as Virginia Woolf, James Joyce, and William Faulkner. One of the fundamental instruments of this transition is his subtle, refined and progressively radical use of the interior monologue, a resource through which James transforms the novel into an architecture of consciousness.

Unlike the interior monologue in its most extreme version – as in Joyce's Ulysses, where the stream of consciousness flows without grammatical mediation or punctuation – Henry James's is, if you like, more content, more implicit, but no less revolutionary. Instead of ceasing the narrator, it subverts him, fuses him with the character's consciousness to the point of erasing all clear boundaries between narrative voice and subjective experience.

This procedure is particularly clear in works such as The Ambassadors (1903), The Wings of the Dove (1902) or The Golden Bowl (1904), in which James almost completely renounces explicit omniscience and prefers to adhere to what he himself would call "central consciousness". Thus, in The Ambassadors, the entirety of the action is filtered through the perception of Strether, whose inner experience—with its doubts, withdrawals, glimpses, and self-deceptions—is at the true core of the novel. The reader does not attend so much the facts as the mental interpretation that the protagonist makes of them. In this sense, the interior monologue in James is not a mere stylistic technique, but a narrative epistemology.

It should be noted that the Jamesian monologue does not indulge in the chaos of the irrational, but translates the flow of consciousness into a sinuous, analytical, almost essayistic prose, which reproduces not so much the immediacy of experience as the process of its inner elaboration. There is in his sentences – often long, interspersed with incisive, subordinate and tortuous – a mimesis of the conscience that thinks, that questions itself, that hesitates. James's rhetoric is that of thought rather than action. And therein lies his radicalism: in a literary world still dominated by the imperative of the external event, James dares to privilege the mental event.

Henry James' interior monologue thus becomes the vehicle of a moral aesthetic. By making us participants in the ethical scrutiny that his characters exert on themselves and on the world around them, James invites us to a



[image: ]



[image: ]









[image: ]























[image: ]












[image: ]


















[image: ]

































[image: ]




























[image: ]



























[image: ]












[image: ]
















[image: ]















































































d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





d2d_images/cover.jpg
Articles
of Literary g

\
\9 ", = -
&\ Criticism
T | Philip Bates i <
\r \ 0 d

k I A
> — W AN

A ~ N e \

N\






d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





d2d_images/scene_break.png





