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I begin with the general thesis that Stylistics is not only a supplying of answers (e.g., concerning how language makes literature) but is just as much a composing of new questions, prompted by past answers.  Sometimes a contribution comes along that appears to provide a stunning answer, rendering the questioners mute—for a while, at least.  One such contribution was  Roman Jakobson’s famous paper on Linguistics and Poetics.  I briefly review where his approach seemed to fail and why, before dwelling on what I think is its enduring relevance.  Jakobson rightly emphasized the singularity of literature and the importance of repetition in verbal art. I will argue that all Jakobson’s ideas in the Closing Statement, when brutally transformationally reduced, amount to saying that repetition lies at the core of verbal art, although it is by no means the only phenomenon crucial to verbal art.  It is by dint of the diversity of kinds of partial repetition that are licensed in verbal art, that we accord it such an important place in our culture, deeming it a fit means for achieving depth and complexity of representation, or for "seeing into the life of things"—including that deepest and most mysterious of things, human consciousness.  I discuss Seamus Heaney’s “St Kevin and the Blackbird”, and Kathleen Jamie’s “Water Day”, and explore a number of kinds of instrumental repetition in these poems.  I make some tentative claims about how repetition helps to create that sense of immersion in the verbalised situation, which readers often identify as the special achievement of verbal art, and the special reward for readers.

1. Introduction
As a way into thinking about what Stylistics is, and what it is committed to as a form of intellectual and scholarly enquiry, I think it is helpful to consider what Stylistics does.  To my mind, what Stylistics essentially does is raise questions about the language of literary texts.  And having raised them, it attempts to answer them.  It thus creates and demands an ongoing dialogue; a chief characteristic of productive dialogue is the attempted identification of interesting questions and interesting answers.  Today I want to emphasize the former.


Sometimes stylisticians give the impression that their discipline is all about giving answers: answers to questions about why a particular poem prompts a particular effect, or reaction, or interpretation in ‘the’ reader (or ‘these readers’ or just ‘this stylistician’).  The stylistician’s answer always points to some particular feature or resources in the language, on which the poem draws.   But answers are interactionally problematic, when they signify ‘job done’, ‘case closed’.  For one thing, they kill the conversation, they imply there is nothing more to be said, they bring things to an end.  How sad!  The conclusive answer, which terminates the discussion, is a kind of death, and not merely in a figurative sense.  Whereas I think we know, as stylisticians or simply as writers and readers of poetry, as culture-bearers who value both literature and the linguistic analysis of literature, the kinds of conversations we are participants in will never close; there will never be a final poem, a final short story, or a definitive stylistic analysis of Shakespeare’s sonnet 129 or Joyce’s “The Dead”.  There will always be more to say, and different things to say.


In conversation of the most open kind, you can perhaps add any remark on any topic, to keep the conversation and the engagement going.  If you want to keep things developing in a more focussed way, you ask a question.  So I very much subscribe to the idea of stylistics as a way not a method, in which a dialogue is continued (with breaks for dinner of course, teaching, the rest of everyday life!).  Doing stylistics, then, can and should provoke questions—or provoke further questions in the course of answering a first question.  Because stylistic analyses often cause us to frame further questions (about the literary text and its properties, and about the procedures used to analyse it) they extend the conversation, open it out, and make it potentially relevant to issues and interests not foreseen at the outset.  


I will talk further about the questions I have been recently asking (in, e.g., Toolan 2009), about the textual sources of readers’ expectations about and sense of ‘immersion in’ literary narratives, and report on the further questions that my analyses have provoked. 

2. Jakobson
It seems to me that the most powerful and simplest message we can take from Jakobson’s reflections on language and poetry is that a fundamental principle of verbal art is repetition (‘full’ or ‘partial’).  Now Jakobson himself did not quite nominate repetition as at the defining core of verbal art.  He said that verbal art arose where the poetic function was dominant and that one could recognize the poetic function, “promoting the palpability of signs”, by a focus on the message for its own sake.  This can be interpreted in various ways, but when it comes to exemplification, all Jakobson’s examples in my opinion amount to valuing of repetition.  Why say horrible Harry and not dreadful Harry, Jakobson asks, and then suggest that the speaker without realizing it has clung to “the poetic device of paronomasia”, the latter being a grand rhetorical term for one form of repetition.  Similarly the famous I like Ike example is essentially built on several types of (partial) repetition.  The Jakobsonian dictum specifies as much: “The poetic function projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis of combination” (1996: 17).  Here a crucial word is projects: units are co-selected in the same syntagm as if they were equivalent when they are not, fully (if they were, there would be no ‘projection’).  The projection of equivalence is a treating of two distinct segments in the verbal sequence as significantly matched, equal, or repeated, where the equivalence is partial not complete.  Thus we say that the words shop and top rhyme, but would not say this of the two words posh and pot; and we even say that the two lines ending with shop and top rhyme (when, again, only the final syllable of each of those lines is a full repetition).


So one answer to the recurrent questions ‘what makes literature literature?’ and ‘What is fundamental to the poetics of literature?’ is, I believe, that literature exploits and privileges repetition—kinds of repetition, or repetitions with kinds of difference, but repetitions all the same.  I think it is not difficult to characterize many literary schemes and tropes, for example, as forms of repetition: rhyme as partial phonic repetition, rhythm and metre as repetition of pulse or beat, assonance and alliteration as consonantal and vocalic repetition, and so on.  These are all kinds of repetition within the text; alongside these I would characterize all forms of intertextuality as kinds of repetition, the taking up in a later text of elements used in one or more earlier texts.
The paradox of the singularity and uniqueness of literary works is that, by the same token, repetition is crucial to them in at least two senses.  The ‘external’ sense in which repetition is crucial to them is that, more than any other kind of text, the literary text bears repetition (re-reading, performing again, reinterpreting, intertextual uptake in other works), without wearing out.  The ‘internal’ sense (of greater interest to me here), is that the literary text tends to exploit, within itself, more kinds of more repetition than any other kind of text known to me.  It does not do the latter only, of course: a literary text has to ‘say something’, project an idea or a picture, as it were.  But even in its invention, the literary text is oriented to repetition—e.g., to inventively casting a following phrase or line as echoically linkable to a previous one, thereby achieving (over and over again) a focussing and depth of texture again atypical in non-literary discourse.  The achieving of ‘depth’ logically follows from this saying more about one focussed-upon thing (or set of things), rather than shifting the attention to something thoroughly new.  

At this point it needs to be acknowledged that by repetition in literary discourse I do not mean ‘absolute duplication’, which, if one could achieve it, would indeed seem to be maximally redundant and inefficient—the very opposite of our intuitions about literature.  But then genuine ‘absolute duplication’ repetition is harder to achieve than is superficially assumed.  The sequential and temporal nature of language means that in the line from Keats’s “La Belle Dame Sans Merci” And there I shut her wild wild eyes, the second wild’s effect is different from the first’s, by virtue of coming immediately after the first.  Hence here, as so often in this most blatant and immediate form of repetition, we do not have redundant duplication.  

3. Repetition
There is poignant tension here: on the one hand, the conviction or illusion that the verbal artwork is singular, unique, a one-off, never done quite this way before or to be done this way again; on the other hand, the presence within the artwork there is abundant, and sophisticated, repetition.  Indeed I would go beyond saying that repetition tends to be present within the work of verbal art, to saying that repetition is a necessity or requirement.   

Why repetition?  Because that in effect is what we mean when we say stylistics looks for and identifies patterns in the text: a pattern, any pattern, is by definition an instance of some form of repetition.


Why repetition?  Because planned, motivated, and thoughtful repetition is a prima facie simplest demonstration of reflexivity, that is, of text-awareness or of self-awareness.  A repeated phrase or line, or a repeated initial consonant on a sequence of words, is extremely unlikely to be produced in ‘entirely unmonitored speaking or writing’.  Repetition is the simplest and most direct evidence of an elevated reflexivity, or focus on the message (Jakobson), a special attention, over and above what you say, to the way that you say it.


I could speak at length—inordinate length!—about repetition of innumerable kinds, feeding into our sense of the crafted literariness of the literary text, using any poem by way of example.  But I want to talk more about how what seems like a knock-down, conversation-closing answer—“It’s all a matter of repetition!”—is really only a stage in the dialogue.  Because no sooner does one begin to see all manner of kinds of repetition, meshed and interacting in a poem like Heaney’s “St Kevin and the Blackbird” (see below), than you want to ask the obvious next question:

Why is repetition so especially important to literature, style, literariness?  What is it about repetition that gives it this special foundational status (if it does indeed have that status)?

It has been argued (for example, by analysts of conversational discourse such as Sinclair and Carter) that repetition between speakers often seems to foster empathy or affective convergence.  The idea is often paired with observation of how non-repetitive wording in talk may signal conflict or resistance.   Things are more complex that this, of course: it is easy to repeat another’s words mockingly or ironically, for example.  But the first thing to notice is that there is no logical reason why repetition should foster empathy or, if the direction of influence is in the other direction, no logical reason why empathetic speakers should reflect this by means of verbal repetition of each other.  Except that, at a minimum, other-speaker repetition suggests careful attention to the previous speaker’s talk.  And attention must be a precondition for both liking and disliking of an other person’s language.

What I would suggest, as the beginnings of a response to the Why question, is that, at a minimum, other-speaker repetition suggests careful attention to the previous speaker’s talk.  And attention must be a precondition for both liking and disliking of an other person’s language.  If you can repeat a previous speaker’s talk, whether you agree or disagree with her, like her or hate her, you have at least demonstrated that you have attended, and quite closely.  And that is at the core of what integrational linguists call reflexivity (Toolan 1996), or of what Jakobson called a focus on the message for the message’s own sake.  It comes down to statistics or frequency, really, as Firth, Sinclair, and Hoey have all said in their own way, concerning collocation: we call a particular conjunction of words or phrases a collocation, or primed, or a repetition, because the parts have co-occurred in a way that seems far removed from being a matter of mere chance.  (In the case of intra-textual repetition, rightly or wrongly, we think of these as absolutely removed from being accidental or a matter of chance; so if we found lines 13 and 14 of a sonnet ending with the words suit and flute, i.e. coda-repeating rhyme, we would be quite sceptical if the poet confessed she hadn’t noticed this, that it wasn’t intentional, and that anyway in her old-fashioned received pronunciation the first word was palatalized).


If, at the dinner table, I say This tart is scrumptious and my companion immediately says This tart is scrumptious it is so exceedingly unlikely that the second remark is spontaneous and unaware of my preceding comment as ordinarily to be excluded from consideration.  Instead I assume my companion’s remark is a designed and calculated repetition, for whatever purpose.  There is all the difference in the world between a companion (in the given circumstances) who echoes me by saying This tart is scrumptious and a companion who says This one is stale or I don’t like mine.  In the first, repetitive scenario, a bond or relation with the prior utterance is assumed, and I embark on some extra inferential work on my remark and her remark: Is there something wrong with what I said?  Is her food inedible?  Or did I miss something else that she just said or signalled?  Suddenly an innocent remark becomes part of (a) much richer text.  
Repetition, when looked at in all its productive variety, is at the core of many of the principles and terms which are central to stylistic analytical discourse: marked and unmarked, foregrounded and backgrounded, what is striking or deviant and what is not, what is a pattern and what is unpatterned or seemingly arbitrary.  Perceived repetition, identified and nominated repetition—or its equally noticeable opposite, absence of repetition where repetition is expected--underpins all of these.

4. Repetition in “St Kevin and the Blackbird”
At this point I would like to turn to the Seamus Heaney poem, “St Kevin and the Blackbird”.  

"St Kevin and the Blackbird"

And then there was St Kevin and the blackbird.

The saint is kneeling, arms stretched out, inside

His cell, but his cell is narrow, so

One turned-up palm is out the window, stiff

As a crossbeam, when a blackbird lands

And lays in it and settles down to nest.

Kevin feels the warm eggs, the small breast, the tucked

Neat head and claws and, finding himself linked

Into the network of eternal life,

Is moved to pity: now he must hold his hand

Like a branch out in the sun and rain for weeks

Until the young are hatched and fledged and flown.

                             *

And since the whole thing's imagined anyhow,

Imagine being Kevin. Which is he?

Self-forgetful or in agony all the time

From the neck on out down through his hurting fore-

            arms?

Are his fingers sleeping? Does he still feel his knees?

Or has the shut-eyed blank of underearth

Crept up through him? Is there distance in his head?

Alone and mirrored clear in love's deep river,

"To labour and not to seek reward," he prays,

A prayer his body makes entirely

For he has forgotten self, forgotten bird
And on the riverbank forgotten the river's name.

from The Spirit Level (Faber, 1996), bold added

How much repetition is there in this poem, and how important is it?  We can begin by simply noting some of the poem’s most noticeable lexical repetitions.  In the version of the poem reprinted above, I have put certain words in bold simply to highlight the repetition links between the title and subsequent lines: a total of eight links, which do not include the indirect repetitions implicit in pronouns—e.g., the way every he and his substitutes for a full repetition of the saint’s name.  In some ways more interesting are the remarkably local full repetitions (where a more expectable pronominal substitution has been spurned: e.g., lines 2-3, which include “inside// His cell, but his cell is narrow”.  And then there is the repeating with difference in one stanza what has already been reported in a previous one: as when stanza 1 describes the saint’s arms stretched out and stanza 2 party tells us this again:  One turned-up palm is out the window.  And this in turn is reformulated … he must hold his hand// Like a branch out in the sun and rain.  When you are told things this often, you begin to believe they are true; until you are told the whole thing’s imagined.  

Another kind of repetition are the triples, of verbs (and their surrounding phrases), with concomitant ellipted elements.  That is to say, in some of these it is the ellipted material which is the repeated material (as in the first example, where a blackbird must be retrieved as subject of lays and settles down), while in others some ellipted repeated material occurs alongside some overt repetition (as in the last example, with ellipted he has and overt forgotten; this example also shows how one kind of repetition does not preclude another, since it contains repetition of river in addition):

a blackbird lands //And lays in it and settles down to nest

Until the young are hatched and fledged and flown.
he has forgotten self, forgotten bird // And on the riverbank forgotten the river's name.

There are many half-rhymes and assonantial repetitions, subtly arranged, in the poem; I will point to just a few.  There is no orthodox line-rhyming here, but it feels motivated rather than accidental that the first and last tercets of the first half of the poem end with so and flown, while those of the second half end with time and name. And more localized forms of sound recurrence are surely at work in the phrase linked // Into the network of eternal life; or, a line earlier, in the assonance of warm eggs and small breast (these vowels echoed in reverse order towards the end of the third thing Kevin feels here: the tucked/ Neat head and claws).
Set against these and other repetitions in the poem, there are elements that are striking and foregrounded, or distracting attractors, by virtue of not being a repetition or an echo or predicted by anything that has gone before.  One such, in this short poem of straightforward vocabulary, is the nonce word underearth (not to be found with this sense, and unhyphenated, in the OED).  Underearth is so much not a repetition, that it arguably does not even exist as a recognized word in English.

A different kind of prominent novel element is the poem’s final focus: the riverbank by the river whose name Kevin has forgotten. Is Kevin’s cell by a river? There is no mention of one in the first four stanzas’ description.  The only previous mention of a river in the poem was four lines earlier: love’s deep river.  So the river is no concrete entity in the context or world in which Kevin and the blackbird and the cell are concrete entities; the river is no more graspable than the abstract idea, love (or, on a less persuasive interpretation of love’s deep river, the river is some quality possessed by love).  Suffice it to say that, one way or another, in its abstraction, metaphoricality and deictic unanchoredness, you cannot grasp and hold this love-river the way Kevin can have and hold the blackbird and her eggs. So there is a powerful and unrepeatable world-shift when we get to the final line, where Kevin is depicted as if kneeling by the bank of a real river, whose name he has forgotten.  But by this point we are caught up rather than disturbed by the situation, our mental labours their own reward; aided by the poem, we have imagined the whole thing.

As for us readers, we of course are invited to picture Kevin and the blackbird, and look into the other mind that is Kevin’s, from the very beginning of the poem; but especially when we are enjoined “Imagine being Kevin.”  But arguably the most important pointer to the essence of verbal art comes in the immediately previous line: since the whole thing's imagined anyhow,//Imagine being Kevin. The whole thing’s imagined anyhow; but no less real for that.  Incidentally if there’s an ambiguity around the word anyhow in Heaney’s line, I think it is safe to say he intends anyhow here in the concessive sense, as in ‘at any rate’, and not in the manner sense, as in ‘in no particular fashion’.  On the contrary, the point about the literary imaginings that poets cause readers to experience is that they are not done anyhow, but by meticulously prepared means. 

Heaney is reminding us of the essential point that literature or poetry imagines into existence a little local fragment-of-a-world which the reader/listener reconstructs, experiences, inhabits, evaluates, reacts to, and takes comfort from.  And being newly recognized, literature can have deep therapeutic functions; a poet’s work can help heal a whole community, or at least console it.

5. Immersion
I turn now to a separate issue, upon which stylisticians have recently been engaging in a dialogue of questions and answers: the importance of emotional engagement with the literary text on the part of the reader, and not merely of intellectual or cognitive engagement.  How (by what means, most crucially) does a poem, story, novel or play cause a reader to be moved, immersed, and involved?  By what textual means is empathetic immersion achieved?  And—bringing this issue together with the phenomenon of repetition—are there any connections between certain kinds of repetition and readers’ experiences of being immersed and moved?


By way of a preliminary speculation, I propose that the feeling of ‘immersion’ in a situation (whether that situation is created in a poem, story, or play) is achieved in significant part by the text creating a credible scene, and the narratorial taking up of a believable position in the story world.  This in turn is especially achieved, by, e.g., volitive modality and mental process verbs of evaluative reaction.  The basic reasoning is straightforward: deployment of the above linguistic resources are standard means of disclosing the preoccupations of an imagined consciousness: what a character, from their particular standpoint, sees, does, and thinks.  Immersion or engagement, I suggest, is inevitably a matter of drawing the reader into empathy or sympathy with a depicted character, achieved by furnishing the textual means with which the reader can ‘see into’ or see along with that character’s imagined consciousness.  In short, consciousness-projection via desire modality (will, would, wanted to, hated to, gladly) and mental process verbs of evaluative reaction (like, hate, fear, admire, resent, etc.) are important to the establishing of reader involvement. 


A further hypothesis can be proposed: scenes or scenarios where a speaker or focalized character is presented or can be inferred, and in which we learn explicitly or implicitly what they feel strongly about (in the narrative present, whether reported in past or present tense) and feel involved in or emotionally engaged by, are the ones in which the reader seems most likely to develop an answering or parallel emotional engagement.


If emotional engagement is as central to the literary experience as some stylisticians and cognitive poeticians (Miall, Stockwell, and others) are increasingly emphasizing, then it is interesting to think about how differently this must be managed across the length and expanse of a novel, by comparison with the brief intensity of a poem.  Consider Kathleen Jamie’s poem, “Water Day”:


Water Day


For four hours every eight days

our terraces’ acequias
run with snow-melt,

sufficient for the almond

and orange trees, poppies,

irises, pimpernels.

And whether it’s the water’s 

urgency or the beauty 

of its governance, the way

it slakes the clay-lined channels, its blithe

career through sluice gates;

or the fig tree 

swelling over holding tanks

as water spills

through weedy gullets,

oracular and olive-green –

couldn’t we make

heavy weather of it all?

Proof of remote

beneficent mountains; the mind’s

release from silence, the boll

and eagre of sex, perhaps, 

or poetry?

Or we might just follow

The custom hereabouts,

And rise at dawn on water day,

Walk a mile in its company

As it falls, level

Down to level, till it simply

Quits the tenancy of our short lives, 

And let it go.

How does this poem succeed in involving us, immersing us (if it does)?  I would suggest that the following means (by no means the only ones) are on this occasion, in this text, main ones:
1. By being quite concrete and imaginable—providing sufficient description of a particularised situation that the reader can picture it.  
2. By using pronouns in such a way that the reader can feel directly involved or addressed.  To be sure, at first there is the exclusive our of line 2 (that is, in context we interpret it as not-including us readers): this personalises the sharing of information and projecting of the situation, but does not invite us to ‘feel with’ the speaker.  But then the direct question and the we of stanza 3 is interpretable as an inclusive one: couldn’t I, the speaker, and you, the reader, together, exaggerate the significance of this reanimating irrigation?  The ‘making heavy weather of it all’ is the kind of thing that both readers and writers of poetry are prone to do, the text implies.  We are invited to see our selves, our over-excited selves, doing this. The speaker not only includes the reader, but risks teasing them—as if the reader were partly responsible for any hot-breathed over-interpreting (and not the speaking poet alone).  This is not far from teasing us for reading ‘Poetry’ at all, the effect of which might be to alienate or ‘dis-involve’ the reader, and have them draw back from full immersion.  This distancing is not fatal for immersing effects simply because this is only a tease, a pretend detaching that incites a fuller empathetic attachment.
3. As for the we and our of the final stanza, these I interpret as indeterminately inclusive or exclusive.  This stanza implicitly invites us to ‘walk in its company’ and then ‘let it go’…which is what, accompanying the text of the poem ‘as it falls, level/Down to level’, we have been doing as readers, in relation to the poem.  The wording of the poem draws us to ‘align with’ the flowing water, not to ‘immerse ourselves’ in it.  That does not mean we as readers are any less immersed or involved in the poem: our involved empathy is intended to be with the villagers, the we/our, and not with the water itself.
There are other resources one can mention, that contribute to the subjectivisation and personalising of the situation that, in turn, encourages empathy and immersion.  One is the modality of indeterminacy, as performed in the poem by the frequent use of whether and or, as linking introducers of alternative events or scenes (i.e, clausal or, and not merely intra-phrasal or, as in white or brown bread), and by hedging or softening modal or appraisal items such as perhaps, just, and simply.   But the first person pronouns, and what radiates out from them in the way of reader-inclusion, seem on this occasion to be the key immersive resource.

If we look back (briefly) to the “St Kevin and the Blackbird” poem, and consider how it invites reader-immersion or –involvement, we might particularly point to the injunction to us to “Imagine being Kevin”.  Heaney explicitly, performatively, enjoins us to do what literary texts invariably draw us to do: imagine yourself in the described situation, imagine the participants’ thoughts, fears, hopes, reactions, enter into someone else’s mind.  But other lexical means are also used in the Heaney poem, which can be said to invite the reader particularly to think about Kevin’s situation, to think what he thinks and to feel what he feels.  Furthermore, it is not just that certain lexical means are used at all, the point is that these means are used repeatedly (at least twice) or in quasi-repetitive ways.  Hence the link I am here trying to forge between immersion and repetition.  Those lexical cues are particularly the following:
· the use of feel(s) twice: what Kevin feels, and then whether he still feels something (both literal).  Also imagine, also is moved to 

· the use of forget(ful), then forgotten thrice.
· the use of self on 3 occasions (first finding himself linked to eternal life, then is he self-forgetful and then 7 lines later he has forgotten self
6. Reader-immersion in the story situation  

So far I have speculated that occurrence—particularly repeated occurrence—of lexis indicative of a character’s volitive modality or evaluative mental processing may be especially important in fostering the reader’s emotional immersion.  A subsidiary question now arises: can the ‘manual’ and subjective selection of putatively instrumental ‘emotive and immersing lexis’ be confirmed or underwritten by more systematic and automated procedures, such as corpus linguistic ones?

‘Reducing’ the expressions of modality and mental processing in a text to certain key machine-searchable forms is fraught with difficulty.  Grammarians do not even agree on how many main types of modality there are, or what these should be called,  Biber et al. (1999: 485) make a good case for seeing three basic types, among the modal auxiliaries: (i) permission/possibility/ability, (ii) obligation/necessity, and (iii) volition/prediction (will, would, shall, be going to).  Of interest are some of the latter—but modal expressions of volition are achieved by many other means than the modal auxiliaries, and many grammarians refer to ‘boulomaic modality’: expressions that can be paraphrased as it is hoped/desired/feared/regretted that, or with forms of the verbs wish and want (see also Simpson 1993: 47-8).  All modality, not least volition/desire modality, is notoriously difficult to encapsulate in simple rules, removed from contexts of use.  Other projecting verbs of volition/desire include want, wish, hope, fear, and ‘feel that x should’… but also forms like maybe combined with will/shall as in reply to waitress in café ‘Maybe I’ll have a chocolate muffin’, roughly but reasonably paraphraseable as ‘I am slightly inclined to have a chocolate muffin’.


Can a semantic text-parser such as the one integrated into Wmatrix (Rayson 2007) help the analyst here?  I believe that, with increasing reliability it may.  Among the categories in Wmatrix’s comprehensive array of semantic tags, the super-category X2 covers all ‘Mental actions and processes’); since this embraces words to do with learning, understanding, and expecting (or not), this is rather too indiscriminate for the analyst most interested in mental reactions.  But the lower category X2.1 (covering ‘Thought, belief’) captures nouns or verbs such as feel, felt, thought, thinking, suppose, and suspicion.  In “St Kevin and the Blackbird”, five items fall into the X2.1 category: feels, imagined, feel, imagined, and in his head.  In fuller context:

Kevin  feels  the warm eggs , the small breast 

And since the whole thing 's  imagined anyhow, Imagine being Kevin .

Does he still  feel  his knees ? 

Is there distance in his head  ? 

As in other studies (e.g., of stories by John McGahern: see Busse et al., forthcoming), verbs such as feel seem especially important.  

We should also point out, however, that it is in the nature of a semantic parser for particular words to be treated (sometimes subject to particular textual conditions) as instantiations of more than one semantic category.  Thus felt is also classified as belonging to X3, Sensory (which has subdivisions for the particular senses: X3.3 is Touch).  And felt is classified as E1 (Emotional Actions, States and Processes).  Only one word in the poem is tagged as any kind of E item, (pity is tagged as E 4.1-).


Thus on the one hand, and with the help of automated corpus-searching and –tagging (especially when faced with longer texts such as stories, plays and novels), it seems possible to nominate certain kinds of lexis, grammar, and semantics as normally or congruently used in the projecting and fostering of the reader’s emotional immersion; there is some hope of the crucial lexis or semantics being picked out semi-automatically, because those key elements often seem to recur (at least in the sense that Hoey calls ‘complex repetition’: Hoey 1991).  On the other hand preliminary evidence suggests that no particular lexis or grammar, repeated or used only once in a text, is necessary or sufficient to achieve this valued condition of immersion.  One text may use feel centrally, another may chiefly rely on the inclusive we/our/ours/us pronouns, another may use neither of the foregoing but other verbs from the X2.1 semantic category of ‘thought or belief’.   In some contrast with the Heaney poem, for example, Jamie’s “Water Day” has no instances of X2 (Mental actions or processes) words, only two that are classified as X3 or Sensory (swelling and silence), and no words in the E (Emotional) category.  Except that to the human reader (unlike the Wmatrix software, that cannot detect metaphor), there obviously is at least one, crucial, already much discussed X2 Mental action/process in the poem: Couldn’t we make heavy weather of it all?  This is why we have to emphasize (as I did at the opening of the present paragraph) that semi-automated or predictive searches for ‘immersion cues’ can only hope for some, partial reliability on normal and congruent discourse, rather than metaphorical language.
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