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“qzmoamm,om NARRATIVE IN TEXTLINGUISTICS

MUSEFANGEREN (THE MOUSE CATCHER)

“En vxmww havde faaet sig en ny Avlskarl. Han havde sat ham til at terske.

| parson had got a new groom. He had set him to thresh.
Men som han sad 1 sit Studerekammer, saa faldt det ham ind at lytte ef-

. But. as he was sitting in his study, it occurred to him to listen, 2
“tey..om han herte Plejlen gaa paa Loen. Nej det var ganske stille. ﬁx
if he heard the flail go on the threshing floor.No,it was absolutely
quiet. . .

an maatte da ud og se, hvad Karlen tog sig til. Han kommer til Loen,

- He then had to go out and see what the groom was doing. He comes to the
.vﬁﬁu .

stikker Hovedet ind og ser god Karl ligge paa Maven i Halmen, saa dmwm
puts his head in at the door, and sees the good groom lying on the floor.
han var. "Hvad bestiller du der? spurgte Prasten. "Tys, Far:" sagde Kar-
"What ave you doing?" asked the parson. "Hush, Father", said the groom,
len, "jeg lurer paa Musen."Da blev Prasten glad og syntes, det var en

"T lie in wait for the mouse". Then the parson was pleased and thought
pregtig Karl, han havde faaet, som ogsaa kunde fange Mus. "Det var ret
that he had got a splendid groom who could cateh mice. "It is well dong Per!"
Per", hviskede Prasten; "hvor mange har du fanget?"- "Naar jeg faar een
the parson whispered; "How many have you caught?'"- "When I get one more
ti1 den, jeg lurer paa, saa har @mu to," sagde Per. "Det er godt," hvi-

to the one I am lying in wait for, I have got two," Per said. "That's

skede Prasten, og saa listede han ganske forsigtigt op i Studerekamme-~

good", whispered the parson, and then he walked very softly up to his
ret igen.
study again. * Danske Folkeaventyr

ved Svend Grundtvig, Kbh.1903 p59
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A. It has been the aim of many writers to construct a grammar of the
structure of the text in analogy with a grammar of the mﬁwcnw:xm of the
sentence. Especially in the field of folk tale analysis progress :mm
been made e.g. by Propp, Bremond, Todorov. A more linguistic approach is
vamam.wk Teun A. van Dijk and David E. Rumelhart. I shall not try here
to give a survey of the works and theories about narratives, I can omly

refer to the treatments in E.Giilich & W. Raible (1977) and Jens Bertel-
sen et al. (1974).

B. As a start I will point out that there are some stipulations about

narratives which are made in the most different approaches, viz. that

texts consist of functions, ordered hierarchially by recursive rules which
are substantially universal.

1. The different theories have as a basic assumption that all (narrative)

texts consist of parts, often called functions (hereafter marked by capit-
al letters). A function is defined as a segment determined by the relat-

dos.ﬁo some other segment. In the example text, Musefangeren, the fol-
Towing is a function:

(1) Han maatte ud og se, hvad Karlen tog sig til.

It is identified as a WISH in relation to the following ACT. A ﬁcsnﬂﬂor
can include several sentences:

(2) ... saa wmﬂnw det ham ind at lytte efter, om han herte Plej-
len gaa paa Loen. Nej, det var ganske stille. Han maatte da
ud og se, hvad Karlen tog sig til. Han kommer til Loen, stik-

ker Hovedet ind og ser god Karl 1igge paa Maven i Halmen, saa
lang han var.

’

This function can vm.ﬂmm=ﬂ¢ﬁﬂma as SUSPICION in relation to the MISLEAD-
ING which follows.

2. The second basic assumption in narrative theory is that ﬁcmmﬁﬂozw
are ordered hierarchially. (1) is a constituent of (2), and (2) is a
constituent of the middle part of the whole text.

From these two basic assumptions it follows that texts can be de-
scribed as a generative system of rewriting rules. The authors mention-
ed do not yse this formalisation, but their descriptions will be "trans-
lated" into such a formalisation and in this way compared (and the
analogy with sentence grammar becomes obvious). o

:
H
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(3) The third assumption in textgrammars of narrative is that some of
the rewriting rules are recursive, i.e. can be used on their own out-
put. (1) as part of (2) is the result of a recursive rule. Thus (2) is
generated by the rule (3) (where : designates, consists of, and A+B de-

signates that A precedes B):

’

(3) EPISODE: EVENTUALITY + ACTUALISATION + COMPLETION
ACTUALISATION: EPISODE

The SUSPICION is seen as an instance of EVENTUALITY, and MISLEADING as
ACTUALISATION. However (1) too, may be generated by rule (3). The WISH
is a kind of EVENTUALITY, and the ACT an ACTUALISATION. Recursivity is
a device in the grammar to account for the creative aspect of text pro-
duction. It makes it possible by a 1imited number of rules to generate
an unlimited number of texts.
4. Whereas the three basic assumptions in textgrammars mentioned above
are férmal universals, this fourth assumption has to do with substantial
universals. Several textgrammarians claim that substantive rule in text-
grammars may be universal too, that there is a universal logic of nar-
ratives and that it is uommﬁcam.ﬁo state universal rules about a set of
functions that a narrative must consist of. Various authors make various
proposals in this area and it is not possible here to mention them all,
but I shall refer to Bremond (1973) and Rumelhart (1975) as examples.
Bremond has as his most general rule one that can be formulated as
(3). He then proposes various specifications of the rule eg.ACTUALISATION
can be exemplified by a predication with a PATIENT: MODIFICATION (of the
STATE of the PATIENT) or INFORMATION (of the PATIENT), or it may be exempli-
fied by a predication with an AGENT: an ACT. An ACTUALISATION may
or may not take’place,e.g. the difference between an ACT and an OMISSION,
it may be positive or negative, e.g. a MODIFICATION can be an >3mrHoz>4u
10N or a DETERIORATION (Bremond, 1973 ch.2). This example of some of
Bremond's universals can be formulated as (4):

(4) ACTUALISATION: MODIFICATION/ INFORMATION/ACT

) TAKES PLACE/ DOES NOT TAKE PLACE

POSITIVE/NEGATIVE

(/ means either..or, ﬁsmmsm to be specified both as... and as ... The
rules then give 3 times 2 times 2 possible specifications).

2
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According to the rules (3) and (4)

Musefangeren can be analysed as

follows: (The analysis is illustrated by a tree diagram laid down so that
the smallest segments of the text are written in succession under each
other to the extreme left, the names of the functions they exemplify to
the right of the segments, and hierarchially higher functions to the

right again. In this way it is possible

(5)

En Prast havde faaet en ny Aviskari. Han
havde sat ham ti] at terske. Men som han
sad 1 sit Studerekammer,

saa faldt det ham ind at lytte efter ope EVENTUANTY

han horte Plejlen gaa paa Loen.

N

§f ——sUePi

iCiON]

Nej! det var ganske stille. = Qza.m.:s“ /

Han maatte da ud og se,
sig til.

hvad Karlen tog- EVENTUALITY

Han kommer ti1 Loen,
/>3§n»32_|

stikker Hovedet ind mmm———"""_

0g ser god Karl ligge paa Maven i
saa lang han var.

HaTmen ComPieTions

"Hvad bestiller dy her?

"Tys, Far!"
Musen.”

Da blev Prasten glad og syntes det var en

pregtig Karl, han havde faaet, som ogsaa
kunde fange Mus. /ooxa,m.:.o:

“Det var ret per!® hviskede v_‘,mmﬁm:w\

“hvor mange har duy fanget?'— ______ EVENTURKTY

spurgte Prasten, mqmcé\pr.Q

sagde Karlen, "jeg Turer paa ACTUALISATION

N

N

SUSP
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paa, saa har jeg to," sagde Per.
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"Det er moa‘ﬁ.__ hviskede Prasten, COMPAETUN .

og saa listede han ganske forsigtigt COMPRETRO O

op paa Studerekammeret igen.

For another example of substantially universal rules I refer to
Rumelhart's (1975) grammar which can be formulated:

(6) NARRATIVE: SETTING -+ EPISODE

SETTING: STATE
EPISODE: EVENT + REACTION .
REACTION: INTERNAL RESPONSE + OVERT RESPONSE

OVERT RESPONSE: REACTION + ACTION + CONSEQUENCE

Following this, Musefangeren is analysed:

g

eT
En Prast havde faaet en ny Aviskarl. .nrhv
Han havde sat ham til at tarske. Men
som han sad i sit Studerekammer, b\ ot
i i Al
saa faldt det ham ind at lytte efter _mymw‘wm.uml n
Tejlen gaa paa Loen. . / .
om han herte Plej s , e 7 REACTIO o
SEQUEN
Nej! det var ganske stille. CoNsER ,
. INTERWAL
Han maatte da ud og se efter, hvad Karlen RESFOMSE
. . / , o
tog sig til. Eoéaln.m..
3 —— PREACTION (1) \ o .
Han kommer til Loen, / e . “ mmo_”m
1 e R ESPOR! .
stikker Hovedet ind — PREACTION (2) \ .
og ser god Karl ligge paa Maven i Halmen AcTon
saa lang han var.
. REACTO)
"Hvad bestiller du her?" spurgte Prasten. .
j VENT,
"Tys, Far!" sagde Karlen, "jeg lurer paa E ~— -
; SODE
Musen." \
. INTERNAL oy, REAC
Da blev Prasten glad og syntes det var en m.mmm_w_mtmmwdot
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pregtig Karl, han havde faaet, som

ogsaa kunde fange Mus. //
REALTIgAS

"Det var ret Per!" hviskede Prasten; PREACTION, \\\

T e

£5
“hvor mange har du fanget?" >v1o>_\\\\ .
-"Naar jeg faar en til den jeg Turer 2=l
paa, saa har jeg to," sagde Per ; g
’ NTERAAL . £ Py 50
7 ‘Retaonss EPiODE

“Det er godt," hviskede Prasten, PREACTION REAC

“~ousnt ¢ Tow
og saa listede han ganske forsigtigt »wnoru\\\\nmwvoamn.

op paa Studerekammeret igen.

The analysis of the text using the grammar (3-4) differs from the
analysis using (6). Nevertheless, both authors assume that their gram-
mar is universal.

The rest of this article deals with the problem of the status of
such universal rules. .

C. What is the object of a universal rule? In my opinion the rules (3-4)

describe two different things. First, they describe the pragmatic rules

as ﬁo.:oz to compose a text with respect to the information structure

of the listener. Secondly, they deal with the problem how to describe

human action across time, i.e. which possibilities of describingactions

are offered by language as a system. On the other hand they do not deal

with how it is possible for human beings to make actions or the 1like.
In our culture the pragmatic rules are as old as the rhetoric.

Aristotle explained why texts often consist of three parts (and not two).

The speaker has to give the information presupposed by the other parts,
e.g. information about time, place,and persons. A text needs an ending
to show that the narrative-is finished, and it is often a summary, a
conclusion, an explanation or a moral. These types of endings, then,
presuppose the middie part without themselves being presupposed by any-
thing. (Aristoteles 1975 p.39).

m:n:_wmdwwmosm which determine and define the pragmatic rules in
text composition, may then be identified as presuppositions in the 1ing-
uistic sense of the term. The middle part of the text presupposes the

!
{
i

343

the introduction and the end presupposes the middle.

Greimas (1970 p.174) specifies the presuppositional relations in a
narrative. The semantic deep structure in a narrative text is a semantic
opposition. In zcwmﬁmzmm1m= the deep semantic oppositions can be stated
as: control versus disobedience and knowledge versus delusion. A narra-
tive then displays the opposition across time in 3 parts. In the intro-
duction a state of opposite interests is presented: the parson has the
control, but the possibility of disobedience exists. In the middle part
one of the opposite interests is dominating the other. Suspicion (and
possibility of knowledge) is dominated by misleading and therefore de-
Jusion. In the end a value is attributed to the person mxuxmmmﬂiu one
side in the opposition :the umwwoz is misled although he has control,
disobedience is dominating. This little narrative displays the relation
between control and mind, it shows how the suppressed by knowing more
about the suppressors’ ways of thinking than vice versa can avoid the
suppression.

These rules of text grammar which I have called pragmatic are in a
way universal. There dre exceptions, but what presents a worse problem
is that the rules are too general to be falsified - and ‘thereby verified,
In a description of the narrative Musefangeren as I have sketched above,
the point which should have been shown, is taken for granted, viz. that
the story is to be understood the way I did it. As far as I know, no
procedure exists 'to secure that a segment is understood as an instance
of one function rather than as another.

D. In the diagrams the pragmatic rules mentioned are shown to be the
first (extreme right, topmost) rules, while the semantic.rules arelater
(extreme left, bottommost) rules. Often the problem of the semantic
rules is stated as dealing with the name and the character of the funct-
tion. E.g. Bremond distinguishes between states that can be modified
and states of mind that can be changed by information or misleading.
Rumelhart distinguishes between internal and overt response.

The classification of functions could be based on a description of
the amﬁm1¢m_.om the function, e.g. the distinction internal vs. overt
response could be based on Fillmore's distinction between dative and
agentive. .

It is not done, but I think it is possible to a certain degree. The
characteristics of the narrative depends on the verbs used, viz. verbs
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of change (the terminology in this field is confusing, but I am refer-
ring to the grammatical mmﬁmmoxk often called dynamic, perfective,
ﬁmwsﬁsmﬁ4<ov. Any narrative must have a verb of change in the central
part which Presupposes an earlier state and implies a later state. As
w: example the verbs spurgte and hviskede are verbs of change, and sad
1s a state-verb. o
On the other handyit is not possible in all cases to characterize
any segment on the basis of the material alone. Bremond characterizes

(8) as ACTUALISATION, and as part of MISLEADING, and Rumelhart describ-
es (8) as an EVENT.

(8) “Tys, Far!" sagde Karlen, "jeg Turer paa Musen."

It can be seen that the function of (8) 1is determined not by the mater-
ial but by the relations to the other functions. In Bremond's descript-
ion (8) as an ACTUALISATION Presupposes an EVENTUALITY (the question
from the parson),and causes his delusion.

In Rumelhart's description the EVENT initiates the later REACTION of
the parson The difference between the two ammoTQUﬁAosm has to dowith
which relations are allowed between functions.

The concept of relation between functions is formulated explicitly
vk van Dijk (1977) and Rumelhart. Here we find such relations as is a
1mm:uwom¢ﬁmo= of,causes, initiates. The relations are often expressed
by conjunctions or adverbials Amm:ﬂm:nm-ma<m1vﬂm~mvu but sometimes they
are not expressed at all. \

The relation is presupposition of constitutes the pragmatic rules
while in narrative causation is the most important relation of the se-~
mantic kind.

E. The rules of a text grammar describing the functions and their rel-
waﬁosm such as (3-4) and (6) are not ::4<m1mm_m on the contrary,they
themselves are ideological and express a philosophy. It is easy to see
that Rumelhart‘s rules are based on a behavioristic conception. The
rules contain a stimulus response model. Human actions are seen as re-
actions on events, his choice of words shows this too {response) Rumel-
hart - I think ~ has got his model because his discipline is artificial
intelligence, where the task it to get the computer to react as a human
being in certain aspects. o

Also, 1in Bremond's rules a philosophy is expressed, one with a Tong
ﬂwmaﬂﬁﬂosu The world is seen as something in a normal state, theactions

A e
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disturb the normal state and may change it, after which it rests in
peace again. It is possible to think up other conceptions as to what is
normal and what is not.

The failure of the rules mentioned is that they do not describe the
ideology of the texts but only their own Anmogomk. And this is possible
because of the lack of procedures to verify or make probable the assign-
ment of a segment in the text to a function category, and because of the
possibility of rewriting the functions in the generative grammer With
Zero. Then any text will fit any grammar and vice versa.

What is needed is not a normative grammar, saying how to describe
actions or states, but a grammar which can disclose the ideology of a
text describing an action or a state.

If we compare the analysis of Musefangeren made according to Bremond's
rules with the analysis of Rumelhart, we see that in the Bremond anal-
<m¢mrﬁ:m Zero manifestation of a function is not used, and the analysis
reveals a symmetry which 1is intuitively evident: the EVENTUALITY consists
of parallel SUSPICIONS (one of them more serious than the other), and
the actualisation consists of parallel MISLEADINGS (one of them more
serious than the other). The analysis in Rumelhart's rules misses this
point, and in general the whole point of the story about control and

knowledge.
It is not necessarily because Bremond's rules are better then Rumel-

hart's, but because the ideology of Bremond is in accordance with that
in the narrative analysed. Bremond's rules can show how mind can domin-
ate the material world of control and power, something which Rumelhart's
behavioristic point of view cannot accept. The exemples in Rumelhart's
article are on theother hand chosen so that his rules fit, because the |
ideology of the text is like his own:

9) Margie was holding tightly to the string of her beautiful new
balloon. Suddenly, a gust of wind caught it. The wind carried
it into a tree. The balloon hit a branch and burst. Margie

cried and cried.

F. As a summary of what is said above I can say that a mmxﬁ grammar de-
scribes how an author can compose a text with functions and the relat-
ions between functions so that it conveys a certain ideology.

Such a grammar must describe linguistically a set of predication
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types, a set of semantic relations between predications, and a set of
rules stating how two or more related functions can constitute a funct-
jon of higher order. I shall here sketch how such a grammar can reveal
the ideology in the description of a simple action, such as signing a
contract. B

We need a distinction between three predication types: act descript-
ionACT which is a predication with agentive and a verb of change, state
description, STATE which is a predication with a state verb, and percept-
jon description, PERCEPTION which is a predication with a change verb of
perception.

We operate with two relations,is presupposition of (pp) and causation
(therefore). In the rules the functions are noted with capital letters,
the relations with normal letters, the functions and their relations to
the left of a colon, and the function of higher order as they constitute
to the right of the colon. It is a sort of categorial grammar. The rule

that an ACT as presupposition for another ACT, constitute an ACT is
noted as (10):

(10) ACT pp ACT : ACT
In the description of the following examples I need the rules in (11):

an ACT pp ACT : ACT
STATE therefore ACT : ACT
PERCEPTION pp ACT : ACT
ACT therefore STATE : ACT

With a grammar of this sort it is possible to characterize the following
examples:

(12) She took the fountain pen, moved it to the paper and signed

(13) She seized the fountain pen, but the distance to the paper was
far. Then she slowly moved it to the Tine on the paper, which
still was white and blank. Then she signed.

(14) She saw the pen lying on the table and seized it. When she
could feel it in her hand she moved it to the paper. She saw
the line where she had to sign, and then she signed.

(15) She seized the pen so that she had it in her hand. She moved it
to the paper so that it was on the Tine, she wrote some letters
and so she signed.

!
H
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Text (12) is a description of a plan. The actor can ﬁo1mmmm.z:inr.woﬁm
wsm,smm to do for making a signing. The text deals with 1mﬂaw:md intent-
jonal action. A1l the texts are descriptions of plans. (12} is analyzed
as:

(12

She took the fountain pen AT

: Ler > Aot :
moved it to the paper ACT —wm\ ACT (PLAN)
and signed. : Act

Text (13) is a description of an intention. The actor tries to do the
signing, and when obstacles show -up she is making a subgoal and m.mcv-

act to carry through the original act.

(13)

i T.
She seized the fountain pen AC

/ _
43 AT

but Ehe distance to the paper Was long m4>4m,lllll \\\\

— theekore  ACT

~

then she slowly moved it to the line ACT AAQCV
on the paper

P ACT (WTER

STATE
_nswumwmm\\\\\\\\\\\||l
ACT

Text (14) is a gmmnwﬁcﬂ*c: of how an actor is 1ike a cybernetic system.
Each act is in accordance with the original goal governed by a feedback,
viz. the perception of the resultant state of the earlier act.

(149
She saw the fountain pen 1ying on the table pewcep

which still-was white and blank.

ACT

Then she signed.

HON - )
_wv\\\\\ \«bfiillli
and seized it. ACT -
_ A
When she could feel it in her hand, — PERCEPTIQL \
_.ﬁv ) ACT >D\_l
she moved it to the paper, ACT P e
PERCEPTION DALK)

she mw& the line where she had to sign,

_ ﬂﬁ\v ALT
and then she signed. AC
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Text (15) is a description of how an actor changes the world with her
act.

(18
She seized the pen ACT
ek~ pcT
$o that she had it in her hand muxqm\\\\\ //l/ll
[{PNI)

She moved it to the paper ACT

| e
SO that it was on the 1ine STATE " PP ACT

(WiTH)

She wrote some Tetters  ACT / - EFFECT)
| theweboce ACT
and so she had signed OHE

This is only a sketch of how the grammar works, but I shall shortly
deal-with the problem of how to determine that the hierarchy is as shown
Az.A_mq with Teft-branching Acu-axm:nzﬁsmv and not with right-branching
Aaozsncwm:n:m:mv like in:
(12')

She took the fountain pen

moved it to the paper ACT.

O.ﬁ\ .

It depends on which of the related part of the whole is the more im-
portant, which would be the one mentioned if one had to make a shorter
version of the same text, One may summarize (12) by saying: She signed.
but not by saying She took the fountain pen. The function of higher order,
that of signing, consists of three parts of which the last one: and sign-
ed is the most important. (In (11) I have marked the important part of a
composed function by ::amx_ﬁsﬁsmv._mﬁm:ma_ presupposes that the actor has
put the pen to the paper, and the putting presupposes that the actor has
the pen in her hand. The opposite is not true. The taking of the fountain

pen is not a direct Presupposition of both the moving and the signingonly
of the signing.

and signed.

I believe that it is possible to constrict a grammar of a sort 1ike
that in (11), so that the text grammatical description is also a descript-
ion of the ideology in the text. The ideology s seen as depending on
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the ﬁOﬁ of the hierarchy. It 1 an open mkmﬁm:._ E_._m~m it is UOmm_U_m to
y S
add new ~C._mm if a text can w0t be descr bed —u< the mx_wﬁ_zﬂ rules. But

something in the order of 20 1=dwm.

analysis of
d of this paper I will give my own proposal for an
As an en

Musefangeren.

The grammar: . -
’ INTENTION therefore UNDERSTANDING : UNDERSTAN

16
" UNDERSTANDING therefore ACT : UNDERSTANDING
. EMOTION
: UNDERSTANDING
NT :
A : UNDERSTANDING

ACT pp PERCEPTION :
UNDERSTANDING : COMPLICATION
: TION
UNDERSTANDING : REAC
: DE
COMPLICATION therefore REACTION : EPISO

STATE : INTRODUCTION ‘ .
N INTRODUCTION pp EPISODE therefore END : NARRATI
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En Prast havde @m.mﬁ en ny Avlskarl.

InvTRo : . Gyldendal, Kebenhavn
Han havde sat ham €Al 3k wereske. Wen a.wmlma B Aristoteles: Om digtekunsten, ved Erling Warsberg, 1975 Gy Jxviv, Arena
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som han sad i sit Studerekammer, wmxw.ﬁmm:, Jens m.f1. 1974: Fortellzteori. Foruds Viborg
. . , Iy i1, Paris
saa faldt det ham ind at lytte efter _.u%_:/ Bremond, Claude 1973: Logique du récits Edition du mm“Ma e, How
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om han hgrte Plejlen gaa paa Loen. _wr_mm\Mva_n&w van Dijk, Teun A. 1974: Action. Actionm. .Deseri ew
. . i History, 1974, Virginia. ) ) X nd !
Nej: det var ganske stille. ¢TATe M»ﬁm_m% ?s,,/l. mﬁ?d lﬂnﬁ»m 3 hswawﬁwx mw\_.mmcﬂa.\, 1977: Text and Context. Ex lorations in the Semantics a
ther S ~ van Dijk, . :
Han maatte da ud og se, hvad Karlen in 2y P Pragnatics of Discourse, Longman, London Larousse, Paris
E . sy — . >
tog sig til. ; 966: Sémantique structurale, Lar . -
9318 UNDER Greimas, A.J. 1 delle, W.Fink, Minchen
thete gimumis © Giilich, E. & W. Raible 1977: Linguistische Tewtmoce>te, H . 6_Bobrow &.
Han kommer til Loen, ACT bove ’ . 975: Notes on_a Schema for Stories, nD.
™ per Humelhart, David E. 19753 ding, Academic Press,
i i _30\ /cacmm: - there ‘ A.Collins (eds.) 1975: Re resentation and Understan 2
stikker Hovedet ind ACT p BT~ ot / : .
DI . . New York. o
og ser god Karl Tigge paa Maven 1 ., Mw__gm (1 %ish tothank Birgitte Lau who have corrected my faulty English.)
Halmen saa lang han var. mwm A
" s on "
Hvad bestiller du her?" spurgte >2./ pude, )
Prasten. ; —_:o mﬁzﬂ\m._.\icﬁ -
i “Tys, Far!" sagde Karlen, "jeg lurer EVEWT mwmmm c%%amm..
paa Musen." idé
Da blev Presten glad og syntes det 1 /cmﬂ '
var en prezgtig Karl, han havde faaet, Mnnm 06
som ogsaa kunde fange Mus. / EnoTION
"Det var ret Per!" hviskede Prasten; \ theee : A . '
REAC ?—.ﬁ i 2
™ TioN) i
"hvor mange har du fanget??" ACLT, LN !
| %Vm,_ﬂcﬁ.%zn% ‘ |
-"Naar jeg faar en til den jeg lurer EVEUT oo
paa, saa har jeg to", sagde Per. mwwmw STAWID-
NG :
“Det var godt", hviskede Prasten, EMOTIOV .
0g saa listede han ganske forsigtigt AT
op paa Studerekammeret igen. . ‘




