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A Preface: The history of BSLAP


Approximately a year ago, on a shopping excursion to the Source mall on Long Island, two friends of mine and I were shopping for books. We made several gift purchases, when our eyes fell upon a small, wooden, pink object, in the shape of a pig. It was in the children’s book section.  We had come for humor and fantasy, but we were captivated by the odd appearance of this tome, and went over to investigate. Here is the text of the well illustrated work we found. (see Appendix A, if a copy of the book itself is unavailable.)

Cock-a-doodle-doo! It's morning on the farm.

Are the animals awake? Pig is going to find out!

-

"Wake up, sleepy Sheep!" says Pig.

"Baa, baa!" says Sheep. "Good morning!"

-

"Wake up, sleepy Mouse!" says Pig.

"Squeak, squeak!" says Mouse. "Good morning!"

-

"Wake up, sleepy Duck!" says Pig.

"Quack, quack," says Duck. "Good morning!"

-

"Wake up, sleepy Cow!" says Pig.

"Moo, moo!" says Cow. "Good morning!"

-

"Wake up, sleepy Dog!" says Pig.

But Dog is fast asleep.

-

"Wake up, sleepy Dog!" all the animals shout.

"Woof, woof!" says Dog. "Good morning!"

We didn’t know yet, how important this book was, and we were tempted to leave it be., But I was captivated by this book, and I purchased it along with the rest of our order. (I grant that the “buy 4, get the 5th book free” deal from the Waldenbooks where we were shopping may have influenced the decision.) Initially, I thought it was cute, but there was an ineffable quality that drew me to it as well, a sense of greater meaning. He and I read over it and laughed a few more times, and then, tongue only halfway set in cheek, I remarked “This is so deep,” or words to that effect. Matt laughed, and then he and I began indulging in a discourse of possible interpretations for the story, centrally considering it as a messianic fable. Our conversations (there were several on this subject) were punctuated with boisterous laughter. 


I continue the work we have already done on the subject, but do not claim to “complete” it, as completeness would deny the Barthesian ideals of the pluralistic text. I believe that the Book Shaped Like a Pig (hereafter BSLAP) has a great deal of meaning, far beyond it’s arguable purpose as a simple entertainment for children, but this is not the only reason why I write on this work. It is, as I mentioned, simple, and this allows for various narratological schools of thought to be worked upon it in great detail in a relatively short time. Therefore, while much of this analysis may be looked at as “tongue in cheek” or considered as “parody,” this does nothing to invalidate the technique employed herein, nor does it render inconsequential the insights into the meaning of the text as “just for fun.” With this in mind, I remind my reader (implied or otherwise) of the Zen Principle, “any object regarded properly can be a source of enlightenment,” and, as Matt prefers, James Joyce’s phrasing of the similar sentiment: “Any object, intensely regarded, may be a gate of access to the incorruptible eon of the gods.” 
A Justification for the Use of 

Oral/Ethnopoetic Theory in Analysis of BSLAP

The “vanilla” narratological analysis that follows is largely in the vein of the ideal of generalized narratology laid out by Gerald Prince, a minimalist account of the mechanics of the story structure; an attempt at a value-free organizational and systematic representation.
Although BSLAP is a literary text rather than an oral one, I feel that the theories surrounding oral literature (such as those developed by Lord and Foley) also shed light on its workings. I offer the following justification for my use of such theories in a context which may be considered inappropriate. 


Several features of BSLAP have led me to consider the orality of this work in the analysis of its structure. I look to the ethnopoetic/performance school, as described by Richard Baumanand concepts of orality as articulated by Walter J. Ong. First and foremost, while there are persons who read and appreciate this text in it’s literary form, the book (intended for young children) is designed to be read along with or by an adult to a child who has limited or non existent literacy skills. In what I am sure constitutes a majority of its instantiations, it is a performed or co-read text where orality is at work. The child (or children) audience may be called upon to interact, possibly providing animal sounds. Additionally, the telling of stories to young children, who may or may not be able to read themselves, is a concept that predates literacy. The book is shaped like a pig, indicating its content to a non-literate audience prior to the presentation of literary content. If one of the Natives in Ong’s study were to be shown the book, they would, without knowing of the written word, identify it as a representation of “Pig,” if they knew what a pig was, rather than “book.”


Also, BSLAP is composed using phrases repeated so often that one need not perform rigorous analysis to term them formulas (for this limited purpose), after the terminology used by Milman Parry and Albert Lord for the fixed phrases used by guslari in composing Epics in Yugoslavia
. For these performers of oral epic, fixed phrases allowed them to deftly compose very long songs on a variety of subjects that adhered strictly to the compositional rules of their genre. They could expand some segments, or truncate others, based on the context of their performance. The metrical structure of BSLAP, despite its prosaic qualities, makes it similar to African oral epics
. The majority of the book is in non-rhyming couplets of 7 syllables each. The First page violates this pattern with 5 and 6 syllable lines, and the last two also violate the pattern. The second to last, with 7 and then 6, and then the last with 11, followed by 7. (A more detailed analysis of the metrical deviations and their significance comes later.)

The corollaries of performance context for young children also support the use of oral theory in analyzing this text. For example, an unsatisfied child may ask, “But what about the horse?” or, “What about the hen?” In an instantiation of BSLAP, to appease one of the above children, the reader/performer (likely a parent or older sibling) could insert other animals into the framework without breaking the strict metrical structure of the piece. (Ex. “Wake up, sleepy Hen!” says Pig. “Cluck, cluck,” says Hen. “Good Morning!”) This takes advantage of the modularity and flexibility provided by a system of formulas, such as that done in Xhosa praise poetry or the oral traditions of other African tribes. 


I further defend my choice, having provided nontrivial evidence that the book is meant for a semiliterate or entirely preliterate audience, on receptionalist grounds. Foley, citing Wolfgang Iser’s receptionalism and drawing on the aforementioned evidence, would characterize the entity of implied reader (or in the case of a party being read to, the implied audience), as preliterate or semiliterate.
 Therefore, an enlightened understanding of the workings of this text, by necessity, ought take oral theory into account. In summary, due to both the formal features of the fixed text as it appears in BSLAP, and the necessities of the genre of children’s storytelling (a situation that often requires more gentility than political negotiations), the prominent context of orality makes oral theory relevant to this piece.

A Generalized Narratological Breakdown of BSLAP

“Cock-a-doodle-doo!”

The first line of BSLAP is very formally significant as a point of beginning. While this is not so much a part of literary/poetic tradition to signify a beginning as “Once upon a time,” or the Anglo-Saxon scop’s “Hwæt!” it performs a similar function. Onomatopoeic reproduction of animal noise is not a normal form of speech, and is generally couched in contexts where it is made clear that there is some kind of sound reproduction going on. As “Once upon a time,” is an unmistakable key for the beginning of a fairytale, and “Hwæt!” is an almost musical cue for the beginning of an Anglo-Saxon poem, this interjected onomatopoeia, as a first line, immediately alerts the reader/audience that special mimetic discourse is in effect. 
“It’s morning on the farm.”

This provides the context, the need for which was generated after the first line.

Are the animals awake?


A question that will drive the action of the story.

Pig is going to find out!


An introduction of the protagonist who will carry the rest of the story. 

"Wake up, sleepy XXX!" says Pig.

"Yyy, yyy!" says XXX. "Good morning!"


This process, repeated for the sheep, mouse, duck and cow, and partially repeated for the dog, does not make the most logical sense. If the concern was merely to either literally “find out,” or as the dialog that occurs indicates is the case, “wake up” “the animals,” this could be done more efficiently by a general cry all around the barnyard than by specifically repeating the message to each animal. Viktor Shklovsky describes the presence of this kind of staircase/retardation structure in tales, and “a necessity to create steps 
” which generates the need for this kind of repetition to flesh out the story. That said, there is a second purpose to the buildup of this pattern. It occurs four times (four and not three) instilling it as an important pattern and while a disruption after the second repetition would fit with many literary traditions, we don’t see it until after the fourth. This initial violation of the rule of three
 makes the disturbance that occurs after the fourth repetition all the more jarring. 
“Wake up sleepy Dog!” says Pig.

But Dog is fast asleep.

Although the rule of three was violated earlier, the dog is the fifth animal in the sequence. The reader/audience has been expecting an aberration in the pattern since the duck, the third of the animals. Thus, the violation initially of the rule of three has been followed by a strict compliance. The pattern was demonstrated, and then demonstrated again. Then, the expectation was set up for the pattern to shift, but it was not to shift until three times later. Thus, we see a staircase/retardation structure, applied to the rule of three itself. 


It is important to consider the specific nature of the deviation that has occurred, both on a semantic level and a metrical level. On a semantic level, the dog is breaking the very well established pattern. Dog must be awakened, but that which has awakened the other animals is not enough to awaken him. All the other animals have given in to the awakening, and Dog, being an animal, must eventually give in. He stands in uncomfortable opposition to the rest of the story at this point; something must resolve this conflict. The majority of BSLAP is composed in couplets, lines of seven syllables apiece. The deviant line has 6 syllables, instead of the usual 7. The only other deviations we have seen before this are in the opening lines of the book, which have 5 and six syllables. This is important when we see the following: 

“Wake up, sleepy Dog!” all the animals shout.

“Woof, woof!” says Dog. “Good morning!”


The animals that pig has awakened now join Pig as awakeners; the journey is complete. The question “are the animals awake?” has been answered as “all the animals” can now shout for Dog to awaken, and he does. The first line registers as hypermetrical, containing 11 syllables. The surplus of four syllables is enough to add two to the first line, and one to each line of six. Thus, in the attempt to awaken dog and resolve the conflict, the additional syllables make the count stabilize such that all lines have an average of seven syllables. The imbalance created by the dog’s reluctance to awaken has necessitated a response that balances the work out entirely, the metrics working throughout. This adds to the sense of completion at the end of the work. 

A Barthesian Analysis of BSLAP

Roland Barthes’ seminal text in the field of narratology, S/Z, offers a rigorous mechanical method for analysis of a narrative, using his hermaneutic, semic, symbolic, proairetic and referential codes. I offer now a Barthesian reading of BSLAP using his codes and have attempted to capture some of his tone and “flavor” in my analytical digressions. 

(1) Cock-a-doodle-doo!  *This cry, an onomatopoeic representation of the crowing of a rooster, is an indicator of a beginning, and more specifically, the end of night. The rooster, typically the first animal on a farm to wake up, has the onus of awakening the other animals. (SEM.  Primacy, Beginning, Transition, sunrise) ** REF. Hindu Mythology (“Cock,” is a masking of Lingam, term for the male organ and the procreative power associated therewith). *** Implicit in this interjection is the command for all the other animals of the farm to awaken. The rooster, therefore has implied power, that is to say implied dominion over the other animals. (SYM. A: Dominion)

(2) It’s morning on the farm. * The morning on a farm, tied to the crowing of the rooster, occupies a liminal space, between awakening and sleep, but this is not the main symbolic dichotomy. The dichotomy between dominion and servitude is problematized as in this half-sleep state, there is no clear hierarchy visible (SYM. AB Synthesis ). 

(3) Are the animals Awake? * The introduction of that which appears that it will be the primary puzzle in the story (HER.  Enigma 1: question.). . 

(4) Pig is going to find out! * ACT. “going to”: Setting out on a Journey. It is important to note that no actual finding out has taken place at this point, nor will “finding out” be an explicit part of the story. Rather, the actions that the Pig will take are going to be actively creating the state of awakeness. ** HER. Enigma 1 (status of the animals’ consciousness): Proposal. (Enigma 1 will not be dealt with in explicit terms again until (18) ) *** The Pig is, in western religions, particularly the old testament, an animal that is considered unclean, and in Aesop’s fable tradition, embodies unpleasant traits such as greed and stubbornness. (i.e. Pig-Headed). SEM. Banality and Uncleanliness **** REF. Religion ***** REF. Fables ******  The Pig is given the task of fulfilling a role SYM. B. Servitude.

The Pig, we note, takes on the role of the mediator, the agent of change between the states of sleep and awake. He also embodies a second mediation: The rooster, in the important role as herald of the sun, has chosen his messenger  (or has had his messenger chosen for him) to be the low, unclean animal, the pig. The Pig occupies a space as mediation between the heavens, and the earth. The pig’s hermetic role is even embodied in his stereotypical habitat, mud, a liminal mix of water and earth. 

The key dichotomy, for which the symbolic code is applied, is that of dominion and servitude. The rooster’s dominion over the other animals is implicit in his role as prime mover for the action of the story, and the power to awaken is associated with dominion.  Initially, pig is a servant of this dominion, but he is to later become a master, and command the other animals from his role. He is mediator: both servant to his higher calling, and executor of dominion over those who have not heard the call, by virtue of the dominion associated (by the rooster) with his duty.

(5) “Wake up, sleepy Sheep!” says Pig. *ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: delay (this is not “finding out”) *** HER. Enigma 2: Formulation, Proposal (The sheep is not the animals, and this utterance is targeted specifically at the sheep. We will not have a resolution of the first enigma until substantially later.)  **** The sheep is the first animal to be awakened (SEM. Innocence, virginity) ***** REF. Aesop/Henryson Beast fables (supplanting the images of innocence and virginity) ****** REF. Religion (Pig as a metaphorical “shepherd”) ******* SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion 

(6) “Baa, Baa!” says Sheep. *ACT. Response, proclamation of identity ** REF. Egyptian Mythology (the “ba” is the part of the soul that gets reincarnated.) *** HER. Enigma 2, partial fulfillment. However, the Sheep has not yet (apparently) completed the necessary actions to describe waking.

(7) “Good Morning!” * This is an utterance which has lost much of it’s original semantic value due to it’s common use and arguable over use, and has passed into the realm of what Malinowski calls Phatic communication (in most contexts). It acts as an utterance meant to fill a social function of greeting, politeness, etc. (SEM. Compliance to social norms). ** However, when it is uttered in juxtaposition to the animal sounds, it is a compliance to the call to consciousness of the pig, which was spoken in English. It is a compliance both on the linguistic level and to the norms of communication in the paradigm of the waking state. (ACT. Taking one’s place in the new order) *** HER. Enigma 2. Resolution **** SYM. Antithesis: B: Servitude
The first encounter with an animal sets up a pattern that is repeated throughout the work for each subsequent animal and is followed to completion (except in the case of the dog, which I will consider later). The structure is the same and the pattern is reinforced, so it is important to dissect the particulars, in a non-shorthand form as to avoid any ambiguity (or, at the very least, to enable the right kind of ambiguity). The action of the pig, who has assumed the rooster’s duties, is clear, to wake the animals up. Note that this is not precisely the same action as was specified that he was planning to take “finding out.” To find out, is not the same to awaken, but rather is an intermediate step. “Finding out” is glossed over and largely abandoned as an end unto itself in the name of fulfilling the Rooster’s duties of awakening. Each repetition of the cry of the command to “wake up” is then a delay of resolution of the first enigma. At (18), finding out is taken on its own terms as a goal.

The transition that goes on when the animals the pig addresses arrive in a waking state is complex. It might seem that “Good morning!” references (2) “It’s morning on the farm,” and is a comment that Pig enables animals to revel in obvious truth. This is not the only, or even most reasonable, reading. Jacobson’s Linguistics and Poetics details the functions of language, among them the Phatic function, the definition of which has been developed in detail by Malinowski. He defines it as, “a type of speech in which ties of union are created by a mere exchange of words,
” and that the interchange of words in question is not tied particularly to semantic/referential guidelines for language use. For lexia to be part of phatic communication, they must be speech for which the specific semantic content is not relevant in context. In our society generally (and after the numerous iterations of the interchange in the text) the words “Good morning!” when uttered as that phrase have lost their referential significance as a comment on the morning’s quality. Instead, the phrase fulfills a social function of greeting, and the animals, in making this utterance, are implicitly complying to the social rules of the awakened state. Note that the pig was exempted from saying “Good morning.” He was simply available to act as messenger for the Rooster, and his compliance was implicit. 

Pig is both subject to the rooster, and a performer of acts of dominion over other animals; he has never spoken the key phrase of the servant, nor can he say, “Cock-a-doodle-doo!” the phrase of his master. 

(8) “Wake up, sleepy Mouse!” says Pig. *ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: delay  *** HER. Enigma 3: Formulation, Proposal (Mouse)  **** SEM. Lack of strength ***** REF. Aesop/Henryson Beast fables (the individual, small petty problems) ****** REF. Nietzsche (the mouse as “lower/lesser man
) ******* SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion.

(9) “Squeak, squeak!” says Mouse. *ACT. Response, proclamation of identity ** HER. Enigma 3, partial fulfillment.

(10) “Good morning!” * SEM. Compliance to social norms. ** ACT. Taking one’s place in the new order *** HER. Enigma 3. Resolution **** SYM. Antithesis: B: Servitude
(11) “Wake up, sleepy Duck!” says Pig. **ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: delay *** HER. Enigma 4: Formulation, Proposal (Duck)  **** SEM. Falsehood, concealment (from the French “canard” which English borrows as a scam or equivocation) ***** REF. French ****** REF. Children’s Literature (The “ugly duckling”) ******* SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion.

(12) “Quack, quack!” says Duck. *ACT. Response, proclamation of identity ** HER. Enigma 4, partial fulfillment.

(13) “Good morning!” * SEM. Compliance to social norms. ** ACT. Taking one’s place in the new order *** HER. Enigma 4. Resolution **** SYM. Antithesis: B: Servitude
(14) “Wake up, sleepy Cow!” says Pig. *ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: delay (aggravated by the rule of 3)  *** HER. Enigma 5: Formulation, Proposal (Cow)  **** SEM. Fertility/Motherhood/Reproduction  ***** REF. Egyptian Mythology (Cow is portrayed with horns, not domesticated, symbol of hermaphroditic Gods) ****** SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion.

(15) “Moo, moo!” says Cow. *ACT. Response, proclamation of identity ** HER. Enigma 5, partial fulfillment.

(16) “Good morning!” * SEM. Compliance to social norms. ** ACT. Taking one’s place in the new order *** HER. Enigma 5. Resolution **** SYM. Antithesis: B: Servitude.
(17) “Wake up sleepy Dog!” says Pig.  *ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: delay (further aggravated)  *** HER. Enigma 6: Formulation, Proposal (Dog)  **** SEM. Servitude to a higher power (Dog is agent of farmer) *****  SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion.

(18) But Dog is fast asleep. * HER. Enigma 1, suspended answer (This is the first time where we see explicitly addressed the pig’s function of “finding out”) ** ACT. “is fast asleep”: to be asleep *** HER. Enigma 6: Temporary resolution. **** SYM. Antithesis: A: Dominion (By the dog)

(19) “Wake up, sleepy Dog!” all the animals shout. *ACT. “say ‘wake up’”: call to consciousness. ** HER. Enigma 1: resolution (we now all see “all the animals” awake and calling for awakening. Isn’t the dog an animal? How can “all” the animals be shouting?) *** HER. Enigma 6: Re-Proposal (Dog)  **** SEM. Unity ***** All of the servants of the dog cry out for his awakening, thereby elevating all the servants to the status of masters.  SYM. Antithesis: AB: Mediation

(20) “Woof, woof!” says Dog. “Good morning!” * SEM. Compliance to social norms. ** ACT. Taking one’s place in the new order *** HER. Enigma 6. Resolution ****SYM. Synthesis: AB.
The self-evident contradiction in 19 is worth particular study. The dog is, common-sensibly, an animal, but the text clearly states “all the animals” shout for Dog to wake up. Depicted here are the rooster, pig, and the animals that the pig has earlier awakened. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the dog is nontrivially different from the other animals. This is reasonable, in that the dog is not an animal that is known as a farm animal per se. While a dog may be (and is) present on this farm, the dog is a servant of the farmer, not an animal raised for his value as commodity. He is simultaneously part of and not part of the pig’s quest regarding “the animals.” The dog, then, is already in a state of mediation. Dog is subject to the farmer, and the role of a dog on a farm is to perform acts of dominion over the other animals. Pig was elevated from the ranks of the farm animals, and as such, is commanding those who were formerly his equals. Dog’s state of dominion is part of the extant order on the farm, and Pig’s command does not affect him. When all the farm animals command Dog, they are elevated to a state of dominion. Dog acknowledges this, in his statement of good morning. He renounces his dominion when faced by the masses and becomes a servant. 

The processes by which authority and servitude are mediated, exemplified by Pig and Dog, are the heart of the symbolic antithesis in BSLAP. Pig achieves authority by a divine mandate, and is able to garner the support of the masses. The authority structure in place on the farm must bend in kind, but is only able to do so once the divine authority has spread wide through a mediator from within the ranks of the farm. 

An Interpretation of BSLAP

(Informed by the above analyses and influenced by ideas presented in Kermode’s Genesis of Secrecy)

The story told in BSLAP can be read as a messianic parable. Other cultures have similar stories, such as the Hindu paradigm of the different Yugas (ages) representing enlightenment levels of the populace. Night, in the story, is Kali Yuga, the age of darkness, where very few are enlightened. Rooster, his primacy and association with the sun representing the divine, sounds an awakening cry. However, the word that awakens “Cock-a-doodle-doo!” is not directly the agent of the change in the animals of the farm. Rather, the rooster’s message is carried forth by a pig, whose sole displayed purpose is to say, “wake up” to the animals. The pig is then the christos, the embodiment of the message, the word made flesh. 


The Pig (Messiah) then sets about his task of bringing “awakening,” that is to say enlightenment, to the animals of the farm. He does this by addressing each animal in turn, and each animal bears many associations, some of which were discussed in the above Barthesian analysis, but have many multifaceted meanings. For all the animals, the call is the same, and, until we get to the dog, we have the same form of all the animals’ responses, and they all reach the same eventual conclusion “Good Morning.” Each animal must take its own path to get there, the individual paths symbolized by the different animal sounds, but they all reach it eventually. Each animal’s language is also a barrier which must be crossed. Pig, as a hermetic figure is able to cross these spaces, and bring them all to the “Good morning” of enlightenment. 


The choice of the phrase “Good morning” is not a simple choice. On one level, it signifies approval with simply an identification of the stated time, “morning” and as such, a realization of the delight of simple truth. It also bears the weight of a symbol of compliance to a norm by its value as phatic communication. Both of these, a delight by a return to simple truth, and compliance to a larger order are religious tropes. 


The sheep (lamb) is the archetypal symbol of innocence, virginity and sacrifice, as such is is a fitting selection for the first animal to be awakened. Those who are the easiest to awaken are the children and those whose minds are childlike. Also, the lamb is representative of Agnus Dei, the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins of the world. This represents that the ideas of organized religion represent an elementary step in the right direction. 


The mouse, the second to be awakened, symbolizes the individual man, both in greatness and in shallow, petty concerns. Analogs for both of these can be found in beast fables, such as those in the Middle Scottish by Robert Henryson, including the fable of the town mouse and the country mouse, or the mouse and the lion.  In the former, the moral is about the individual understanding one’s place in his environment, and the latter describes the benefits of kindness to all, as help can come from even the seemingly lowliest of places. The salient point here is that each individual, no matter how lowly, must be brought the message of enlightenment. 


The duck, in the form of the word English word “canard,” borrowed from the French (lit. “duck”
) has come to stand for falsehood or equivocation. I am unsure if the term for a crooked/disreputable physician (quack) is etymologically related.  The Progression in the animals at this point begins to become clear; there are those who hear the message and embrace it readily, by their innocence, it spreads to those who have articulated their own individuality, and with the duck, even those who would choose to present a false identity. Similarly, but with different connotations, the duck may refer to the story of the ugly duckling, thus referencing individuals who have not yet attained their true form.


The cow, a producer of milk, is associated with motherhood and reproduction/fertility. Also, the cow is illustrated as having horns, which domesticated cows (not bulls) do not generally have. Perhaps this is a reference to the hermaphroditic gods of ancient Egypt, who would self-reproduce, often spitting out their own children. Regardless, the cow deals with the propagation and spread of the message through new generations. 


As earlier discussed, the main action that Pig takes in the story is to awaken, not merely to find out. Why is this not explicitly stated? Well, after intense rumination on the subject, it occurred to find a linguistic explanation for this discrepancy, and the linguistic evidence came not from the English, but from a reconstruction of what I believe may have been the original classical Hebrew. William Zaientz, after reconstructing the text based on his intuitions about the ancient Semitic origins of this tale, discovered a potential explanation in the passage reading “Are the animals awake? Pig is going to find out!”  The verb for “to find out,” (lit. to discover) is l’galot, from the root G.L.H. The third letter of the root, H is what is known as a weak letter. In the above case, it becomes a T, sometimes it is the case that, like vowels, are left out of transcription. “To find out” may have been written as G.L.. A scribe may have encountered G.L. and reassembled l’galot, but the intent may have been to transcribe “ligoal,” from the root, G.A.L.. This would make the translation, “Are the animals awake? Pig is going to redeem them!” Whether the form we have now is a translation based on a scribal error, or whether simply the double meaning was a pun in the original text, this verb would account for the fact that the Pig’s Primary action is to awaken, and thus redeem, the other animals of the farm. This supports a Christian interpretation, where redemption by a lowly pig is not unlike redemption by a man condemned to the worst punishment the Roman Empire had to offer. 

The primary puzzle in the tale is the significance of the dog’s different response. What makes the dog different? Well, even outside the context of the book, the dog is not an animal being raised on the farm, and is an agent of the farmer. This places him on a different social level, higher, closer to the one who makes the choices of life and death for those who live on the farm. Dog is thusly exempt from many of the farm’s constraints. It takes more to reach him, for he does not awaken until all the animals of the farm cry for him to awaken. 


I will present two interpretations of this phenomenon, but both hinge on the observation that “Dog” is “God” spelled backwards. Leporati agrees that all the animals are representatives of different aspects and portions of humanity, and that this holds true for the dog. In his schema for example, the sheep, refers to innocents and children, the mouse to Nietzsche’s lesser man. One can read the ability of all the animals to produce “Good Morning!” as a comment that whatever quality of a person is most prominent, that they can reconnect with the divine common source. His proposition is that Dog, through this inversion of “God,” represents individuals who have gone against their inherently divine nature. These people are more deeply entrenched in the maya (from Hinduism), the illusion that is purely earthly/sensory life, and naturally need greater force to be awakened and see that which is true. Leporati writes:

A "dog" is the symbolic expression of those men who have turned their backs on their own godhead and inverted their divinity. They are the puritanical, repressed fools who are so deluded by Maya that they believe in the great lie uttered by the Buddha, "Sabbe Pe Dukham," all life is sorrow. This is the very antithesis of the message of the dawn, the law of liberty preached by Pig. As such, only fully awakened humanity working in tandem (that is, exercising their freedom in full) may prove sufficiently powerful to awaken this animal. Many dogs in our own society seem destined never to awaken (note politicians and "religious" leaders especially)--though there is not a grain of sand that will not one day attain Buddhahood, and we are assured from the beginning that all shall attain it eventually. It is simply a matter of time.


I consider the fact that “Dog” is “God” backwards, not to represent an inversion, but merely a masking.
 The Dog is a representation of a popular conception of God. There can be little doubt that the rooster represents a naturalistic, generalized figure of the Godhead, due to both his solar association, and his place in the story as prime mover and giver of “the word.” However, the farmer is an agent who executes judgments that influence the lives of all the animals on the farm. As such, his servant, the dog, is a reasonable figure to represent a conception of a greater power. That said, representing the popular concept of God, Dog cannot enter the paradigm of enlightenment so easily as the other animals that represent other facets/kinds of humanity. The people’s concept of God can only enter the paradigm of enlightenment once all the enlightened call for such a thing to happen. When it is clear that the majority can proclaim their enlightenment and call for God to join them, this is the end of Kali Yuga, the age of darkness and the beginning of Sat Yuga, the golden age of truth. In a more western framework, this stands in support of Voltaire’s assertion that, “if God did not exist, man would have to invent him.” 


Thus, we see a cyclical structure to the story; it begins with an allusion to the procreative power of divinity (“cock,” masking the procreative power of the lingam) and concludes with a recreation of a figure of the Supreme Being in a new paradigm based on the principles inspired by the divine messenger. Completion occurs when the enlightened bring ideas of divinity to prominence in the correctly inspired paradigm. 

Afterword

Other Potential Interpretations and Conclusions

The mediation of the dichotomy between dominion and servitude in the form of a pig has intertextual implications that connect the work to Orwell’s Animal Farm, and might support a Marxist reading of the text. Additionally, the supremacy of English over the other animals’ languages might commandeer some of my analysis with regards to phatic communication to assert that the story reads as a parable about colonialism. Aleister Crowley writes, in his interpretation of nursery rhymes: 

To puzzle out an imaginary meaning for this "nonsense" sets one thinking of the Mysteries; one enters into deep contemplation of holy things and God Himself leads the soul to a real illumination. Hence also the necessity of Incarnation; the soul must descend into all falsity in order to attain All-Truth.

But is it so imaginary?  As I rattle through these shadows of other interpretations, the parting words of Kermode echo after me.

World and book, it may be, are hopelessly plural, endlessly disappointing; we stand alone before them, aware of their arbitrariness and impenetrability, knowing that they may be narratives only because of our impudent intervention, and susceptible of interpretation only by our hermetic tricks. Hot for secrets… our sole hope and pleasure is in the perception of a momentary radiance, before the door of disappointment is finally shut on us

Kermode’s words are a solemn consolation to the frustrated interpreter, of text and of life. He claims interpretation, as transient and futile as it may seem at times, is the best we have, and in fact, all we have, to guide us through making sense of the world. Crowley, though he brushes such ruminations on “nonsense” texts aside as imaginary, in the same breath he links them to a discovery of the greatest importance. Interpretation makes the problem of “knowing” a difficult one, but these practices prioritize the experience of coming to knowledge, and the “flash” of insight. It is the desire to prolong these elusive moments of interpretive “All-truth,” that I believe may account for some of the longwindedness of literary interpreters. At this conclusion I sit, having made a hermetic pig of myself, having brought the light of highly developed narratological theory to the initial dimness of this children’s book, and I confess that at this point, the following paragraph is influenced nontrivially by my desire just to stay in the light that much longer. 

If my readers embrace the ideas herein and no longer see in this Pig a simple children’s book, but a gateway to enlightenment, awakening from waking (the Buddhist Samadhi), or even a handful of insightful sociological commentaries, the “door of disappointment,” may lie ajar for a while yet. I have no doubt that someone will come up with another formal interpretation of BSLAP one day, and in all likelihood will interpret my words here. I can only hope that they alert (that is, awaken) me so that I, even if only as reader, can leave the night of arbitrary impenetrability, and embrace the good morning of interpretation. 
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