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1.0 Introduction 
 
Information scientists have long recognized the potential 
benefits of  classifying authorial perspective. In particular, 
this would help users evaluate the potential relevance of  
works (Clavier and Paganelli 2011). And of  course it 
would alert users to potential biases in the text (Gutierrez 
and Martinez-Avila 2014). Lukoianova and Rubin (2013) 
suggest that it might also enhance detection of  purpose-
ful deception. In addition, such a classification would fa-
cilitate communication both within and beyond social 
groups (Szostak 2014). Individuals might wish at times to 
consult only works reflecting a particular perspective; if  
so this is a desire that knowledge organization systems 
should serve. We might hope that users will often be in-
terested in exploring particular issues from multiple per-
spectives; this task too will be aided by classifying works 
in terms of  authorial perspective. But such a classification 
has never been developed. 

One problem is that there are a variety of  dimen-
sions—rhetorical, ethical, epistemological, and so on (see 

below)—along with which authorial intent or perspective 
might be evaluated. It might be worried, then, that it 
would prove too costly to classify works by perspective. 
In the contemporary world, in which the costs of  data 
entry and storage are much lower, this may no longer be 
an unsurmountable barrier. Classifying works by perspec-
tive may prove especially feasible if  most works need only 
be classified along a subset of  these dimensions. 

The approach taken to identifying dimensions in this 
paper is largely inductive; we will address several dimen-
sions that have been identified in the previous literature. 
We will, though, in the next section suggest a deductive 
approach to evaluating whether we have achieved an ap-
propriate breadth in our classification. That is, we can 
imagine a set of  questions that illuminate distinct aspects 
of  authorial perspective. The inductive approach has the 
advantage of  indicating that there is some consensus 
around the nature of  key dimensions. 

A second problem then involves identifying a set of  
possibilities along each dimension. It might be worried 
that there are innumerable such possibilities. We will de-

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2015-7-499 - am 13.01.2026, 10:28:04. https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.5771/0943-7444-2015-7-499
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb


Knowl. Org. 42(2015)No.7 

R. Szostak. Classifying Authorial Perspective 

500 

vote much of  our attention to identifying possibilities 
along each dimension. We will find that the number of  
possibilities is not only countable but also manageable in 
size. 

A third potential problem is that it may prove chal-
lenging in practice to establish authorial perspective of  a 
particular work along at least some dimensions. The de-
gree of  difficulty can only be estimated once a classifica-
tion of  authorial perspective has been developed. This 
paper will focus on addressing the first two problems, 
and thus set the stage for an evaluation of  the scope of  
the third. We will, though, briefly address strategies for 
classifying the perspective of  particular works toward the 
end of  the paper. 

In the next section we propose three guiding assump-
tions for classifying authorial perspective. We will in the 
succeeding (and much longer) section employ these three 
simple assumptions in order to generate a multi-
dimensional classification of  authorial perspective. We 
will address in turn a variety of  dimensions that have 
been suggested, and show how each can be addressed. 
Examples of  synthetic constructions utilizing the Basic 
Concepts Classification (BCC; see Szostak 2013) are pro-
vided throughout, but similar constructions could likely 
be provided from other general classifications. It should 
be stressed that the use of  BCC for illustrative purposes 
reflects the author’s familiarity with that classification; we 
will discuss briefly toward the end of  the paper whether 
other classifications could be employed to the same ef-
fect. The various dimensions, and possibilities along di-
mensions, are summarized in Table 1. As promised above,  
a brief  discussion of  practical considerations follows. 
This is followed in turn by a concluding section. 
 
2.0 Three guiding assumptions 
 
We propose three helpful guiding assumptions: 
 
1)  Since authorial perspective is an element of  human 

behavior, it should be the case that what we need to 
capture in a classification of  authorial perspective with 
respect to both dimensions and possibilities along di-
mensions should already be classified within a general 
subject classification (where “general” is taken to 
mean comprehensive in coverage). That is, a general 
classification should already contain terms for every 
possible aspect of  authorial perspective. One impor-
tant implication of  this assumption is that we can po-
tentially deal with authorial perspective synthetically 
without needing to add new schedules to our classifi-
cation. (Note that our emphasis on general classifica-
tion here and elsewhere in the paper need not imply 
that we cannot identify authorial perspective within 

domain-specific classifications; in such a case, though, 
we would likely need to employ many terms not oth-
erwise employed elsewhere in the classification.) 

 
2)  Kleineberg (2013) has recently urged us to explore the 

“how, what, and why” of  a work. We can usefully ex-
pand this suggestion to include “who, where, and 
when.” An author’s perspective might be anticipated to 
reflect who the author is, what they are doing, why 
they are doing it, how they choose to proceed, and 
when and where they operate. In conjunction with as-
sumption 1, this guides us to explore existing classifi-
cations of  personality characteristics, cultural values, 
political ideologies, and so on. Szostak (2004, ch. 5) 
showed how these “5W” questions could illuminate 
various sources of  scholarly bias. We can ensure that 
there is appropriate breadth to our classification if  it 
captures elements of  who, what, where, when, why, 
and how. As journalists will attest, different W’s are 
more important for different texts. As we will discuss 
below, it is thus likely that only a subset of  possible 
dimensions will be important for particular works. 

 
3)  If  we face numerous dimensions and possibilities, and 

can have recourse to diverse schedules within a general 
classification, then another useful starting assumption 
is that a synthetic approach will serve us best here. A 
synthetic approach to classification has been com-
monly urged in the literature since at least Rangana-
than (1937), though less commonly employed in prac-
tice. Yet even enumerative schemes have had some 
success introducing synthetic elements. 

 
These assumptions, we hope, do not require more exten-
sive justification. Yet they have, as we shall see, important 
implications for the classification of  authorial perspec-
tive. It is useful to briefly review how each assumption 
will be employed in the next section: 

We will employ synthetic constructions (assumption 3) 
throughout in identifying possibilities along each dimen-
sion of  authorial perspective. These synthetic construc-
tions will rely wherever possible on terms already available 
within at least one general classification, the BCC (assump-
tion 1). In our discussion of  each dimension we will ad-
dress which of  the 5W questions are engaged (assumption 
2); we then at the end of  the next section summarize our 
coverage of  each of  the 5W questions. As noted in the in-
troductory section, this approach allows us to provide a 
deductive check—for the 5W questions are a fairly exhaus-
tive set of  questions that we can logically ask about author-
ial perspective—on our largely inductive effort of  investi-
gating dimensions that have been suggested in the previous 
literature. The combination of  inductive and deductive ap-
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proaches can assure us that the suggested classification of  
perspective is reasonably exhaustive. 
 
3.0 Addressing particular dimensions 
 
Szostak (2014), drawing on many others, suggested a va-
riety of  possible dimensions. These can be addressed in 
(roughly) the order of  increasing difficulty.  
 
3.1 Discipline/Field 
 
The disciplinary (or interdisciplinary) home of  the author 
can be indicated. A general classification should have a 
place for all such fields. It may also be useful to indicate 
the institutional home of  researchers: university, public 
research center, non-profit, private, and so on. 
 
3.2 Methods employed 
 
The classification can first indicate which of  the dozen 
broad methods any author employs (Szostak 2004): ex-
periment, survey, interview, statistical analysis, modelling, 
classification, examining physical traces, mapmaking, ob-
servation, textual analysis, intuition/experience, and her-
meneutics/semiotics. This list was derived from a broad 
survey of  the literature; it is unlikely that there are alter-
native methods that are not best seen as a subclass of  one 
of  these. Particular techniques within these methods can 
then be further distinguished. For example, interviews 
may be structured or open format, individual or group, 
and may also be distinguished in terms of  the number of  
interviewees; particular interview situations such as doc-
tor/patient consultation can be designated. The BCC 
provides a detailed classification. In developing the BCC 
it was found to be straightforward to identify the most 
common techniques within any method. It should be 
possible to indicate when a researcher pursues mixed meth- 
ods, followed by the methods that are mixed.  
 
3.3 Theoretical orientation 
 
Any theory the author explicitly employs can be refer-
enced here. Gnoli and Szostak (2008) discussed how best 
to classify theories, and the Integrative Levels Classifica-
tion (ILC) and BCC both contain detailed classifications 
of  theory types. The key point here is that—since theo-
ries evolve, theory names are ambiguous, and new theo-
ries are created with some regularity—it is important to 
classify by “theory type” as well as by theory name. Gnoli 
and Szostak showed both the utility and feasibility of  
employing a five-dimensional classification of  theory ty-
pes. Notably, these were grounded in the 5W questions 
recommended above: “who” is the causal agent within a 

theory, “what” does the causal agent do, “why” does the 
causal agent do this (which for intentional agents involves 
classifying different types of  decision-making, for non-
intentional agents it means examining the agent’s inherent 
nature), “where” does the causal process occur (that is, 
how generalizable is the theory), and “when” does the 
causal process occur (or in other words how does the 
causal process unfold through time: change in a particular 
direction, a new equilibrium, cyclically, and so on). As 
above, this list of  questions provides a reasonably com-
prehensive survey of  key attributes of  any theory. For 
each of  these five dimensions/questions a handful of  key 
answers can be identified. Causal agents, for example, can 
be either intentional or non-intentional, and either type 
can comprise individuals, groups, or relationships (Szo-
stak, 2004, derives and justifies a small set of  possible an-
swers to each of  the 5W questions). A work employing 
neoclassical economic theory could be classed as neoclas-
sical, but also as emphasizing intentional individuals, ra-
tional decision-making, actions, equilibrium outcomes, 
and a high degree of  generalizability; in the (unlikely) 
event that neoclassical theory evolves into something dif-
ferent over time classification in terms of  theory type will 
still indicate the precise nature of  the theory employed in 
a particular work. With respect to other theories that do 
not give precise answers to each of  the 5W questions, 
classification in terms of  theory type serve to clarify 
which version of  the theory is applied. 

Classification in terms of  theory types makes it possi-
ble that even works that do not explicitly employ (or ad-
mit to employing) a particular theory might still be classi-
fied along this dimension. That is, it may be possible to 
determine the type of  agent or decision-making or activ-
ity or process envisioned, and also the degree of  gener-
alizability proposed. 
 
3.4 Ideological outlook 
 
There are only a handful of  ideologies commonly refer-
enced in the literature: classical liberalism, libertarianism, 
pragmatic liberalism, conservatism, socialism, commu-
nism, fascism, anarchism, and nationalism are the most 
common (and are listed in BCC), though a few others 
might be added. There is a fair bit of  agreement regard-
ing titles of  the main ideologies, but more disagreement 
regarding the defining characteristics of  each. One strata-
gem for addressing these definitional challenges would be 
to also reference more precise attitudes toward particular 
political issues (e.g. pro-choice). 

We promised above to review as we proceeded how 
each dimension reflects the 5W questions. It is worth 
noting here that the first four dimensions address differ-
ent aspects of  “why” an author might have written a par-
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ticular text. The method dimension, and to a lesser extent 
the theory dimension, also speak to “how” this was done. 
 
3.5 Ethical outlook 
 
Authors might be distinguishable in terms of  the types 
of  formal ethical approach they take (Szostak 2004, 194-
8): consequential analysis, deontological (focus on rules), 
virtue/value oriented, tradition-based, or intuition-based. 
Some would argue that some other approaches, such as 
the ethic of  care, do not fit cleanly in any of  these five 
classes. We could investigate whether any philosophical 
approach is not captured by the procedures suggested be-
low. If  this were to be the case we could then identify 
how to treat works pursuing that approach. Note that 
each of  these five types of  ethical analysis opens up a 
broader set of  possibilities that are best addressed syn-
thetically but with recourse to diverse elements of  a gen-
eral classification. 
 
i)  Consequential analysis most often focuses on eco-

nomic outcomes but at times focuses on political or 
social or aesthetic outcomes. A perspective might be 
denoted (perspective)(consequentialist)(beauty). Po-
tentially an author might be consequentially disposed 
toward phenomena across diverse subclasses of  a 
general classification. The synthetic approach obviates 
any need to enumerate these here. 

 
ii)  The most common rules are the golden rule and vari-

ous rights. The golden rule deserves treatment some-
where in a general classification. As long as “rights” 
appears also, specific rights might be captured syn-
thetically: Right to property. 

 
iii)  One of  the challenges of  virtue analysis is that there 

are a host of  virtues/values one might invoke (which 
often compete, though far from always). The BCC 
provides a comprehensive list of  “cultural values”—
derived also using a mix of  induction and deduc-
tion—that could be employed synthetically here. 

 
iv)  If  an author stresses tradition we could then syntheti-

cally specify the country, ethnic group, religion, or so-
cial group whose traditions are invoked. Many tradi-
tions are broadly shared; this too can be captured syn-
thetically: (tradition)(all)(major)(world religions). 

 
v)  Intuition suggests that we look either at personality 

dimensions or human emotions. These are each clas-
sified in some detail in the BCC. There is a fair bit of  
consensus among psychologists regarding both the 
major personality dimensions and the key emotions, 

though of  course this consensus may shift with new 
research. 

 
It is noteworthy that in exploring ethical perspective, we 
have addressed “who” the author is (personality dimen-
sions, emotions), and “when” and “where” they are situ-
ated (traditions, ethnicity, etc.). (We will likely have little 
need to classify here the myriad shortcomings in percep-
tion or cognition that afflict us all, nor particular person-
ality “defects” that would detract from science [unless 
some authors confess to these, if  conscious of  them] 
(Szostak 2004).) 

Philosophers have, of  course, debated at great length 
the details of  the three formal types of  ethical analysis. 
They have in so doing developed myriad variations of  
each. These can in general be captured synthetically. Nev-
ertheless we may wish to identify particular variants if  lit-
erary warrant justifies these. There is, though, a tradeoff  
between detail and simplicity of  the classification. 
 
3.6 Epistemological outlook 
 
Epistemology addresses both the possibilities of  human 
understanding and questions of  how we can/should best 
attempt to enhance our collective understanding (if  this is 
judged possible). We capture here elements of  why an au-
thor writes, what they write, and how they proceed. How 
can we best get a handle on key epistemological concerns? 
The Toolbox project (Eigenbrode et al. 2007; Looney et al. 
2014) centered at the University of  Idaho has tried to en-
hance interdisciplinary collaboration by exposing and then 
mitigating the hidden epistemological assumptions that 
would otherwise hinder collaboration on interdisciplinary 
research teams. They have to this end developed and re-
vised a questionnaire that they give to researchers. The 
purpose of  these questions is to identify the key elements 
in differing epistemological approaches. Their research 
thus highlights the sort of  epistemological distinctions that 
are important to (especially interdisciplinary) scholars. And 
of  course their questionnaire is grounded in their own 
search of  the epistemological literature for key questions to 
ask. Though they ask questions about a researcher’s general 
attitude toward research, the questions could also illumi-
nate the epistemological nature of  particular works. The 
questionnaire has six main sections: 
 
– Motivation: They distinguish basic versus applied re-

search. This we could easily do. They also speak of  
advocacy. This could be captured synthetically in asso-
ciation with what is being advocated: (advocates)(war) 

– Methodology: Does the research have a guiding hy-
pothesis? We could perhaps best capture this element 
by distinguishing deductive from inductive research. 
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They also explore openness to mixed methods. This 
was addressed above when discussing methods. Finally 
they explore the spatial and temporal extent of  re-
search. We can hope that research specific to a particu-
lar time and place will have these signified within the 
subject heading. Beyond that we can note that the de-
gree of  generalizability is one of  the dimensions along 
which theories should be classified.  

– Confirmation: What types of  evidence are considered 
valid? We can best address this consideration by indi-
cating the method(s) used in particular research. It 
might also be both possible and desirable to treat the 
type of  data employed (Szostak 2004 discussed classi-
fying data, but did not at that time develop an opera-
tionalizable classification.) Toolbox also asks whether 
strict replication using the same method and data is 
sought or rather evidence from different methods and 
data. For categorizing particular works the most im-
portant consideration likely involves signaling “replica-
tion.” (Mixed methods were addressed above.) 

– Objectivity: Is objectivity possible? Is objectivity desir-
able? This is certainly one of  the greatest epistemologi-
cal conflicts in the contemporary academy. Yet in prac-
tice scholars either stress the possibility of  objectivity or 
the inevitability of  subjectivity, or lie somewhere on a 
continuum between these two positions. We could em-
ploy descriptors such as (believes)(objectivity) and (be-
lieves)(subjectivity); and to capture the continuum be-
tween these possibilities: (believes)(some)(objectivity).  

– Values: Can values be excluded from research? Should 
values be driving research? For our purposes, the fact 
that we can signal values that drive a particular re-
search project or report (see above, virtue ethics) may 
suffice here. The previous bullet regarding subjectivity 
already tells us something important about whether 
the author believes it possible to exclude values from 
research. 

– Reductionism versus emergence: Do researchers be-
lieve that all phenomena can be understood in terms 
of  constituent elements? While an important episte-
mological question, we can avoid it. The relevance of  
a work in this respect will be adequately signaled by a 
subject classification that accurately captures the causal 
relationships being investigated. The same can be said 
of  a related epistemological question: to what extent 
can we isolate particular causal relationships from ex-
ternal influences? 

– Reality. In later versions of  the questionnaire a ques-
tion(s) about attitudes toward reality have been added. 
Do research results reflect (mostly) the real world or 
researcher perspective? We might wish to distinguish 
“realist” from “constructivist” and perhaps even “op-
timist” and “pessimist.” Realism and constructivism 

are, at least at present, the major approaches that are 
contrasted in this context. 

 
3.7 Aesthetic outlook 
 
Beyond the example cited under consequential analysis, 
we may need little more here than a synthetic (perspec-
tive)(X)(is beautiful). Such a statement would simultane-
ously signal that aesthetic evaluation is an important 
component of  the work and highlight a/the key element 
of  the aesthetic approach taken. Note that “X” here 
might represent a thing (say, waterfalls) or a quality (say, 
symmetry). The BCC has an entire schedule of  adjectival 
qualities that might be applied in this synthetic approach 
(Other general classifications that are enumerative in ap-
proach may have a less extensive list of  stand-alone quali-
ties to employ here.) Works about art might be distin-
guished as to whether they are works of  connoisseurship, 
criticism, and so on (see Clavier and Paganelli 2011). Dif-
ferent aesthetic theories would be captured above under 
theory. 
 
3.8 Rhetorical strategies 
 
Here we address “how” an author strives to convince (as 
well as elements of  “what” not captured by the main ar-
guments of  the work). And various information scientists 
have addressed elements of  rhetorical strategy (generally 
without using that phrase). Clavier and Paganelli (2011) 
have suggested that we distinguish criticism, agreement, 
consensus, and so on. Feinberg (2011) distinguished logic, 
appeal to beliefs, and adjustment of  formal elements. 

Ideally we could refer here to some consensus list of  
key rhetorical strategies identified by the community of  
rhetoricians. There is indeed some consensus that there 
are at least 100 such strategies, and a fair bit of  consensus 
on what each of  these involves. It should be noted that a 
variety of  rhetorical strategies, such as alliteration, oper-
ate generally at the level of  particular phrases rather than 
entire texts (though shorter texts, and especially poetry, 
provide important exceptions). We may find it desirable 
to stress the subset of  rhetorical strategies that operate at 
the level of  (longer) texts. 

A distinction is often made between three broad rhe-
torical strategies. The first, called “logos,” relies on logical 
argumentation (we may wish to capture the inductive ver-
sus deductive distinction here). The second, “ethos,” fo-
cuses on efforts to establish the author’s authority. The 
third, “pathos,” involves appeals to emotion. Each of  
these can each be readily identified in a classification. 
(The distinction made by Feinberg 2011 echoes this tri-
partite distinction.) 
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A distinction is often made among (at least primarily) 
types of  “logos:” 
 
– analyzing cause/effect 
– compare/contrast 
– define 
– classify 
– describe person/place/thing 
– explain how something happens 
– narrate a story  
 
For “pathos,” synthetic reference to particular emotions 
should be feasible: (pathos)(fear). For “ethos” synthetic 
links might be imagined to any justification for authority: 
occupation, education, social status, and so on. 

A variety of  more particular strategies likely deserve 
treatment: argument from analogy, metaphor, argument 
from absurdity, understatement, thought experiments, li-
totes, and inference to the best explanation. The differ-
ences in rhetorical purpose stressed by Clavier and Pagan-
elli (2011) also deserve reference. These can all be captured 
synthetically within the BCC. In particular the BCC con-
tains a (expandable) list of  “types of  statement” drawn 
from the critical thinking literature (though, like alliteration, 
these may prove less applicable to long texts). Note that 
while rhetorical strategies are applied most often to written 
texts, they can also be applied to conversations and visual 
media. It is thus desirable that the same terminology be 
employed across a general classification. 

Though there may be as many as 100 distinct rhetorical 
strategies, the rhetorical approach of  the vast majority of  
texts can likely be captured by reference to the tripartite 
distinction of  logos, ethos, and pathos, followed perhaps 
by some reference to the dozen or so strategies listed in the 
preceding three paragraphs. Though rhetorical strategy is 
thus one of  the more challenging dimensions to address, it 
is nevertheless manageable in scope. As always in knowl-
edge organization literary warrant can be employed to 
identify the most commonly employed rhetorical strategies, 
though the synthetic approach allows even less important 
strategies to be signaled when necessary. 
 
3.9 Others 
 
Soergel (1985) noted that it would be useful to designate 
the level of  previous understanding required for a text. 
The easiest way forward here might be to reference the de-
gree of  education assumed by the author, perhaps syn-
thetically linked to particular fields of  study. Again, these 
elements should already be present within a general classi-
fication. 

A key aspect (Szostak 2004, 186-91) of  “when” not 
addressed above involves how a particular work fits 

within the broader academic conversation. This is per-
haps best captured through bibliometric analysis of  cita-
tions. There might be some limited value in signaling 
“revolutionary” works, though authors tend to exaggerate 
the revolutionary character of  their research. 
 
3.10 Reviewing the 5W questions 
 
The “who?” dimension is addressed both when identifying 
disciplinary affiliation and in embracing personality dimen-
sions and emotions under the intuitive approach to ethics. 
Disciplinary affiliation also indicates “when?” and 
“where?” an author is situated, as does the treatment of  
tradition within ethics. (Szostak, 2014, addresses the pros 
and cons of  classifying the ethnicity, class, gender, or sex-
ual orientation of  authors, and leans toward not doing so.) 
The “what?” dimension is captured in several places, nota-
bly method, epistemology, and rhetoric. “Why?” is even 
more extensively addressed in discipline, theory, method, 
ideology, ethics, and epistemology. And “how?” is dealt 
within discipline, theory, method, epistemology, and rheto-
ric. Though the coverage of  who, where, and when is lim-
ited, key elements of  each is covered. What, why, and how 
are arguably far more important to the purposes of  author-
ial perspective as outlined in the paper’s introduction: they 
speak to a work’s relevance, likely biases, potential for de-
ception, and intended audience. It can thus be concluded 
that the proposed classification of  authorial perspective is 
reasonably exhaustive in coverage. 
 
4.0 Commentary 
 
Gutierrez and Martinez-Avila (2014) suggested that per-
spective can often best be seen in terms of  a continuum 
between two dichotomous positions. This is true for some  
of  the dimensions above: the generalizability dimension 
within theoretical perspective, the agreement versus criti-
cism distinction of  Clavier and Paganelli (echoed by 
Gutierrez and Martinez-Avila) and perhaps the values and 
objectivity dimensions within epistemology and some 
others. Such continua represent a small challenge to the 
classificationist; the easiest strategy is likely to divide the 
continuum into segments and apply different notations to 
each segment, and likely provide separate notations to the 
endpoints. It should be stressed, though, that the vast 
majority of  the dimensions above are not continua but 
lend themselves rather to a manageable number of  dis-
tinct possibilities. 

Gutierrez and Martinez-Avila (2014) also suggest that 
it is possible to signal perspective in value-free terminol-
ogy. This has been the intent above. There is value in a 
wide variety of  different perspectives. Though some us-
ers may choose to pursue works from only one perspec-
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tive, it can be hoped that many users will use the pro-
posed classification in order to familiarize themselves 
with multiple perspectives. 

Smiraglia (2001) stressed that it is not possible to sepa-
rate the style from the substance of  a work. Most of  our 
classificatory effort with respect to subject classification 
naturally focuses on the substance of  a work. And many 
elements of  authorial perspective likewise address the 
substance of  a work (especially the theory and method 
employed). But the rhetorical dimensions in particular, 
and also often discipline, tell us much about style. 
 
5.0 Summary 
 
The various dimensions and possibilities along dimen-
sions are summarized in Table 1. 
 
6.0 Some practical considerations 
 
Should authorial perspective be handled in one or multiple 
metadata elements? Or should it somehow be handled 

within subject classification? We think it advisable to dis-
tinguish authorial perspective from subject classification. It 
is nevertheless advantageous to employ the same terminol-
ogy for each. We lean toward treating all elements of  per-
spective within one metadata element, since each dimen-
sion addresses different aspects of  an overall perspective. 

As was hinted at the outset, we should appreciate that 
different dimensions will be of  different importance for 
different works. One point to stress here is that each of  
the dimensions discussed above would be useful to some 
users in evaluating some works. Rather than allowing only 
some dimensions to be applied to some fields, in an in-
terdisciplinary world it makes sense to allow any dimen-
sion to be applied to any work. Yet the fact that in prac-
tice some dimensions can be ignored when classifying a 
particular work should significantly reduce the costs of  
classifying with respect to authorial perspective. The clas-
sifier can determine whether classification of  a particular 
work along a particular dimension is worth the effort. 

The paper has used examples from the BCC to illus-
trate how each element of  the classification of  authorial 

Main Dimensions Subsidiary Dimensions Possibilities along Dimensions 
Discipline  Disciplines and Fields 
Methods  12 main types, particular techniques 
Theories 
 
[Note: need to classify by both theory name 
and theory type. The latter can be classified 
along five dimensions.] 

Who is the agent? 
 
What does the agent do? 
Why does the agent do this? 
 
 
Where does the process occur? 
When does the process occur? 

Intentional/non; individual, group, relationship  
Act, react, form attitude  
Innate nature if  non-intentional; 5 types of  de-
cision-making if  intentional 
Continuum of  generalizability 
Equilibrium, cycle, change in one direction, sto-
chastic 

Ideology  Several distinct ideologies; also issue-specific at-
titudes 

Ethics Consequentialist 
Deontological 
Virtue/value 
Tradition 
Intuition 

By desired consequence 
Golden Rule, or particular rights 
Particular values 
Particular groups or general 
Emotions, personality dimensions 

Epistemology Motivation 
 
Methodology 
Confirmation 
Objectivity/Subjectivity 
Realism 

Basic versus applied; advocate particular out-
comes 
Deductive/Inductive?; Mixed? 
Replication?; Data?  
Continuum 
Realism, constructivism; maybe optimism, pes-
simism 

Aesthetics  What is beautiful? 
Rhetoric Logos 

 
 
 
 
Ethos 
Pathos 
Particular strategies 

Analyze cause/effect; define; com-
pare/contrast; classify; 
describe person/place/thing; 
explain how something happens; narrate a story 
Occupation, education, etc. 
Link to emotions 
A dozen or so 

Target knowledge level  Education level assumed, by field if  necessary 

Table 1: The classification of  authorial perspective. 
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perspective could be actualized. The BCC was used be-
cause of  the author’s familiarity with it. The reader may 
wonder if  other classifications might also support such a 
treatment of  authorial perspective. This would almost 
certainly be the case with the Integrative Levels Classifi-
cation, which is also synthetic in approach. Enumerative 
classifications, with often complex subject headings, may 
not always provide the simple terminology that is synthe-
sized into descriptions of  authorial perspective. This 
challenge will likely be greatest with respect to adjectival 
qualifiers (see above). As was noted above, even domain-
oriented classifications may be able to indicate authorial 
perspective. This will require, though, that the terminol-
ogy necessary to classify perspective will have to be gen-
erated specifically for that purpose rather than simply 
borrowed from the subject classification itself. 

How might the various elements of  authorial perspec-
tive be identified in practice? It could be that authors might 
be asked to self-declare (though they might lie). Authors 
wishing to signal relevance might have an incentive to iden-
tify their perspective. It is then important that the classifi-
cation be easy to comprehend and navigate. Some authors 
may choose for a variety of  reasons not to indicate their 
perspective. Crowd-sourcing is another possibility, though 
the risk that a work might be purposely mis-classified 
would need to be patrolled. There is of  course a danger 
that cross-indexer consensus might prove particularly low 
along some dimensions. We cannot proceed to measure the 
degree of  indexer consistency until we have developed a 
potentially useful classification of  perspective. The purpose 
of  this paper has been to develop such a classification. It 
should be stressed that the different possibilities along each 
dimension above are precisely defined. Works of  non-
fiction in which an author is making a particular argument 
from certain premises should generally prove feasible to 
classify. Debate often rages regarding the intentions of  the 
authors of  fiction, of  course; if  authorial perspective is to 
be addressed there it may be desirable to allow scope for 
disagreement. 

In addressing epistemology above, we noted that schol-
ars disagree regarding the possibilities of  objectivity. The 
practically-oriented field of  knowledge organization has 
been forced to appreciate the ubiquity of  subjectivity but 
also that there are strategies that allow many classificatory 
projects to proceed despite the existence of  subjectivity. It 
may be tempting to simply assume that authorial perspec-
tive is too inherently subjective to allow classification. This 
is clearly not the case for many elements: discipline, 
method applied, and theory applied in particular. It may 
not be the case for any elements if  the author honestly de-
clares these. Only empirical analysis can tell us whether we 
can overcome subjectivity to the degree required for the 
purposes of  a classification of  authorial perspective; it may 

or may not prove to be the case that the answer differs by 
element and/or by scholarly field. We should not assume 
the results to empirical questions but evaluate these care-
fully.  

Having noted that different elements of  authorial per-
spective might be of  differing importance across the acad-
emy, we might then wonder whether a domain-specific ap-
proach to classifying authorial perspective would be advan-
tageous. But each of  the dimensions addressed in this pa-
per likely applies across many fields and some—there are 
always rhetorical strategies of  some sort—apply across all. 
Some possibilities along dimensions may be rare in some 
fields—appeals to emotion in chemistry perhaps—but the 
cost of  allowing for this possibility is low compared to de-
veloping myriad domain-specific classifications. And our 
general classification serves to better capture the unusual 
scholar who brings new approaches to a subject. 

Having suggested crowd-sourcing as a possibility, we 
might also wonder if  we could just go directly to crowd-
sourcing without first bothering with a classification. Read-
ers might then just speculate without any guidelines on 
what struck them about the author’s perspective. Experi-
ments with crowd-sourcing in the absence of  a controlled 
vocabulary tend to find that a very wide diversity of  terms 
is used. And without guidance many readers may fail to re-
flect on important dimensions of  perspective. It might be 
far more intriguing for amateur classifiers to address rhe-
torical strategy than discipline or theory applied, but poten-
tial readers may nevertheless be more concerned with the 
latter. A manageable classification such as that developed 
in this paper seems likely to guide classifiers to more pro-
ductive ends. 
 
7.0 Concluding remarks 
 
This paper has outlined a classification of  authorial per-
spective. A feasible set of  dimensions and possibilities 
along dimensions was established and justified. The classi-
fication utilizes for the most part terms already present 
within general subject classifications. If  a synthetic ap-
proach is taken, then, authorial perspective can be classified 
without requiring a significant expansion in the schedules 
of  any general classification. 

We briefly addressed practical considerations in the pre-
ceding section. Though these are significant there are 
strategies that should make it practicable to classify many/ 
most works in terms of  authorial perspective. The feasibil-
ity (or not) of  such strategies can only be established em-
pirically. 
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