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Chapter 1

Introduction

Stylistics, which may be most commonly defined as “the study of style”
(Wales, 1989: 437; Leech, 1985: 39), is a discipline that can be traced
back td ancient Greece. However, modern stylistics started at the beginning
of the twentieth century from Charles Bally, who developed and
scientificalised the classic rhetoric by making use of Saussurean structuralist
linguistic theory, and it became well established as an academic discipline in
the 1960s. The development of modern stylistics has benefited a lot from
modern linguistics. Ever since its establishment, modern stylistics has been
a field much debated by both literary critics and linguists. It is, and at the
same time is not, an independent discipline due to its various characteristics,
both theoretical and practical.

By this definition it is meant that stylistics is both disciplinary and
multi-disciplinary. 1 would like to start from the amalgamic nature of
stylistics. But issues concerning this discipline, such as linguistics as its
basis, literature as its object of study, the relationships between language
and literature have to be clarified. For, while stylistics is often the study of
literature based on linguistic description and analysis, linguistics is,
however, regarded as having nothing to do with literary studies. Literature
is made out of language, whereas those involved in the studies of language
and of literature for a long time in the past did not see that they were talking

«1 -




Pragmastylistics of Dramatic Texts: The Play off the Stage

about the same thing. Stylistics as a mediatory discipline, together with the
developments of linguistic and literary theories of the 1980s and 1990s, can
serve as a powerful tool for both more explicit linguistic description and
analysis with less impressionistic and therefore more convincing literary
interpretation. It is necessary, first of all, to discuss some problems

concerning language studies and literature studies, linguistic and literary

criticism, etc.

1.1 Language and Literature:
A Special Relation

Language is the material for literary creation and the chief medium for
literary communication, and hence the concept of rich exploitation of
language would be meaningless without taking into account literature, which
is deemed as “verbal art” , “verbal artefact” (Halliday, 1983: wviii), and “a
linguistic form of art” (van Peer, 1991: 127).

Although there has been a keen awareness of language in literary studies
from Aristotle onwards, and although linguists have been attentively
responsive to literature, the bridging between the two kinds of studies has
not been stable. The essential relation of language and literature presumes
that the two approaches are close neighbours working on the same ranch.
Yet the division of labour leads different practitioners to assume different
views on what they are doing, hence resulting in hostile attitudes toward
each other's work.

In spite of the essential complementarity and seeming inseparability of
the two, language studies, whether in the form of the pre-20th-century
philology ar in the form of the 20th-century modern linguistics, have been
held in opposition to literary studies, with linguists (supposedly) giving
little attention tc literature or being reluctant to admit literary studies to
their discipline and literary theorists being even less welcoming of linguistic
criticism.

The general situation between language and literature studies can be
characterised as one of disharmony. Literary scholars frown upon linguists’
formalist methods of describing literary writing with stubborn rationality.

« 2.




Chapter 1 Introduction

They feel that such an enterprise does not do any justice to the real
“literary” nature of the works, and they therefore prefer to exclude
linguistics and linguists from their field of study altogether. Since literature
also deals with emotions and with the irrational side of human existence,
they feel that little help is to be expected from an all-too-narrowly-defined
rational approach. Linguists, on the other hand, are not satisfied with the
work of literary scholars due to the looseness of their terms and their
methods, their superficial linguistic knowledge and their lack of system. As

a result, linguists also question the validity of many conclusions arrived at in

literary scholarship.

1.1.1 The Opposition

The language/literature opposition can be traced to the traditional
division of English studies, which, according to Roger Fowler (1971: 1-2),.
is most evidently reflected in the division of “the literature syllabus” and
“the language syllabus” in British universities. At many universities in the
1950s, English departments were staffed by people with two different kinds
of training and interests. As literary studies gained ascendancy, “language”
was presented as an archaic irrelevance at best and an inimical source of
potential contamination at worst. The position of the philologists became an
entrenched defence under constant attack. The regular “Berlin Wall” down
the middle of the English studies existed and the flavour of the dispute
between the warring factions could be sensed. Fowler summarises the
history of English studies in England as presenting “a lamentable spectacle
of two close neighbours jealously fencing in their pastures and defending
them at any cost, including irrational argument” (Fowler, 1971: 2).

Mary Louise Pratt (1977) describes language/literature opposition in
America in a similarly humorous way, making an analogy that the Modern
Language Association and the Linguistic Society of America have held their
annual meetings at the same time and in the same city, but in different
hotels. Both feel that their disciplines belong in each other’s vicinity, but
they do not change programs or street guides; so to get from one place to
another you have to {ind your own way.

e 3.




Pragmastylistics of Dramatic Texts: The Play off the Stage

Roger Sell (1991 : xii-xiv) summarises that the opposition of such is one
between linguistic studies and literary studies in a more general sense. For,
all too often, when the world’s language specialists and literature specialists
talked to each other, they have talked at cross purposes. Language study
comprises everything from hard-core linguistics to conversation analysis, and
literary study consists of everything from - humanistic criticism to
deconstruction. There has been some temptation to drop all dialogue and
defensively cultivate one’s own little patch. Ironically, those who try to
bring the two sides together have sometimes been accused of understanding
neither, and the situation is complicated by the further sub-specialisation in
the field of language studies and literary studies alike.

Fowler's account concerns the situation in Britain, and Pratt’s account
concerns the situation in America. Sell’s account covers the situation in
general in the English-speaking world. The difficulty of communication
between linguists and critics, and the problem of the applicability of
linguistic methods and ideas to the study of literature are largely based on
the paradoxical relationship of the two disciplines. On the one hand, it is
impossible for literary studies to escape from linguistics. On the other hand,
linguistics can not yet offer necessary concepts and methods of appropriate
literary studies. While linguistics can not do without considering literary
texts, literature offers special difficulties.

When specialists in either of the disciplines keep within their own
circles, no perceptible tension can be observed. But whenever they start to
interact, all sorts of {rictions become obvious, and these frictions have been
labelled as professional (syllabus) “division” , neighbourhood “quarrel” ,
“strife ” ( Fowler, 1971 ), and disciplinary ( poetics/non-poetics )
“opposition” (Pratt, 1977), which lead to mutual ignorance and lack of
dialogue due to mutual “misunderstandings” (Sell, 1991), and mutual
“mistrust” (van Peer, 1989). Fowler (1971: 3) attributes the opposition to
a failure of the two disciplines to understand, or a reluctance to get to know,
each other. In his opinion, the ignorance is mutual, and further, “the
general level of knowledge about literature and criticism among linguists is’
higher than ‘lettrists’” . 1 do not dare to agree with Fowler on his last
assertion, especially in the context I know, since there may be even stronger

4 .



Chapter 1 Introduction

oppositions from the literary side if practitioners of linguistics claim to work
on the study of literature. Howecver, it is undeniable that linguistics has
become a valid and applicable tool in the study of language—all varieties of
language, and linguists and stylisticians armed with the tool, especially since
Halliday and Enkvist’s first works, have paid more attention to literary
aspects of language than literary scholars do to linguistic aspects of
literature.

On the whole, the situation has been changing for the better. According
to Sell (1991), changes have taken place due to a particular configuration of
circumstances, and interdisciplinary studies have been well on the way with

promising results and remarkable influence.
1.1.2 The Rapprochement

Current literary studies involve such issues as the position of literature
within the larger sphere of culture, the relationship between literatures of
different cultures, and the questions concerning the relation of literary to
other cultural forms within the context of interdisciplinary studies. While
the opposition of linguistic studies and literary studies can be seen from a
larger sphere, an old problem still remains as an obstacle. Although there
have been various types of definitions of literature and there are various ways
of dealing with literary studies, the question “What is literature?” is still a
chief concern. To find an answer, Russian formalists in an earlier period
turned to linguistics and some recent trends turned to interdisciplinary
approaches such as literary pragmatics. Still more recent studies have been
carried out by empirical literary researchers in Northern Europe throughout
the 1990s, who have turned to psychology and cognitive sciences for
methodological breakthroughs.

In his preface to Literary Pragmatics, Sell (1991) atiributes the
rap prochement between linguistic studies and literary studies in Finland as a
breakthrough outside the English-speaking world due to two reasons. First,
the English department of A bo Akademi University, Finland, is a forcign-
language department, so that the linguistic aspects of literary texts would in
any case receive some attention. Second, it is still a small department and is

. 5 .
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much more likely to hold together intellectually. But I think that non-native
English speakers are in a position free of traditional bias of the English world
in terms of the language/literature opposition and thus they can see more
rationally, or, at least, less passionately, the close relationship between
language and literature. In this way, they can more actively apply new
theories of linguistics and related disciplines to their work. Moreover, 1 do
not think this “new” situation is alone in Finland or in other non-English-
speaking countries. In a larger context including the English-speaking
world, interface studies have been in progress with the growth of stylistics
and discourse theories. Against the background of the opposition between
language and literary studies, it is stylistics that has witnessed happy
moments by trying to combine both approaches in the study of literature or
literary texts. Works of such scholars as Jakobson (1960), Halliday ez al.
(1964), Halliday (1973), Enkvist et al. (1964), Leech (1977), Carter
(1982), Carter and Simpson (1989), etc. have demonstrated close relations
between linguistics and literary studies from interdisciplinary perspectives.
Studies of language and literature have also been connected in the field
of language teaching from the 1970s onwards. Works include Fowler (1971,
1981, 1986), Halliday (1973, 1983), Widdowson (1975, 1978, 1986),
Chapman (1982), Carter (1982, 1986), Carter and Burton (1982), Carter
and Nash (1983, 1990), Cummings and Simmons (1983), Long (1986),
Brumfit and Carter (1986), Burke and Brumfit (1986), Short and Candlin
(1986), Carter and Long (1987), Carter and Simpson (1989), Durant and
Fabb ¢(1990). And more work has been done since 1990. Unlike Sell
(1991), I do think that there are two more important reasons behind this
rapprochement: First, the field of language teaching has taken a serious
interest in literature, in departments of modern languages, of linguistics and
applied linguistics, as well as in the department of English language and
literature, forming a contrast to earlier oppositions in most British civic
universities as described by Fowler. Even then (in the 1950s) University
College London attached some importance to linguistic studies of literature.
For example, in his introduction to Linguistic Criticism, Fowler (1986: 2)
states, when he was a college student, “it was well accepted that
commentary on language was a normal and essential practice within literary
s 6 -




Chapter 1 Introduction

criticism: essential for coaxing out the complexity of literary texts”

Second, applied linguistics has necessitated such an undertaking under the
influence of the general trend of interface studies armed with modern
linguistic theories and stylistical methodology. But this may be only one side
of the story, because in the English-speaking world those involved in
interface and interdisciplinary studies of language and literature are mostly
on the linguistic side. One could say that linguists are making attempts of
carrying out dialogues, but one-way only. Yet the situation is changing. For
example, not only The Poetics and Linguistics Association chaired by
Ronald Carter, Professor of Modern English Language at Nottingham
University, is one of the several organisations promoting a dialogue between
linguistics and literature, but also the Modern Language Association (MLA)
has a Division on Linguistic Approaches to Literature. Nationally and
internationally, linguistics and literary theory are no longer considered as
separate disciplines but related fields of study that require each other’s

insights for meaningful access to literary texts.

1.1.3 The Language of Literature and
Literary Language

The controversy concerning the problematic relations between language
and literature studies can boil down to the nature of the language in
literature: the language of literaturc vs. literary language. While literature
is made of language, literary theorists do not agree on what literature is (See
Eagleton, 1983; Carter, 1989b). Although the language of great literature
of the world’s masters can be labelled as “literary” , there is no satisfactory
definition for literary language. When we say that the language of
Shakespeare or Milton is by definition, literary, it is like telling someone
what classic music is by pointing to his or her CD collection. This way of
definition actually explains nothing. Moreover, it is bhard to find certain
features that can be exclusively literary, or even poetic in Russian Formalists’
views. Formalists see literary language as a set of deviations from a norm, a
kind of “linguistic violence” , and they see literature as a “special” kind of

language in contrast to the “ordinary” language we commonly use
.7 .
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(Eagleton, 1983: 4). But deviant uses of language do not appear in
literature alone, and it is impossible to find a list of words and constructions
that have inherently deviant, violent, or special in all contexts of use. While
Formalists presume “making strange” as the essence of literary language,
they cannot explain whether an isclated utterance (from great works of
literature) is literary. For example, when the famous modern Chinese poet
Zang Kejia’s highly “literary” lines

While some people are dead

They are alive

While some people are living

They are dead
are pronounced by an obviously shallow, mundane, and pretentious actor in
a recent bad TV theatre, it has served its best purpose of being disgusting
and de-appetising.

Carter (1989b) points out that the term “literature” means different
things in different periods of the history of English literature. He puts
forward six criteria for “literariness” by seeing the relation between literary
and non-literary language as a continuum. When he defines literary
language, he considers the features of non-literary discourse and what he is
actually defining is non-literary language rather than literary language.
While Formalists and structuralists tried to define literary language by
focusing on “poetic” language without giving due attention to non-poetic
language, Carter seems to define literary language by emphasising non-
literary language, similar to the way many contemporary literary theorists
do in defining literature by saying what literature is NOT. Thus, Carter’s
argument, although seeming closer to the truth, can not solve the problem
noticed by Traugott and Pratt (1980: 20) that a religious poem is literature
in an anthology while it is not literature in a collection of hymns. In his line
of argument, the explanation could be like this. On the one hand, a religious
poem experiences spatial changes by appearing in an anthology and in a
collection of hymns. Hence, whether it is literature does not depend on its
inherent linguistic features. On the other hand, when a religious poem
appears in an anthology, it is literature; and when it appears in a collection
of hymns, it is still literature, because it does not conform to his criterion of

. 8 .




