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1 Travellers from antique lands
Historically, literary stylistics has achieved success around the world largely because of its capacity for teaching the English language to foreign learners in an engaging and motivated way. Placing lexicogrammatical principles in the context of patterns of meaning in genuine texts has allowed teachers to engage students with formal grammar and regularities in discourse, while maintaining the students’ interest and demonstrating the point of the exercise. Older language-teaching textbooks offered invented examples of language in use: British students of French fifty years ago would learn the possessive by means of the phrase ‘la plume de ma tante’, while French learners of English were to memorise ‘my tailor is rich’, neither of which are particularly useful in any natural setting. Once textbook writers realised the motivational advantages of using real language examples rather than invented ones, it was obvious that literary texts offered a rich source for sampling. Prose fiction and drama provided countless registers and voices, and poetry provided a density of features in an appealing context. Writers such as Brumfit (1980, 1983), Brumfit and Carter (1986), Carter (1982), Carter and Long (1987), Widdowson (1975) and others pioneered the usefulness of a systematic analysis of literary texts in the service of language teaching.
Even within an Anglophone, native speaker context, the major emphasis has been on the teaching of language to students of English literature. Traugott and Pratt’s (1980) Linguistics for Students of Literature captures the market in its title, and later key works in stylistics placed a similar emphatic focus on the language dimension: Language, Discourse and Literature (Carter and Simpson 1989),  Language through Literature (Simpson 1997) and Language in Literature (Toolan 1998). In fact, it is illuminating that the seminal works of stylistics are typically cast in the form not of monographs but of textbooks; this is a discipline that has always had exploration and pedagogy at its heart. Throughout, though, the primary objective is language teaching, with the literary work regarded even in these exemplary citations as the rich ground for analysis, and in lesser work as mere data.

In spite of developments in the teaching of English as a Foreign Literature (EFLit) (see Zyngier 1994), stylistics is still widely perceived as language teaching. In British universities, for example, students of broad ‘English studies’ tend to see their literary work as belonging to a separate discipline from their language study, and even though stylistics often comes as a revelation to them, they still tend to treat the literature as the source for descriptions of language. Colleagues in literary studies departments tend to view stylistics either as simply another critical theory or as a quirk of linguists who dabble in literature. Stylisticians in the UK have often been especially well funded by the British Council to travel around the world promoting literary linguistics, often to the surprise of their literary colleagues who view their activities as marginal. Not much has changed since Short (1989: 9) warned that stylistics ‘might well cause the raising of eyebrows in traditional literary circles in that literary texts are being used for purposes for which they were not intended, and, indeed, [occasionally] the literary text itself is interfered with.’ He goes on to point out that ‘such pedagogical devices appear to be popular with the students who have been exposed to them, and help to promote literary understanding and general linguistic awareness.’
The accessibility of an enabling method to allow students quickly to engage in analysis is largely the reason for the success of stylistics, especially viewed from a global perspective beyond the often parochial vision of UK literature departments. Nevertheless, in focusing merely on language, stylistics risks selling itself short. In this chapter, I want to argue that the most exciting, engaging and stimulating use of stylistics is when it moves beyond description to become productive of startling interpretations and an enriched sense of texture: in other words, when stylistics is refocused on teaching literature itself. This is not to set language aside – on the contrary, it is a means of further vivifying language study – but it involves a different emphasis, as I will try to describe with a practical example from my own teaching.
2 Look on my works
In a textbook I wrote a short time ago (Stockwell 2002), I practised exactly the emphasis on language teaching that I am setting out here to criticise. Each chapter of that book outlined a feature of cognitive linguistics, and then provided a cognitive poetic analysis of a literary text to exemplify the approach. Like my stylistic colleagues cited above, my defence is that I was trying to enable my readers with tools for doing cognitive poetics themselves. In the course of using the book in my teaching, in workshops in Britain, Spain, Finland and the US, I set out, for example, to teach deictic principles and patterns. I soon realised that a different focus was required. My first audience certainly learnt something about deixis, but little about the poem that was being presented for exemplification; they felt that the literature we used had been ‘used up’ by being merely labelled and described. That first workshop could accurately have been entitled ‘Cognitive deixis’ or ‘The mechanism of text world construction’, or ‘Perspective in dramatic monologue’, but these proper academic titles were not likely to engender much enthusiasm in the participants, in my view, and an air of intellectual excitement is essential to the success of any good stylistics seminar.
Instead, in subsequent workshops on the same subject, I gave the people in the room the following poem, and, pointing out that I would need a deep breath to read it, then read it aloud:

I met a traveller from an antique land,

Who said – ‘Two vast and trunkless legs of stone

Stand in the desert… Near them, on the sand,

Half sunk a shattered visage lies, whose frown,

And wrinkled lip, and sneer of cold command,

Tell that its sculptor well those passions read

Which yet survive, stamped on these lifeless things,

The hand that mocked them, and the heart that fed;

And on the pedestal, these words appear:

My name is Ozymandias, King of Kings,

Look on my Works, ye Mighty, and despair!

Nothing beside remains. Round the decay

Of that colossal Wreck, boundless and bare

The lone and level sands stretch far away.’

(‘Ozymandias’, Percy Bysshe Shelley, 1818)

On the handout, I then ask these simple questions:

1. Who says:


My name is Ozymandias, King of Kings, 


Look on my Works, ye Mighty, and Despair!

2. What do they mean when they say it?

3. What are the textual mechanisms by which you can make your conclusions?

In answer to the first question, the suggestions are offered quickly, and each possibility generates a discussion. Ozymandias says it, most obviously, referring to himself directly and using the first person possessive pronoun. I supply the information that ‘Ozymandias’ is the Greek name for Pharoah Rameses II (1304-1237 BC), and this often leads to a series of questions about the historical accuracy of the scene described. The chronicler Diodorus Siculus (see Oldfather 1961: I.47) records the inscription on the pedestal at the Ramesseum, on the other side of the Nile river from Luxor, as ‘King of Kings am I, Osymandias. If anyone would know how great I am and where I lie, let him surpass one of my works.’

Mentioning the ‘inscription’ often leads someone to point out that the declaration is written – rather than said – by the sculptor, under instructions presumably from some obsequious court official, who might be regarded as a further speaker. Knowing that Egyptian antiquity is the setting, someone might point out that the declaration cannot be written in English, but must be in hieroglyphics, and must represent a statement made in ancient Coptic. The variation between the poem’s version and Diodorus Siculus is evidenced in support. There could then be discussion of whether the traveller himself makes the translation (and so is the only person so far who utters the words in English), or whether the traveller receives the translation from an implicit local tourist guide. The traveller is the only one in the poem who has a reporting clause: ‘who said’; the words themselves simply ‘appear’.
The fact that the words are written rather than spoken often leads to an awareness of the fact that speech and writing and their relative traces in history is key to the poem. The poem is framed as a traveller’s tale, recounted again by a narrating persona; some also want to separate this persona from Shelley, the actual writer of the text. Finally, I always have to point out the most literal and obvious answer to the question, ‘Who speaks?’ by drawing attention to the fact that I just spoke in reading the poem out loud.

For each of these speakers, there are also addressees, and we compile a similar list in correspondence with the first. Together, this discussion of who speaks and to whom begins to answer the question of how the declaration changes its meaning in each case. At first, these correspondences are straightforward. When Ozymandias addresses ‘ye Mighty’, he intends a statement of power designed to be withering. He cites his own name, refers to his colossal monuments (‘my Works’), and anticipates the impotence of his addressees. When the court official from the Works department instructs the sculptor, he intends to appropriate the Pharoah’s authority into his own voice. When the sculptor writes the words, ‘my Works’ are his works, and he is elevated by the work of art. When the traveller addresses the hearing narrator, he is engaging in an act of quotation, but it is clear from the last three lines that are also enclosed in his speech marks that he has a clear and explicit sense of the significance of describing the scene. When the narrator addresses the implied reader of the poem, self-consciously framing his narrative in a sonnet form, there seems to be an observation on the longevity or mutability of art, but it is left implicit in the art-object itself; unlike the traveller, the narrator does not close with his own commentary coda – the tale ends with the traveller’s words. When Shelley writes the poem, there is even more of a sense of a self-conscious literary artefact left for future generations of readers to reflect on binaries like ruled/ruling, artist/viewer, names and roles, face and body, speech and writing, and literal meaning and hidden significance.
So far, even though the discussion has included some mention of language features, for the most part that has not been the main focus, but as the conversation continues to develop and becomes concerned with writing and artifice, so attention turns increasingly to matters of linguistic texture. This is accelerated when I point out that each speaker/writer is heard/read by other addressees ‘above’ them in the hierarchy of embedded discursants. So Ozymandias’ address is straightforward relative to the sculptor, who manages a doubled addressivity, and this is simpler than the poetic narrator’s situation, who gathers together all the textual speakers and addressees in his discourse. Shelley’s position is the most complex of all.
At this point, the participants in the seminar seem to be struggling to hold all the different dimensions together, so we start to talk about the conceptual arrangement of the textual speakers in terms of deictic centres. I draw a quick sketch of the classic framework of deixis, dealing with egocentric markers of person (pronouns, demonstratives, reference and naming), place and time (locatives, adverbials, tense and aspect expression), drawn largely from Bühler (1982), Fleischman (1990), Green (1985, 1992), Jarvella and Klein (1982), Levinson (1983), Lyons (1977) and Rauh (1983). This allows them to place the preceding discussion into a classificatory scheme, and see how the basic mechanism of the different voices of the poem works. Crucially, the explicit linguistic framework is not introduced until there is a clear motivation for it.
Each speaking voice is seen to speak from a particular subjective position, located egocentrically, historically and geographically. Each poetic persona can be identified in terms of the way they express their view of the world. Furthermore, the reader can trace both the intended and the accidental addressees of each persona by considering how the deictic markers in the text are received. As the students realise that the personas are embedded sequentially through the poem, I draw on deictic shift theory (Duchan Bruder and Hewitt 1995; see also Stockwell 2002) to explain this in terms of the reading process involving several ‘pushes’ into successive deictic centres. We quickly realise that the poem does not contain an equivalent number of ‘pops’ back out to the level at which the reading began. In terms of the cognitive processing of personas, the reader is left abandoned somewhere inside the perspective of the poem, at the same time as the last three lines convey a cinematic sweep away and across the desert.
With these perceptions brought to consciousness in the group, I begin to extend Duchan, Bruder and Hewitt’s (1995) deictic shift theory into the relational, textual and compositional dimensions of deixis (Stockwell 2002, developing Levinson 1983). Focusing on relational aspects of the deictic centres allows the discussion to explore the layers of social and ideological attitude: we notice roles such as ‘traveller’, ‘sculptor’, ‘kings’ and the ‘mighty’; we notice word choices, such as ‘antique’ that seem deliberately to invoke self-conscious literariness and artifice; and we notice evaluations such as ‘sneer’, ‘cold’, ‘mocked’, and ‘decay’. Overall we notice that there is a foregrounding of social hierarchy to do with work, power and authority that is to do with Shelley as well as the textual speakers.
Talking about speech and writing can be placed into the perspective of textual deixis. Here we notice the attention drawn to speech (‘who said’) and writing (‘stamped’) and how ‘passions’ as well as words are ‘read’. We notice the traveller’s claim that the sculptor’s art gave life to ‘lifeless things’, and we notice the poetic devices of rhyme and alliteration, especially in the last three lines. In talking through this text, we consider the effects of certain lexical choices: ‘antique’ instead of ‘old’ or ‘distant’; ‘visage’ rather than ‘face’; ‘hand’ rather than ‘mouth’. We might also notice the rapid shift in register between the conversational spoken syntax of ‘two vast and trunkless legs of stone stand in the desert’, compared with the extremely hypotactic and reversed syntax of the very long sentence that follows which is very self-consciously written and explicitly ‘poetic’ and ends with that oddly intransitive self-consuming phrase ‘the heart that fed’. Students of literature always tend to notice the multiple possible meanings of ‘Nothing beside remains’, where ‘remains’ can be either noun or verb. All of this foregrounds nature and artifice, inviting comparison of the artisan and the artist in the poem.
Lastly, we consider the compositional deictic aspects of the text. We notice flaws in the rhyme scheme (‘frown/stone’, and ‘appear/despair/bare’) but work out that these would have rhymed in Shelley’s early 19th century aristocratic accent, and so the comparison between writer and modern readers is again brought to mind. Students have noticed the classic 14-line sonnet form without the prototypical (Shakespearean) end-rhyming couplet. In fact, the key climactic pair of lines (‘My name is Ozymandias, King of Kings, Look on my Works, ye Mighty, and Despair!’) occurs a third of the way before the end, does not form a rhyming couplet, and thus leaves the final three lines of the poem in bathos, in a heavily ironic anticlimax. That very weak stylistic closure is mirrored in the ‘unpopped’ deictic centre and the abandonment of the reader in the desert, and is accompanied by self-consciously poetic and literary special effects: a density of alliteration, and ambiguity of meaning.
3 Reading passion stamped in lifeless things
By this point the students realise that the discussion has actually become quite technical, though they seem entirely comfortable talking about the literary text in terms of its deictic dimensions. Almost always towards the end of the session, they seem to remember that the text is a canonised and high-status literary object and they want to place the poem into a historical context. They see this as part of the practice of literary study that is separate from the study of language. In order to challenge their sense that these two things are separate, I start to talk to them about intentionality and seriousness, and link the discussion back to the compositional deictic centre that we identified as ‘Shelley’. Was he aware of what he was doing? Could he have anticipated the reactions of readers 200 hundred years after the poem was written? What is the significance of the poem in literary history? As a consequence of its formalist and New Critical antecedents, these sorts of questions are not usually associated with stylistics. Intentionality, biography, historiography, cultural historicism and canonical value are typically the concerns of ‘literary studies’ not stylistics. 

However, the way that we have been discussing the poem leads us into these areas, crucially, as a component and essential part of the exploration of deixis. Understanding the stylistic arrangement of the poem largely but not exclusively within compositional deixis involves some consideration of why the poem is the way it is. In other words, it is not good enough to leave the discussion at the level of linguistic description: that might be good linguistics but it is poor stylistics. There is always a reader and an interpretation, which must be part of a stylistic analysis.
What did Shelley mean by the poem? To help us answer this we can extend the comparative analysis we did at the level of textual choices: where we compared the lexical choice actually made with other rejected choices that were available, we can compare this text with another contemporary version on the same subject-matter:
On a Stupendous Leg of Granite, Discovered Standing by Itself in the Deserts of Egypt, with the Inscription Inserted Below 
In Egypt’s sandy silence, all alone, 
    Stands a gigantic Leg, which far off throws
The only shadow that the Desart knows: –

‘I am great OZYMANDIAS,’ saith the stone,
    ‘The King of Kings; this mighty City shows
‘The wonders of my hand.’ – The City’s gone, –
    Nought but the Leg remaining to disclose
The site of this forgotten Babylon. 

We wonder, – and some Hunter may express
Wonder like ours, when thro’ the wilderness
    Where London stood, holding the Wolf in chace,
He meets some fragments huge, and stops to guess
    What powerful but unrecorded race
    Once dwelt in that annihilated place. 

This poem, written in 1818 in friendly competition with Shelley, is by the poet and financier Horace Smith. The perspective and style is radically different, adopting a final apocalyptic science fictional viewpoint reminiscent of the film version of Pierre Boulle’s Planet of the Apes. The deictic embedding of voices is much less developed, and the sonnet-form is more prototypical than Shelley’s. By contrast, ‘Ozymandias’ undermines the traditional sonnet form, and deploys all of its dimensions to call attention to and call into question the value and persistence of art. Shelley’s poem sits at and enacts a key moment in literary and social history, expressing ambivalence throughout about the certainty of artistic immortality, about the transient nature of authority and kingship, and offering the reader no easy resolution or artificial comfort. The students tell me that they leave the discussion with a richer sense of the poem and its place in their view of the world.
The way that the seminar has unfolded is not diametrically opposite to a traditional stylistics workshop, of course. In fact, many of the same concerns and issues will always appear in both. The main difference is that the point of the seminar is to enrich our understanding of the literary work in hand, to appreciate its significance as a moment in literary evolution, and to recapture its texture and power. The discussion is specific to the literary work itself, and the deployment of deictic centres, shift theory, poetic register and style is a means to that end. I have always found that students are more amenable to a fuller engagement with such aspects of language if they see a motivation for it. The other side of this is that literary study that does not take a serious engagement with language is as pointless and artificial an activity as purely linguistic study. Only stylistics can offer a genuine study of literature as literature, rather than as history, sociology, philosophy or archaeology, as literary study is currently practised around the world. In fact, stylisticians are really the only people equipped to teach literature itself.

References

Brumfit, C.J. (1980) Problems and Principles in English Teaching, Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Brumfit, C.J. (1983) Teaching Literature Overseas: Language-Based Approaches, Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Brumfit, C.J. and Carter, R.A. (eds) (1986) Literature and Language Teaching, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bühler, K. (1982) ‘The deictic field of language and deictic worlds’, in R.J. Jarvella and W. Klein (eds) Speech, Place and Action: Studies in Deixis and Related Topics (translated from Sprachtheorie, 1934), Chichester: John Wiley, pp.9-30.

Carter, R.A. (ed.) (1982) Language and Literature, London: Allen & Unwin.

Carter, R.A. and Long, M. (1987) The Web of Words: Language-Based Approaches to Literature, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carter, R.A. and Simpson, P. (eds) (1989) Language, Discourse and Literature, London: Unwin Hyman.
Duchan, J.F.; Bruder, G.A. and Hewitt, L.E. (eds) (1995) Deixis in Narrative: A Cognitive Science Perspective, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Fleischman, S. (1990) Tense and Narrativity: From Medieval Performance to Modern Fiction, London: Routledge.

Green, K. (ed.) (1995) New Essays in Deixis: Discourse, Narrative, Literature, Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Green, K. (1992) ‘Deixis and the poetic persona’, Language and Literature 1(2): 121-34.

Jarvella, R.J. and Klein, W. (eds) (1982) Speech, Place and Action: Studies in Deixis and Related Topics, Chichester: John Wiley.

Levinson, S.C. (1983) Pragmatics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lyons, J. (1977) Semantics, Vols I and II, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Oldfather, C.H. (trans.) (1961) Diodorus Siculus’ Library of History, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
Rauh, G. (ed.) (1983) Essays on Deixis, Tübingen: Gunter Narr Verlag.

Shelley, P.B. (1818) ‘Ozymandias’, The Examiner, January 11th, 1818.

Short, M.H. (1989) Reading, Analysing and Teaching Literature, Harlow: Longman.

Simpson, P. (1997) Language through Literature, London: Routledge.

Smith, H. (1818) ‘On a Stupendous Leg of Granite, Discovered Standing by Itself in the Deserts of Egypt, with the Inscription Inserted Below’, The Examiner, February 1st, 1818.

Stockwell, P. (2002) Cognitive Poetics, London: Routledge.

Toolan, M. (1998) Language in Literature, London: Arnold.

Traugott, E.C and Pratt, M.L. (1980) Linguistics for Students of Literature, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Widdowson, H. (1975) Stylistics and the Teaching of Literature, Harlow: Longman.
Zyngier, S. (1994) At the Crossroads of Language and Literature: Literary Awareness, Stylistics and the Acquisition of Literary Skills in an EFLit Context, Birmingham: University of Birmingham.
