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Résumé: L’article présente plusieurs principes rhétoeiggue Leech et Short ont introduit dans
“The Rhetoric of Text,” chapitre sept detyle in Fiction, afin d’analyser des textes de
Hemingway (fiction) et de Sting (non-fiction).
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On Rhetoric and Stylistics

For such an old term, “rhetoric” remains surprigmgolysemous. This
is because it can designate at least two concedptaltaneously. First,
“rhetoric” is often used to refer to written or &eo discourse that aims to be
persuasive, especially in the context of politicsnically, detractors may call
discourse “rhetoric” when they feel iti®t persuasive. In this sense, “rhetoric”
may refer to discourse one disagrees with (rathen tdiscourse one agrees
with), just as the term “ideology” is often used fmlicy one disagrees with. In
other words, if “ideology” may refer to policy ortksagrees with, “rhetoric”
may refer to discourse one disagrees with. Sudhedfate of “rhetoric” , as
empirical evidence from corpora might reveal, gsnantic prosody is more
negative than positive in current usage. That dhiel,second main sense of
“rhetoric” refers not to the produgter sebut to the process. By that | mean
that “rhetoric” can be used to refer to the theofypersuasion. American
university courses on rhetoric reflect this ambiguwhich is to say they
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usually involve theory and/or practice. Some rhietapurses teach students
how to write persuasively, while others may tedwont only about rhetorical

theory. Still other courses, however, try to dohbat once by mixing theory

with practice under the heading of “rhetoric.”

Within the context of Leech and Short’s landmarkldtyle in Fiction
the fact that there is a chapter dedicated exlylitit textual rhetoric should
hardly be surprising. | am referring here to tregwenth chapter, called “The
Rhetoric of Text.” As | have explained elsewhereaifiiton 2008), the
historical roots of stylistics are to be found imetoric. In the pedagogical
institution of rhetoricelocutio(i.e. style) was one of the five major canons of
ancient rhetoric, so the debt stylistics owes tetatic should seem obvious.
However, many researchers in stylistics today maghbue that their work has
more in common with modern linguistics than it dedgth classical rhetoric
(although | doubt that Leech and Short would makattargument).
Disciplinary boundaries, of course, may be butdine the sand. As Paul
Hopper recently admitted: “In fact, if pressed, duld regard linguistics as a
branch of rhetoric in much the same way that, fmusSure, it was a branch of
semiotics. Linguistics, for me, is micro-rhetorichetoric writ small, so to
speak” (2007, 249). In light of Hopper's remarksyduld add that if stylistics
today is part of linguistics, and if linguistics itself part of rhetoric, then it
follows that stylistics is logically part of rhetoras well.

In “The Rhetoric of Text,” Leech and Short introdus series of stylistic
principles in order to uncover effective meansahmunication in texts (2007,
169). In broad terms, rhetorical analysis in litgrastudies may refer to
“analyzing the surface structure of narrative tewtshow how the linguistic
mediation of a story determines its meaning anecgff(Lodge 1980, 8). More
specifically, and this is what Leech and Short destrate in their chapter,
studying style closely allows us to see how effeciommunication occurs in
narrative texts. In what follows, | therefore dissuseveral principles from
“The Rhetoric of Text” in order to show how theynaaarify questions of style
in both fiction and non-fiction. After introducirgpme of the principles, | turn
my attention to Hemingway'th Our Time (1925) before discussing Sting’s
autobiographyBroken Musiq2003).

Some Principles in “The Rhetoric of Text”
According to Leech and Short (2007, 169), rhetogles on “principles

or guidelines for getting things done by meansaoigliage,” and they openly
admit their preference for “principles” rather thamles” in their chapter.
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Throughout their chapter, Leech and Short idergtifjeast fifteen “principles”
of the rhetoric of text, including the principlek o

End focus, or “last is most important” (20071}
Segmentation (2007, 173)

. Subordination (2007, 178)

Climax (again, “last is most important”; 20079}
Memory (2007, 184)

. “Firstis most important” (e.g. in speech) (Z0086)
Imitation (2007, 188)

. Chronological sequencing (2007, 188)
Presentational sequencing (2007, 190)

10. Psychological sequencing (2007, 190)

11. Juxtaposition (2007, 193)

12. Reduction (2007, 198)

13. Concision (2007, 199)

14. Variety or elegant variation (2007, 199)

15. Expressive repetition (2007, 199)

CoNooA~LDOE

Although the relationship between these fifteemggles is not always
clear in “The Rhetoric of Text,” some of them dorinenore of our attention
here. For instance, the first main principle Leacid Short discuss is that of
end focus. Although they claim that end focus ifidpological” but that
climax involves “tone units” (2007, 179), end foaurwd climax are two sides of
the same coin for they are both found in writing.tdhat is why | will use the
term “end focus” here for “the last is most imparttaprinciple in written
examples. As Leech and Short explain (2007, 18Ih),a" classically well-
behaved sentence, we expect the parts of the senterbe presented in the
general order of increasing semantic weight.” Thiasailiar with research on
information structure (Lambrecht 1994), especiatlgic-comment or theme-
rheme ordering, will see some similarity here vilie principle of end focus.
And when Leech and Short say the principle of ckmefers to “last is most
important” too (2007, 179), then the similarity ttte principles of end focus
and climax ought to be clear.

One of the examples Leech and Short use to derabaskre principle of
end focus is the following sentence by the histoEalward Gibbon, “Eleven
hundred and sixty-three years after the foundadiobRome, the imperial city,
which had subdued and civilized so considerablead pf mankind, was
delivered to the licentious fury of the tribes oér@®any and Scythia” (gtd. in
Leech & Short 2007, 180). After opening with infation about Rome as an
imperial city, Gibbon ends his sentence by focusingthe tribes of Germany
and Scythia,” thereby introducing a new topic. Otz new topic is introduced,
however, it is then familiar to the reader. And dese it is familiar to the
reader, we would logically expect the next sentetucetart with the same
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topic, those invading tribes. Writers who write @aaling to the principle of end
focus can thus fulfill reader's expectations abweiial new information by
putting it not in the middle of a sentence but eatht its end. The fact that
Leech and Short’s principle is corroborated by ghse/illiams’ guidance on
sentence “shape” (2009, 91) suggests this princgteins a useful one today.
Although Leech and Short (2007, 186) later adnat th speech there may be a
preference for speakers “to mention what is mogiitant first,” the principle
of end focus nevertheless remains valid, espedialyriting.

Another principle is suggested but not named incheand Short's
discussion of sentence structure (2007, 176-188)my mind, the principle
involved here is the so-called form is content pipte, which can be
paraphrased simply as meaning thatftiven selected can be as meaningful as
the content of what is communicated, especially if form andntemt are
assumed to be equal in value. One of the consegsenicthis principle in
literature is that there are writers who may usemex sentence structures to
convey complex content (Leech & Short 2007, 17@). €xample, frequent
uses of coordination or subordination in complextagces can appear to
convey complex thoughts. However, there are alstersrwho use complex
syntax to convey confusion (e.g. Beckett in hisygjajust as there are those
who use simple syntax to convey profound emoti@ng. (Hemingway in his
short stories). Simple syntax can include frequasgs of the conjunction
“and,” as well as successive uses of short deeolaratatements. Too much
coordination, of course, can give us the impressiooonfusion. Writers who
avoid subordinate clauses, for example by usingti@ge coordination instead,
might not help readers understand what is importartt what is not even
though nobody can pay equal attention to everythihgf the time. That said,
while intentional ambiguity may seem poetic, thensacannot be said of
unintentional ambiguity.

As Leech and Short make clear, the importance ofesee structure
cannot be underestimated. In their discussion ofb@e sentence structure
(2007, 181-182), for instance, they note that wsitean create drama or
suspense by using long “anticipatory constitueirigheir sentences. Leech &
Short cite the following example from Henry JamiBisé Ambassadot® make
their point, “At the end of the ten minutes he wasspend with her his
impression — with all it had thrown off and all litad taken in — was
complete” (qtd. in Leech & Short 2007, 183). Jarmeparates the predicate
("was complete”) from the subject (*his impressiptiy using a subordinate
clause containing twelve words. In doing so, Jag&sns to create the effect
of suspense. However, examples like this lead LaednhShort to formulate the
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memory principle, which means, “Reduce the burderihe reader’'s immediate
syntactic memory by avoiding major anticipatory stiments” (2007, 184). In
simple terms, sentences with shorter anticipatonstituents are easier to read
than those with longer ones. When thinking aboatthrden of comprehension
writers may place on readers, Leech and Shortgireto insist that the rhetoric
of text must be “addressee-based” (2007, 185). Bagythat for they feel that
writers have to take “the reader’'s needs and eapens” into consideration if
they want to communicate effectively (2007, 185).cOurse, writers are free
to ignore the needs and expectations of readetsf they do, then they will
probably produce writing that is not worth readinge let alone twice.

The final principle of concern here is that of iatibn, which Leech and
Short (2007, 185) feel involves the presentatioaald representational
functions of literary modes. The representationatfion specifically is carried
out by writing that is “miming the meaning thaekpresses” (2007, 185). This
function logically relates to iconicity. Chronolegl sequencing is one form of
iconicity whereby a cause “precede]s] effect” (20086). For example, “The
criminal was shot and killed” presents the caussd,fthe effect second. “The
criminal was killed and shot,” however, presents #ffect or result first, the
cause second. Indeed, so strong is our preferamceafise to precede effect
that we might even interpret that last example gamthat the gunshot did not
cause the criminal to die. Juxtaposition, anotleemfof iconicity, means that
“words which are close in the text may evoke anrempion of closeness or
connectedness in the fiction” (2007, 193). While t@estalt principle of
proximity (Ungerer & Schmid 2006) most likely prdeis a cognitive basis for
this form of iconicity, its effects can be seenilgagor example, to say that “A
schooner sailed into Portsmouth Harbour mannedfiy fmen” (2007, 193) is
to reveal juxtaposition in action. We expect thetipgle clause at the end of
the sentence to modify the noun closest to it +sRmuth Harbour — although it
modifies schooner, the sentence’s subject! Juxithposn this case creates
ambiguity or confusion since writers confuse readgrusing such sentences.

Rhetoric in Fiction

To discuss rhetoric in fiction along the lines prspd by Leech and
Short in “The Rhetoric of Text,” consider the fallmg vignette, which is
“Chapter VII" from Ernest Hemingway’k Our Time(sentences numbered for
the purpose of analysis) :

[1] While the bombardment was knocking the trenzipieces at Fossalta, he lay very

flat and sweated and prayed oh jesus christ geduhef here. [2] Dear jesus please get
me out. [3] Christ please please please christlf[$pu’ll only keep me from getting
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killed I'll do anything you say. [5] | believe inoy and I'll tell everyone in the world that
you are the only one that matters. [6] Please plelesr jesus. [7] The shelling moved
further up the line. [8] We went to work on thenice and in the morning the sun came
up and the day was hot and muggy and cheerful aret.d9] The next night back at
Mestre he did not tell the girl he went upstairshvat the Villa Rossa about Jesus. [10]
And he never told anybody (Hemingway 1996 [19253), 6

It goes without saying that Hemingway's style hasrbstudied in great
depth before. My remarks below are therefore tirtyacontribution to a much
greater field of research. For example, in an lartan “A Cat in the Rain”
(another Hemingway story), David Lodge argues Hehingway, “By omitting
the kind of [character] motivation that classicahlistic fiction provided, ...
generated a symbolist polysemy in his deceptivehpke stories, making his
readers ‘feel more than they understood™ (1980, Bhother critic, Charles
Anderson, contrasts Hemingway’s “lyrical mode,” seen in passages &f
Farewell to Armswith “the hard polished surface of his typicabge” (1961,
442). The Hemingway style has been so influentinbenerations of American
writers that, as Jerry Underwood suggests, it &lpeémpossible for writers to
escape Hemingway'’s influence (1976, 684-685).

That such a unique style could create memorablgestshould seem
obvious. “Chapter VII” fromin Our Timeis a story of hypocrisy, of so-called
foxhole Christianity. In sentence [1], the longieipatory constituent creates
dramatic suspense, which is reinforced by the fisheopast progressive verb
phrase (“was knocking the trench to pieces”). Famtiore, despite the
inclusion of a reporting phrase, (“[he] prayed’hwetprayer is Free Direct
Thought (2007, 270) rather than Free Direct Spé20607, 258) because the
prayer seems to be a silent one. Presumably, #rerether soldiers with the
protagonist in the trench (e.g. “We” in sentencl, [But they do not appear to
hear his prayer since it is not in Direct SpeecinfdVioreover, the protagonist
prays only for himself, not the others.

The prayer comprises 41% of the story (i.e. 55 wardt of the story’s
134 words), and the prayer runs from the last diafentence [1] to the end of
sentence [6]. After the prayer, the turning pointhe story comes in sentence
[7], when the “shelling moved further up the lineyvay from the protagonist.
This is where Leech and Short’s principle of imdatbecomes most relevant,
especially where chronological sequencing is caoremr There is a
chronological sequencing of events in sentencevibgre the bombardment
comes first, followed by the protagonist’s actictg lay very flat and sweated
and prayed.” By using simple past verb forms heras-well as repeating the
coordinating conjunction “and” — Hemingway’s udesequencing represents
the situation dramatically. This is why the prayleat follows seems sincere
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and genuine. Likewise, Hemingway uses sequencisgritences [7] to [10] to
report events in their chronological order. Howevke shift from [6] to [7] is
highly salient for we assume causes to come fiff¢cts second. That is why
we can interpret sentence [7] to be an effect chlryethe prayer. Since [7]
follows [1] to [6] as we read, we are made to asstinat the shelling moved
away from the protagonibiecauséne prayed to Jesus to spare his life.

However, Hemingway could have made his story eventsr by merely
stating the so-called facts, “The Fossalta trenes wombarded last night.
Then the shelling moved further up the line. Atsteane soldier survived the
attack.” Although that style would be fitting for veire agency report, it is
hardly an example of great literature. It is whatsi a poor paraphrase of
Hemingway'’s original story. What is more, withiretbontext ofin Our Time
if the numbered chapters (i.e. the vignettes) Hpgiear between the book’s
main stories were made even shorter (and they ererrtonger than a page),
then their inclusion in the book might seem evematperplexing. But to return
to “Chapter VII,” we can also see Hemingway puttithg principle of end
focus into practice. Sentence [6] ends with “dessug,” while sentence [9]
ends with “Jesus” — spelled with a capital “J” thimie to make the contrast
striking. It should be noted, however, that thetggonist is not entirely
disrespectful toward Jesus since he uses a polistreiction at one point in his
prayer, in [4], “If you'll only keep me from getgrkilled I'll do anything you
say.” The use ofvill in both the protasis and the apodosis of a canditi
construction is rare, but when used it is oftengpratically motivated. It is
polite to say to a customer, for example, “If ybulNait here, I'll get the
manager to assist you.” To return to end focusgesee [8] ends with “cheerful
and quiet” rather than “hot and muggy,” the pairtefms with which the
phrase contrasts. Finally, and this is perhapsrtbst powerful example of the
principle of end focus in action, Hemingway sumsthe story in sentence
[10], “And he never told anybody.” Presumably, loesl this so that there can
be no doubt about the protagonist's hypocriticatis€ttanity. The promises the
soldier made during his near-death experience everrkept, and as Thomas
Strychacz (1989) suggests, masculinity and autharé frequent concerns in
Hemingway's book. Finally, the “last is most im@ont” principle not only
seems true about the composition of sentences Ibatthe composition of
stories like Hemingway’s “Chapter VII” fronm Our Time

Rhetoric in Non-Fiction

Although Leech and Short called their bo&tyle in Fiction many of
their insights in “The Rhetoric of Text” are eqyalklevant to non-fiction. Let
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us consider, then, the following excerpt, whiclfrisn Broken Music, A Memoir
by Sting (sentences numbered for the purpose dysisp:

[1] From about the age of seven, on school holidays at weekends | will go out to
work with my father on his round in the High Farsiate and the miners’ cottages at the
north of the town. [2] He works seven days a weslery day of the year but Christmas.
[3] My dad is the boss, but he can't afford to takieoliday. [4] When | join him, he will
shake me awake at 5 a.m., leaving my little brothehis slumbers, and I'll bundle
myself into the warmest clothes possible. [5] Sames, in the winter, it is so cold that
there is frost on the inside of the window and Véhto fumble to get dressed underneath
the bedclothes as my breath condenses in theathi[B] | stumble downstairs where my
father is pouring the tea and | begin setting@lfiefore the rest of the family rise. [7] We
load up the van, wearing old leather gloves with fingers cut out and lifting the cold
metal crates as gently as possible so as not t@ wak neighbours. [8] Soon we are
making our way through the dark empty streets| [8harn to love the unique quality of
the early mornings. [10] When everyone else inttdven is tucked up in bed, we move
quietly like cat burglars and seem to own the sdreevesting them with an exclusive
and mysterious glamour that will vanish as the rnmymprogresses (Sting 2003, 28).

This passage is from chapter 1, when Sting desctiliee childhood in
Wallsend near Newcastle in the late 1950s. A fegepaearlier, we learn that
Sting turned five in 1956, which was when his fattpeit his job as an engineer
to become manager of a dairy instead. The pasdages ds from a section
where Sting describes the dairy, which the faniied above. Most readers
might agree that Sting’s depiction of the scena igery vivid one, even for
readers like myself who are not from the north ofjiand. There are many
common nouns here with definite articles, as weleaamples of what Leech
and Short would call devices of “cohesion” (20086}l Yet some of their
principles might help us see a little more cledrbw Sting’s depictions seem
S0 vivid.

First, the sentences are generally well-craftedh wie principle of end
focus put to good use. For example, sentence [@ &ith “every day of the
year but Christmas,” while sentence [3] ends witlari't afford to take a
holiday.” Sting implies here that even if his fatloeuld have made time for a
holiday somehow, since he was his own boss, thasengver any money for a
holiday. The juxtaposition is clear, as a schoojl#tyng has “school holidays”
(sentence [1]), while his father only has one dfiyle entire year, Christmas,
which is in winter to top it off. Sentence [4] endgh “the warmest clothes
possible,” while sentence [5] ends with “chill aireminding readers we are in
the heart of winter here. Then sentence [6] ends ‘8etting a fire before the
rest of the family rise,” while sentence [7] endghw/so as not to wake the
neighbours.” This explains why Sting and his fativerk so quietly. Indeed, in
sentence [4] we see that Sting’s father shakesalwake so as not to wake the
younger brother who is sleeping. Then we see liefanaking tea for the two
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of them, while Sting wants to warm the house fa& tdomfort of others. To
summarize, these are kind acts of consideratiopict®l in detail, unlike the
selfish soldier praying only for himself in Hemingyis story.

The principle of imitation is also at work in Stiegexcerpt. For instance,
in sentences [4] and [5], in the middle of the pass we read, “[4] When I join
him, he will shake me awake at 5 a.m., leaving iitiyel brother in his
slumbers, and I'll bundle myself into the warmedbtiees possible. [5]
Sometimes, in the winter, it is so cold that therdrost on the inside of the
window and | have to fumble to get dressed undénnee bedclothes as my
breath condenses in the chill air.” After using treb “bundle” to describe
hastily getting dressed in sentence [4], Sting ttegmesents that action in the
next sentence. Sentence [5] is rather long sine@tierage English sentence is
just 17.8 words long in general (Leech & Short 2000). Sting's fifth
sentence, however, is roughly twice as long agtleeage one (37 words), and
noticeably longer than either the fourth senten2® \ords) or the sixth
sentence (23 words) which frame sentence [5]. Timeiple of imitation offers
an answer to the question of why a noticeably losgatence would have been
used in [5]. What Leech & Short call “form enagimeaning’™ (2007, 195) in
their discussion of iconicity suggests that a lorthan-average sentence can
help represent or mimic the action of having “tonhle to get dressed,”
especially when it is cold. What is more, if vetib® “bundle” and “fumble”
have attenuated aspects, then using longer sestémceinforce those aspects
could directly contribute to the vivid imagery here

A final thing readers may notice in Sting’s exceigpthe use of “will,”
which occurs 4 times in the 244 words of the passkgr the first 26 pages of
chapter 1 inBroken Musi¢ Sting mainly uses past tense forms in the usual
manner. But this changes near the end of page I#®ugh Sting the man was
at least 50 when he wroBroken Musi¢che only covers the first 25 years of his
life or so in his autobiography. What is more, hée of “will” both here and
throughout the memoir is meant to represent thevpaint of a first-person
omniscient narrator, which seems like a paradoxefV@ting notices that most
of the men in Wallsend seem to work in the shipyauiiding ships, he writes,
“As | watched them, | wondered about my own futued what kind of job |
would be able to do. Would I too join this vast grof men and live out my
days in the bellies of these giant ships?” (20@322). Two paragraphs later,
he writes, “Three years after me, my brother, Riibrought into the family
and my father will make another decision that hi negret for the rest of his
left” (2003, 27).
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While a young boy could not know his father's fagh about such a
decision, this is knowledge Sting no doubt acquileer on in life. What
makes the use of “will” unusual is that we haveiddie-aged writer telling his
life story from a boy’'s point of view at this past the memoir. But what if
Sting had used “would” rather than “will” (as oftes possible) in the excerpt
in question? The result would be as follows:

From about the age of seven, on school holidaysaameéekends | would go out to work
with my father on his round in the High Farm estatel the miners' cottages at the north
of the town. He worked seven days a week, everyofidlye year but Christmas. My dad
was the boss, but he couldn't afford to take adayli When | would join him, he would
shake me awake at 5 a.m., leaving my little brothéris slumbers, and | would bundle
myself into the warmest clothes possible. Sometjrirethe winter, it was so cold that
there would be frost on the inside of the windovd anvould have to fumble to get
dressed underneath the bedclothes as my breatrersexl in the chill air. 1 would
stumble downstairs where my father would be poutirggtea and | would begin to set a
fire before the rest of the family would rise. Weuwd load up the van, wearing old
leather gloves with the fingers cut out, liftingethold metal crates as gently as possible
S0 as not to wake the neighbours. Soon we woulchddéng our way through the dark
empty streets. | would learn to love the uniqueliuaf the early mornings. When
everyone else in the town would be tucked up in, lvegl would move quietly like cat
burglars and seem to own the streets, investing tvi¢th an exclusive and mysterious
glamour that would vanish as the morning progressed

Although more frequent uses of “would” create cet®icy, they may
strike readers as redundant or repetitive, comp@réue original, even if there
is nothing grammatically incorrect about them. kedleis often possible to use
“would” in place of “used to” to depict past actithat no longer occur. But
because Sting mixes verb tenses in the originargkcthat may explain in part
how we get an unusually vivid impression of a noatiscene from his
childhood. In other words, this could be an exampiid_eech and Short’s
elegant variation principle, which simply advisestars to avoid “too much
repetition” (2007, 199). That said, Sting’'s persigtuse of “will” throughout
his autobiography is one of its more noticeabldisity features. In the first
sentence of the Epilogue, for instance, he wrifElstee years after the deaths
of my parents, Trudie and | will move into Lake Heuin the Wiltshire
countryside” (2003, 330). As the great grammariarchidel Swan notes,
“When we usewill, we are not showing the listener something; weaakéng
him or her to believe something” (2005, 191). lin&s case, his personal
knowledge of his life allows him to use “will” irhis way to report various
events, even though the predictive sense “will” rgase us the impression, at
times, that the autobiographer does not always kwbat exactly happens in
his own story. But that is a topic for anothercheti
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Conclusion

In this article, | have surveyed several of Leenold &hort’s principles
from “The Rhetoric of Text.” | have done so in arde show that they can
clarify a number of aspects of fiction and nonifsict Although | have
discussed some principles, such as end focus aitdtion, there are many
principles | have not discussed. What is more, migfbanalyses of the
examples by Hemingway and Sting are by no meangleten Indeed, were
there space enough and time, one could say a deafitmore about style in
both Broken MusicandIn Our Time For example, the principle of expressive
repetition (Leech & Short 2007, 199), or narratétay concepts like that of
the “reflector” (Leech & Short 2007, 273), couldeshlight on aspects of
Hemingway’s story that | have not discussed Likewigeviews ofBroken
Music could also be studied to see how critics haveoredgd to Sting's story
and style. After all, the book quickly rose to niane onThe New York Times
bestseller list on 18 January 2004, and in anviger Sting said he wrote the
book to show, “How an ordinary person from the Rasf England becomes
Sting, becomes a celebrity, becomes a succestiit! &6ainz 2004, 6). Having
said that, | hope to have made it clear in thiglarthat “The Rhetoric of Text”
enables us to uncover textual details we might aken for granted before.
And if Leech and Short’s chapter reminds us as theli stylistics comes from
rhetoric, then that too is worth remembering.
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