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RHETORIC AS METALANGUAGE AND THE METALANGUAGE 
OF RHETORIC: How LANGUAGE DEFINES AND IS DEFINED 

IN THE SCHOLARSHIP OF RHETORIC OF 
THE MEIJI AND TAISHO PERIODS 

MASSIMILIANO TOMASI 

The search for a modem form of written expression, also referred 
to here as the "question of language," was among the most discussed 
issues of the Meiji period. Broadly speaking, this issue was not 
necessarily confined to literature. With the coming of the modem age and 
the increased need for exchange of knowledge and information, the choice 
of words and style and the understanding of their relationship to the reader 
came to assume an unprecedented relevance not only in the ·domain of 
literary production but also in that of communication in general. 

· In a sense, however, this language-centered debate was 
especially pertinent to the realm of literature. Centuries of literary 
tradition had reinforced the primacy of classical language to the extent 
that the vernacular was now widely regarded as unsuited to literary 
production. Classical language was perceived as permanent and 
changeless and as something that could be described by a system of rules. 
On the other hand, the vernacular was thought of as being verbose, 
vulgar, devoid of refinement and regularity. 

Notwithstanding, in the early years of the Meiji period, some 
scholars and intellectuals began to assert the importance of the spoken 
language. They called for a simplification of literary style and laid the 
foundation for what later came to be known as the genbun itchi 
( § Y:.-~) movement (the movement for the unification of the spoken 
with the written language). · Of course, the advocates of the 
vemacularization of written language faced strong resistance from those 
who argued in favor of the elegance and tradition of classical prose styles. 
This debate became the core of a discourse on language that addressed the 
feasibility of a modem form of literary language based on the vernacular. 
Such a discourse was carried out by means of a metalanguage that, as 
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such, should have offered an objective and scientific platform for 
discussion, without partiality or preference for any style.1 

This metalanguage, however, while supposedly above the 
parties involved, was itself influenced by certain historical contingencies. 
As is known, each of the written styles still used after the Meiji 
Restoration existed almost as an independent system, each with its own 
rhetorical repertoire and literary heritage. Meiji literary metalanguage 
was often a combination of elements from these different styles; it varied 
considerably, stylistically, from author to author, and thus was as 
transient as the language it was seeking to describe. It is then difficult to 
conceive how a language that was prone to continuing stylistic change 
could become an objective tool for the discussion of the stylistic 
prerequisites of a modem written language. 

Yet, Meiji metalinguistic discourse on the question of language 
is intuitively of special importance to the formation of modem literary 
style. This investigation is generally concerned with that discourse; but 
it is especially interested in the specific discourse carried out within the 
field of rhetoric, a discipline that was actively involved in the debate over· 
the creation of a modem literary language. The purpose of this study is 
primarily to discuss rhetoric's engagement in that debate and concurrently 
address the problem of metalanguage in the literary discourse of the Meiji 
period. 

THE INTRODUCTION OF WESTERN RHETORIC TO JAPAN 

The history of Western rhetoric in Japan has been quite 
overlooked thus far.2 Introduced as a coherent system to Japan soon after 

1 The term generally refers to a "second language" that would 
establish the validity of the propositions contained in the language that is 
being discussed. See the section entitled "Concept and Problem of 
Metalanguage" for further discussion on the concept of metalanguage. 

2 The term "Western rhetoric" refers to that system of rules for 
effective speaking that was developed in ancient Greece and that over the 
centuries came to be applied to the realm of elegant writing. This 
investigation specifically contemplates this latter notion of rhetoric; hence, 
the term refers here to that complex of rules and principles regarding 
language, style and logical argumentation that was inherited from the Western 
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the Meiji Restoration, rhetoric thrived first as the art of speech and later 
as the art of composition.3 The first native treatise of rhetoric to be 
published was Takada Sanae (~EB !f.1Ei, 1860-1938)' s Bijigaku (~~$~ 
[Rhetoric]). Appearing in 1889, Bijigaku initiated a strong tradition of 
studies of rhetoric at Waseda University, culminating in the works of 
Shimamura Hogetsu (.'il!i*'ffcY~, 1871-1918) and Igarashi Chikara 
(.:li+it:h, 1874-1947), who, today, are widely considered as the most 
prominent modem Japanese rhetoricians.4 

Studies of rhetoric were very popular in the last decade of the 
nineteenth century; its popularity in the years when the debate over 
genbun itchi intensified makes one wonder whether the discipline 
contributed in some fashion to the quest for a modem written language. 
Scholars have thus far generally diminished rhetoric's role in this debate 

tradition and that constituted an essential component in the develqpment of a 
native theory of composition during the Meiji period. 

3 Fukuzawa Yukichi (f;iR~ifila, 1835-1901) is widely regarded as the 
pioneer of public speaking in Japan. He introduced speech-making within the 
Meirokusha (~/\f.t) circle and also financed the construction of the Mita 
enzetsu k~ikan (=:EB~m~il'i) in 1874, a hall entirely conceived for the 
practice of the art of speech. Likewise, Ozaki Yukio (~~frMt, 1858-1954) 
was also instrumental in the spread of public speaking in the very early stages 
of its introduction, having published the first work of rhetoric in Japan; see 
Ozaki Yukio, Kokai enzetsuhO (~~i!il'.filt~). in Ozaki Yukio zenshU 
(~~ffMt:i:m), vol. 1. On the other hand, Kikuchi Dairoku (~ril*li, 
1855-1917) contributed to the spread of interest in composition and literary 
criticism, which blossomed over the last decade of the nineteenth century. 
His Shaji oyobi kabun ({~i¥.ht~)t) was the translation of Robert and 
William Chambers's "Rhetoric and Belles Lettres," a piece that had appeared 
in the encyclopedia Information for the People. See Meiji bunka zenshu 
(~~)t{t;:i:m), vol. 12. 

4 Shimamura Hogetsu, Shinbijigaku (*1i~i$~); Igarashi Chikara, 
Shin bunshO kowa (*'f)t:fi!Mf~). The interest in rhetoric was not confined to 
Waseda University, but also extended to such circles as Tokyo Imperial 
University, and to the bundan in general. See also FuzanbO ('MLl.Jm)'s 
BunshO soshikiho ()t:fi!M~~); Hattori Motohiko (ff!i$7i;~)'s ShUjigaku 
(~m~); Hagino Yoshiyuki (*J(!l!fEl:lZ)'s Sakubunpo (fF)t~); Owada 
Takeki <*fllEB~m)'s Shlljigaku ({~m~); and Takeshima Hagoromo 
()!t~~;&)'s Shajigaku (~~$~). 
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on the assumption that rhetoric, in principle, worked against the creation 
of a modern form of written expression based on the vernacular. In spite 
of its popularity, rhetoric was perceived by many Meiji scholars and 
authors as anachronistic and incapable of reconciling its taxonomic nature 
with the notion of artistic freedom in writing. It was especially criticized 
by the younger generation of scholars and writers who were strongly 
influenced by such contemporary Western literary theories as Realism 
and Naturalism, calling in those years for the abolition of precepts and 
literary dogmatism. Because those young writers eventually played a 
crucial role in the creation of a new written language based on the 
vernacular, modern scholars have understood-perhaps mistakenly-that 
rhetoric was indeed antithetical to the development of a colloquial literary 
language. 

While rhetoric contributed in fact remarkably to the development 
of modern literary language, the scholars' notion of rhetoric as a field of 
study that did not fully support the genbun itchi movement is partly 
justified. This study will seek to explain why. 

CONCEPT AND PROBLEM OF METALANGUAGE 

The concept of metalanguage was first proposed by the Polish 
logician Alfred Tarski in Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics. 
According to Tarski, one must always distinguish between the language 
about which one speaks and the one in which one speaks. The language 
in which one speaks becomes then a higher-order system, i.e. a 
metalanguage, which is employed to describe a language that cannot 
otherwise describe itself. 

This concept of metalanguage was later applied to other fields. 
Louis Hjelmslev is said to have been the first to introduce the term in 
linguistics.5 When addressing the coincidence of two semantic systems, 
Hjelmslev differentiated between a connotative semiotic and a 
metasemiotic. A connotative semiotic was a semiotic where the content 

5 In Prolegomena to a Theory of Language. The use of the term 
metalanguage, however, is not confined to the cases discussed above, but has 
been later generalized and applied to a variety of other fields. See Fernando 
Lusi Lara, "Une critique du concept de metalangage," and Josette Rey Debove, 
Le Metalangage: etude linguistique du discours sur le langage. 
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plane represented the expression plane of a second semiotic; a 
metasemiotic, on the other hand, was a semiotic where the content plane 
represented the content of a second semiotic. The first type of semiotic is 
a semiotic where an expression conveys information both on the 
denotative and the connotative plane (as, for example, in figurative 
language); the second type is instead the case when language speaks about 
another language, i.e. the case of metalanguage (as, for example, when 
speaking about the language of music, art, or language itself, etc.).6 

This second type of semiotic is of primary concern in this 
investigation; in this case, metalanguage speaks about language and 
addresses some of its aspects in an explicit, direct manner. One can 
however conceive of a situation in which such metalanguage extends its 
discourse from an explicit onto an implicit plane, thus giving birth to a 
more complex type of semiotic. Barthes has called this case a "three­
system ensemble," as in the case of a fashion magazine where language 
speaks about the code of fashion on the denotative plane, but also extends 
its discourse onto the connotative level, when entering, for example, the 
realm of figurative signification.7 Interestingly, this type of semiotic 
configuration seems to be that of Japanese rhetoric's discourse on 
language. 

Rhetoric's discourse had as (part of) its object the language 
employed in the literature of late nineteenth and early twentieth century. 
In this type of discourse, rhetoric functioned as a metalanguage in that it 
addressed issues regarding the object language, specifically, the stylistic 
options available to authors and their relevance to the quest for a modem 
literary language. At the same time, rhetoric's discourse on the object 
language was never solely on a denotative plane, but also made 
implications on a connotative level. On this level, rhetoric's discourse 
made a further statement on the question of language through the 
employment of stylistic features that connoted a preference for a specific 
style over others. 

6 Connotative semiotics and metasemiotics have been later 
addressed by semioticians and literary critics. For a discussion of connotative 
semiotics, see, for example, Umberto Eco, A Theory of Semiotics. On 
metasemiotics, see Roland Barthes, The Fashion System. 

7 Barthes, 27-41. 
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Thus, in this investigation, the expression "rhetoric as 
metalanguage" refers to rhetoric's metalinguistic function when 
addressing the question of language; while the expression the 
"metalanguage of rhetoric" indicates the stylistic features of the language 
employed by rhetoric to carry out such a metalinguistic function. 

How did rhetoric's discourse then differ from other types of 
discourse on language? The literary works of the period endorsed either a 
classical or colloquial style primarily on a connotative, implicit level. 
Thus, for example, Futabatei Shimei <=~~D.Y)ilS, 1864-1909)'s 
Ukigumo <7-¥~ [Floating Clouds]) made a literary statement that went 
beyond its fictional content; the language used in the novel was an 
implicit declaration of Futabatei' s support of the vernacular as literary 
language. Likewise, Ozaki Koyo (~~*1:~. 1868-1903)'s Konjiki 
yasha (~@~.X [The Golden Demon]) also pronounced itself on the 
issue, employing however a type of language that connoted Kayo's 
preference for a classical literary style. It is evident that even ·if in these 
works Futabatei and Koyo did not speak on the question of language, the 
language they employed spoke for them, and thus represented, in an 
implicit manner, their theoretical stand in the debate. 

In contrast to novels, rhetoric endorsed a specific literary style 
both explicitly and implicitly, by means of a metasemiotic that addressed 
the question of language, and a metalanguage that connoted a preference 
for one style Qver others. Of course, other types of discourse on language 
took this same type of configuration. For example, Futabatei's own 
recounting of how he came to write in a genbun itchi style could be 
considered a discourse of this type, where both the stylistic features and 
the content of the discourse indicated a preference for a specific style (i.e. 
genbun itchi).8 Rhetoric, however, constituted a coherent and more 
defined discursive entity that could be recognized on the basis of common 
historical and disciplinary traits. Furthermore, its arrival to Japan 
epitomized the encounter with the Western world and its scholarly 
heritage, and with it the ongoing dilemma between assimilation of 
foreign knowledge and reappraisal of indigenous culture. Its discourse is 
then one whose contribution to the question of language is of special 
relevance to the literary developments of the Meiji period. 

8 Futabatei, 171-72. 
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It is now necessary to ask whether and how a metalanguage can 
influence the object of its discourse. Two types of considerations seem 
to be germane to this investigation. The first one is that the 
metalanguage cannot avoid being influenced by the intellectual climate of 
the period; the second is that the language each critic chooses is as much 
a product of his/her age, as the outcome of a choice he/she deliberately 
makes on the basis of a certain belief system or particular socio-ethical 
and esthetic values.9 

These two considerations indicate that, indeed, any type of 
metalinguistic discourse does not only create new knowledge, but also 
poses a number of limitations to the language that is being described, 
since it is within that metalanguage that the object language must be 
defined. The metalanguage adds new scientific knowledge regarding the 
object language, but it cannot avoid defining that language according to 
the socio-political and esthetic values that support it. From this point of 
view, it is possible to assume that Meiji metalinguistic discourse on 
language (rhetoric's, in particular) must have also affected the process of 
creating a modern written language. A discourse supportive of a specific 
written style, for example, may have significantly contributed to the 
establishment of that ·style, given the popularity of rhetoric in the years 
at the turn of the century. 

But how did Meiji rhetoricians handle their metalanguage? And 
how did that metalanguage define language? This investigation will 
focus on the scholarly production that went from the publication of 
Takada Sanae's Bijigaku to the end of the Meiji era, a period that can be 
regarded as the "golden age" of rhetorical investigation in Japan. 

RHETORIC AS METALANGUAGE AND THE METALANGUAGE OF 

RHETORIC 

The last years of the 1880s and the early 1890s were probably 
the most significant and productive for the debate on the question of 

9 These two points have been discussed in Konrad Koerner, "The 
Problem of Metalanguage in Linguistic Historiography," and in Barthes, 
"What is Criticism?" 
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language. Futabatei Shimei and Yamada Bimyo (UJ EEi ~~'.:!>, 1868-1910) 
published the first literary works written in the colloquial, while scholars, 
including Bimyo himself, argued at length in favor of a reappraisal of the 
spoken language. It was during these years of major change that rhetoric 
joined the debate over the creation of a modern form of literary 
expression. 

The aforementioned Bijigaku by Takada Sanae dealt extensively 
with language, especially in matters of style, offering also a substantial 
treatment of rhetorical figures. 10 However, the most interesting aspect of 
the work was that it made no mention of the genbun itchi movement. 
This significant work's failure to address the question of language is 
intriguing, albeit probably not accidental. This position was, in fact, 
common among the works published later in the decade, which either 
disregarded the new trends in literature or exclusively supported classical 
prose styles. Hattori Motohiko (~~$:7I;Et) asserted that "when we 
express thoughts and feelings using colloquial language, we cannot call 
this writing; the genbun itchi style now in fashion in novels is a clear 
example of that. From a rhetorical point of view it should be called 
conversation notes rather than writing." 11 Hagino Yoshiyuki (~!l!fS3Z., 
1860-1924) stated that "if writing were no more than expressing what one 
has heard or seen, it would be equivalent to having a conversation; 
genbun itchi is so verbose, vulgar and without literary taste, that it would 
be better to use the classical rather than the spoken style."12 Sassa 
Masakazu (.fti:J.? i&-, 1872-1917), while declaring that the object of his 
study was the standard written language of the time, held that genbun 
itchi did not provide an appropriate model in this regard. 13 

Thus, most scholars of rhetoric believed in the supremacy of 
classical language and the transience of the vernacular. This negative 

10 On Takada Sanae's Bijigaku see Massimiliano Tomasi, "Studies of 
Western Rhetoric in Modern Japan: The Years between Takada Sanae's 
Bijigaku and the Tum of the Century." 

11 Hattori, 11. 

12 Hagino, 30. 

13 Hayamizu Hiroshi (Jm7J<1W'iil), 168. 
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attitude toward the vernacular may be partially explained by the fact that 
the last decade of the century saw a revival of traditional cultural values, 
which in literature took the form of a return to the classics. Such a 
climate may have influenced rhetoric's discourse on language, thus 
characterizing its metalinguistic discourse as conservative, and possibly 
contributing to its image as an archaic and obsolete field of study. 

It was only in 1902 that rhetoric began to address the question of 
language in a different fashion. In his work Shinbijigaku (~~~$~ 
[New Rhetoric]), Shimamura Hogetsu advocated the importance of 
rhetorical devices in the sentence, thus reasserting the basic view held by 
rhetoricians on the centrality of rhetoric in a theory of composition. 
However, at the same time he endorsed the possibility of creating a style 
that was based on the vernacular. 14 According to Hogetsu, the acceptance 
of a literary style based on the vernacular implied the commitment to the 
creation of rhetorical devices typical only of the spoken language. This 
notion was extremely important because it acknowledged the· vernacular 
as an independent language system that had its own mechanisms and rules 
and that, as such, was neither superior nor inferior to Classical language. 
Hogetsu became then the promoter of a stylistic compromise that valued 
the presence of classical elements but also endorsed the vernacular as 
literary language. 

A few years later, Igarashi Chikara's Shin bunshO kowa 
<*JT:>c:$'.m~ [New Lectures on Writing]) sanctioned the new progressive 
character of rhetoric's discourse on the question of language. In the early 
pages of his work, lgarashi pointed to the development of a new trend in 
writing that condemned embellishments and favored a plain and direct 
style without ornaments or exaggerations; this new style was realistic in 
nature and as such eschewed the authority and prestige of old classical 
conventions, in favor of a colloquial usage that better conveyed the 
subtleties of modem life. Examples from leading contemporary authors 
such as Futabatei Shimei, N atsume Soseki (![ El wK5, 1867-1916) and 
Tayama Katai (E8rl.J:ffi~. 1872-1930) illustrated the potential of this 
new style and with it the new status of the vernacular, which had now 

14 According to Hogetsu, going back to the spoken language was 
not the final goal, but rather the point of departure for the creation of a new 
literary language. Shimamura, 77. 
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gained ground not only in the dialogical but also in the discursive 
portions of the literary text. 

Igarashi supported the establishment of this new form of 
expression, but also argued that a crucial misunderstanding had 
characterized the debate on the creation .of a modern literary style. He 
observed that "after the word artless has become a key word of the new 
style, many have begun to think that this means complete absence of 
rhetorical devices, but this is a groundless theory."15 Naturalist writers 
were especially adamant about this notion, but examples from writers 
like Shimazaki Toson (~Pfll}iiiH, 1872-1943) and Tayama Katai 
indicated that those very authors also made an extensive use of rhetorical 
devices, as was reasonable to expect. Igarashi's conclusion was that the 
difference between old and new style did not lie in the presence or absence 
of rhetorical devices, but in the very nature of those devices. 16 After all, 
Igarashi argued, writing without rhetorical devices was itself an extreme 
rhetorical artifice. 17 

Thus, rhetoric's discourse on language went from being 
extremely conservative during the last decade of the nineteenth century to 
becoming supportive of a realistic literary style devoid of embellishments 
in the early years of the twentieth century. Interestingly enough, this 
transition can also be observed within its metalanguage. In fact, all the 
major works of rhetoric published between Bijigaku and the turn of the 
century employed a metalanguage that was strongly reminiscent of 
classical literary conventions, which was consistent with their 
conservative stand in matters of literary style: 

~~~-~~~~~A©•ff&~•ff©•~~*9m«~ 
~-©~-~~••c••cm~c~•G~~~•©•• 
~~~«MbO~~~c~~~~<mG~~••©~cc 
aG~O~-~-~-~-h~-~~OG~O~~©-~ 
~~·~IJ:~·©·~~~ G~l:~©-~l:~f* Gt.:~•~ 
~•~-tt lvc9~t~ o o 

15 Igarashi, 10-11. 

16 Ibid., 17. 

17 Ibid., 38. 
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In the previous volume I have discussed taste and the three 
elements that bring about the gratification of taste, namely "the 
sublime," "the beautiful," and "the ridiculous." Next, I 
discussed rhetorical figures and finally style and the necessary 
attributes of style. These were essential components of writing 
in general. In this volume, I shall indicate the types of style and 
discuss topics related to each of them. 18 

·-~~x•~•~9G~~~-~G~#~O~x-•O) 
oor:·n:t~~iS©f~~t;: :t?Jl\llt©~#~JjJtl9 <i=rm~) {~§ 
~~M~GT•Gm©~~~-<~2©X.~9~G-G 
*©JJ.t;:lf:~ 6 '"f~~ < tlli.A©X*©~~PJttli~~llU9« ~ 
~~ :t~tl'G•~f~«. ~tJ: 0 o 

Rhetoric is a science that teaches how to polish writing; this 
science is also applied to speaking, in those countries where the 
spoken and the written language coincide ... The merits coming 
from the study of rhetoric are not limited to polishing the 
elements of one's writing, but extend to the establishment of a 
standard for the appreciation of others' writing as well. 19 

x•©•~~i;~oG~R. ••~~-~-~~OJ•ctt 
6hG~gO)~~~~G«~c~~. ~h£:t. X~O)m 
~9Gt:tn), i:pij1J..:c©tlli©ITT!if,jljmHtT. x•©aidt:tJ: 
G~~O. ~©•H•*~~mtt6h'L·~~8©~<M 
~cv)~:t'"f. ~fRlicv)~:t'"f. tlt*Ucv)~:t'"f. :FLT©~~89 
*~~,,s--< l>OG :t©ctJ: o o 

In an age when writing was not yet widespread, it was natural 
that rhetoric should be perceived simply as the art of speech. 
However, with the advancement of civilization, and the 
development of printing and other techniques, writing came to 

18 Takada, 2. 

19 Hattori, 1. 
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assume a major relevance. Its scope gradually widened so that 
today it is not limited to poetry, speech or criticism, but rather 
includes all possible linguistic forms of expressions.20 

In 1902, Shimamura Hogetsu's prose already employed several 
contemporary linguistic features, but classical elements continued to 
abound Shinbijigaku's metalanguage was, in a way, a stylistically 
syncretic language, which reflected Hogetsu's theoretical position of 
compromise between colloquial and classical styles. 

~~~~~-~~-TT.~~~~om~~~9«~~0 
o ~h#.~©i~-~~.~-~~~G~GT. ~~~ 
~~~~~~~«~G~§A~~hJ:OGT=~©•M 
~~v)ti9« Go -~d:{~~$©7J~;:J: 0 T~ G ~;: i ~!1Jih~ 
~~G~~~~O" G~~~©~~-©~~~~«~G~ 
~~-~Go =~~~©-~©G§~J:O. -~©~*~ 
W/ts~©~·~©<r.i~ ~ ~tJ. 0 0 

It is necessary to abandon the old style, i.e. classical language, 
and conform with the present style, i.e. modern language. 
However, it must not be forgotten that going back to the spoken 
language should not be the final goal but rather a new point of 
departure. Here I see the following course of action: first, depart 
from the colloquial and move on toward written language 
through the employment of rhetorical features; and it goes 
without saying that the written language meant here is not 
classical language. Second, retain some rhetorical features of the 
old grammar. 21 

In Igarashi Chikara's Shin bunshO kowa one can finally find 
substantial agreement between the content of a metalinguistic discourse 
that fully supported the vernacular, and the metalanguage itself. 

20 Takeshima, 2. 

21 Shimamura, 77. 
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JltO)tJ{, ~;Q![EO))(~, J!< lr•JU:f)(~~JIN'.O)J:l:.-j;;::~ 
!fJT;Q!~ Z:? -Cir~ Go 5'1-"C'f:ttJ: Ir•, 1£*0))(~1:~#~~-c'~ 
? t:::.., 1§, ~ C: Z: tl;O!~!\HttH:f)(~"C'tJ: It~ C: * "C'f~if; tl 
k, G'J?Z:lr~, ffl:?-C~!gbk, V-.tJ<nt:::.., Z:GG?lt:::.. 
J:'5tJ:, <~#~tt:::..J::'5tJ:, ty~''C:GGlr~{~filli~J=F~t-c, $ 
-~' ~~~' ~?~~C:, ~*~~' •k<, -~O)* *' ~~O) :t 0) ~~9 C: It~ '5 {ey{[fi]"C'~ Q 0 

Recently, a major revolution has occurred in our literary style 
or, more generally, in the whole realm of arts. It is nothing but 
the trend to reproduce things the way they are, plainly and 
without affectation, simply, naturally and frankly, refraining 
from those affected, obstinate, twisted, fabricated 
embellishments that accompanied the old style as if they were 
the very prerequisite of writing.22 

Haga Yaichi (%'~9(-, 1867-1927)'s Sakubun kowa oyobi 
bunpan (Lectures on Composition), published only a few years later, was 
also written in genbun itchi style: 

~ -CJZJ2.tI:f:m1t•t.:>t~f.ti:C:.ilfzlv"C'1JMf.ti: ( ~>t-~f.ti:) 
C: It~ '5-f.t;:;Q!~G. Z: O)f.$:0))(~f;t~~=+-1p.JlLIJEB~ 
~-0)0~Gk0)~~~-C"C'~G~, •*~m•O)OO~K 
JJ. Gn-cwnk f:~JtG, J.§k-AA'.O)n>t~•~1: :tm 1r• G 
tt,M~EO)Mft~:t•m~GG~¥?k.~B"C'~~m 
~z:c~c<tJM>tc~~, n>c:t¥~:tM~EO)Mft:t 
w••O)•~m:t~~~O)•*:t*•~tJM>t"C'•Gn-c 
lr~G. 

Standing side by side with the classical style I have just 
explained, is the modem style (genbun itchi). This style was 
first used by Yamada Bimyo in the 21'1 year of the Meiji era, 
and since then it has been tested by novelists and has gradually 
come to be used in essays, books and even in the miscellaneous 
sections of newspapers. Today, novels are entirely written in 

22 lgarashi, 1. 
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the modem style, and so are the majority of essays, 
translations, the miscellaneous sections of newspapers, bulletin 
boards at the station, and textbooks in elementary schools.23 

Rhetoric's metalanguage was thus consistent with its discourse: 
rich in classical traits in the works that supported classical prose styles, 
but replete with contemporary linguistic features in the works that 
favo_red a more simplified, realistic written language. 

From this investigation it has then become clear that rhetoric 
was deeply engaged in the debate over the creation of a modem literary 
language. Rhetoric's contribution to the debate took place by means of a 
metalinguistic discourse that addressed the question of language on at 
least two levels, as treatises that explicitly supported a certain written 
style over others, and as texts that implicitly reiterated that support 
through the employment of specific stylistic traits. Undoubtedly, 
rhetoric's metalinguistic discourse was affected by the intellectual climate 
of the period, which thus shaped the content and form of its discourse. 
But at the same time it is reasonable to think that the very opposite' 
might also be true. That is to say, rhetoric's discourse may have IDh! 
significantly to the arguments that each faction made in favor of one style 
over others. 

One further important consideration remains. Rhetoric's own 
metalanguage may indeed have been the primary cause for its long 
disregard by scholars of Japanese language and literature. While the rise 
of Realism and Naturalism have often been considered as the culprits 
responsible for rhetoric's marginalization in the debate over the question 
of language, this study has shown that rhetoric's own metalinguistic 
features during most of the Meiji period may in fact have been the chief 
cause for its characterization as an old field of study that opposed a 
written language based on the vernacular. 

23 Haga, 56. 
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