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The search for a modern 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 modern 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 vemacular 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 vemacular 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
(& X —%) movement (the movement for the unification of the spoken
with the written language). © Of course, the advocates of the
vernacularization 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 modern form of literary language based on the vernacular.
Such a discourse was carrjed 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.!

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 modern 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 concemed 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 modern 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.> Introduced as a coherent system to Japan soon after

! 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.

% 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.® The first native treatise of rhetoric to be
published was Takada Sanae (& H 5.5, 1860-1938)’s Bijigaku (RFFE:
[Rhetoric]). Appearing in 1889, Bijigaku initiated a strong tradition of
studies of rhetoric at Waseda University, culminating in the works of
Shimamura Hogetsu (S5#f#8H, 1871-1918) and Igarashi Chikara
(HTE 1, 1874-1947), who, today, are widely considered as the most
prominent modern Japanese rhetoricians.*

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 modern written language.
Scholars have thus far generally diminished rhetoric’s role in this debate

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

* Fukuzawa Yukichi (f2{R#fi 5, 1835-1901) is widely regarded as the
pioneer of public speaking in Japan. He introduced speech-making within the
Meirokusha (BA75#k) circle and also financed the construction of the Mita
enzetsu kaikan (ZHEFRHE) in 1874, a hall entirely conceived for the
practice of the art of speech. Likewise, Ozaki Yukio (RBIF{THE, 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 enzetsuhé (ARIRFWE), in Ozaki Yukio zenshil
(BIF{THE24E), vol. 1. On the other hand, Kikuchi Dairoku (3§t AHE,
1855-1917) contributed to the spread of interest in composition and literary
criticism, which blossomed over the last decade of the nineteenth century,
His Shiji oyobi kabun ({EFERZFEI) 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 zenshil

(B b 248), vol. 12,

* Shimamura Hégetsu, Shinbijigaku ($7FEEE%); Igarashi Chikara,
Shin bunshé kéwa (X E#5). 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 Fuzanbd (ELE)’s
Bunshé soshikiné (CEHFRE); Hattori Motohiko (REBITE)'s Shitjigaku
(fB#£%#), Hagino Yoshiyuki GKEFHZ)Ys Sakubunps (HEXCHE); Owada
Takeki (KFIFEH)'s Shijigaku ({E#%%); and Takeshima Hagoromo
REBWR)’s Shitjigaku AEFEF).
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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 Westemn 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, ie. 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.” 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 métalangage,” and Josette Rey Debove,
Le Métalangage: étude 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.).®

This second type of semiotic is of primary concem 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.” 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, thetoric’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.

¢ 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 (ZZEZE[MHK, 1864-1909)'s
Ukigumo (%2 [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 Koyd (BRIHALEE, 1868-1903)'s Konjiki
yasha (£ X [The Golden Demon]) also pronounced itself on the
issue, employing however a type of language that connoted K6yd's
preference for a classical literary style. It is evident that even-if in these
works Futabatei and K6yd 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 ifchi 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)® 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.

® 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.’

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

® 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 Bimy6 (L3P, 1868-1910)
published the first literary works written in the colloquial, while scholars,
including Bimy®d 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 extensivel
with language, especially in matters of style, offering also a substantial
treatment of rhetorical figures.'® 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 (ARERITEZ) 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.”"! Hagino Yoshiyuki GXEFHZ,
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.”'* Sassa
Masakazu (£ 4 B{—, 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.”

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

% On Takada Sanae’s Bijigaku see Massimiliano Tomasi, “Studies of
Western Rhetoric in Modem Japan: The Years between Takada Sanae’s
Bijigaku and the Turn of the Century.”

' Hattori, 11.

2 Hagino, 30.

'3 Hayamizu Hiroshi (/K& 8]), 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 (Hi3EE¢%
[New Rhetoric]), Shimamura Hogetsu advocated the importance of
thetorical 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.' 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 ¢lassical language.
Hogetsu became then the promoter of a stylistic compiomise that valued
the presence of classical elements but also endorsed the vernacular as
literary language.

A few years later, Igarashi Chikara’s Shin bunshdé kdéwa
(HT X E3# 35S [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, Igarashi 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 modern life. Examples from leading contemporary authors
such as Futabatei Shimei, Natsume Séseki (B Bi#7%, 1867-1916) and
Tayama Katai (HILTELS, 1872-1930) illustrated the potential of this
new style and with it the new status of the vernacular, which had now

% 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.”'® Naturalist writers
were especially adamant about this notion, but examples from writers
like Shimazaki Toéson (EWEEF, 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.'® After all,
Igarashi argued, writing without rhetorical devices was itself an extreme
thetorical artifice.!”

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:

RIFHE IR TETAOEF RN EFOHREERKTAIRE
SROBZALEELELEENELZRCRICXEDES
HEERAREDODDICXBREXFBIIRSASIZEZDI L &
HUFOREXESRCBNAEFELRD LD SLHOBIC
PN TRXECEREZRUBCROBEICERLESEE
EmERAETBRZ0,

'S Igarashi, 10-11.
' Ibid., 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.'®

BHAIXEZBRTOHEEZRA DRV EN—BD
EICTIRHEEDERICHRLOERZEAT (PIR) BF
FEMAEL THLIMOFRIIES BECOXEZERLES
BOBIIEES TR MAOXEOZEHZHBHTRE
FREDEOLEEZ/ANERD,

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.”

XEQOBENZS IO LR, BREENBICEREOREE
SNUIEOYIICRZIRELZS, RNED, XHDH
T 32060, EIRIZOMOERT T, XEOHEEICKR
BIZED, HOGWHEWRICHEEE SN TERIZSHOML 5
MENWITT, EREWITT, HHEEWIET,. LTOEEN
REE2LLDBIHDERD,

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

1% Takada, 2.

' 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.”

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.

HHEE XEREETT, SEB OFBKRICETRERD
o NI, HOBIRSIE, BRAHSTLT. BER
BBEIEERBZRNET, BARINKD L TZLOEH
ERWETANL, —RBEBHOHICE D TELHIIEZHNX
WABAZERD, LABHOEIHIOE AR NHE
50Hm L. ZIXEHARDOEEOERET LD, Kb EkE
BO200BOHZIERD,

It is necessary to abandon the old style, i.e. classical language,
and conform with the present style, i.e. modem 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 colloguial 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,

In Igarashi Chikara’s Shin bunshé kdwa 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.

! Shimamura, 77.
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HOE, BREOXE, R WAIEXESKEO LIT—KE
FBNRI > TW5B, ATIHRN, EROXERHEMTDH
o, B, RECNNETNEILETRNEETEE SN
7. LDoZW, $oTHl-, Oz, ZLBAKE
&30, MFE Sk, bEESLWEMERITT, £
BEIZ, BRIZ, 23D &, HETIZ, ¥, EZ0F
£ MTOBDEETENWSHEMTH S,

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.?

Haga Yaichi (5E%K—, 1867-1927)’s Sakubun kéwa oyobi
bunpan (Lectures on Composition), published only a few years later, was
also written in genbun itchi style:

ITXUULRZHE NV EXERENATOEE (X8R
ENWS—ENH B, ZOROXEIZAB - +—EEHUBASE
WEDOMILIZONEDTTH DM, BFRAREDOMICH
ABONTHAICHEEL, BL—ROBLPEFBRICHANDS
N FEEOMBICHEAIZBICE -2, SHTI/NG
WHZEZTELOBEXERD, RXDBERGHFEOMBD
BEBOERIR/NEKOFRE DR EIIOEXTELSNT
3,

Standing side by side with the classical style I have just
explained, is the modern style (genbun ifchi). This style was
first used by Yamada Bimyd in the 21 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

2 Tgarashi, 1.
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the modemn style, and so are the majority of  essays,
translations, the miscellaneous sections of newspapers, bulletin
boards at the station, and textbooks in elementary schools.®

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
favored 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 modern 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 added
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.

2 Haga, 56.



234 Rhetoric as Metalanguage...

WORKS CITED

Barthes, Roland. The Fashion System. New York: Hill and Wang,
1983.

. “What is Criticism?”’ Contemporary Literary Criticism:
Literary and Cultural Studies. Ed. Robert Con Davis and
Ronald Schleifer, New York: Longman, 1986.

Eco, Umberto, A Theory of Semiotics. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1976.

Futabatei Shimei. “Yo ga genbun itchi no yurai.” Bunshd sekai 1.3
(1906). Futabatei Shimei zenshi. Vol. 4. Chikuma shobd,
1985. 171-72.

Fuzanbd. Bunshd soshikihé. Fuzanbd, 1881.

Haga Yaichi. Sakubun bunpan oyobi kéwa. Fuzanbd, 1912.

Hagino Yoshiyuki. Sakubunpé. Hakubunkan, 1893.

Hattori Motohiko. Shijigaku. Kokugodenshiijo, 1892.

Hayamizu Hiroshi. Kindai Nihon shijigakushi. Yhodd, 1988.

Hjelmslev, Louis. Prolegomena to a Theory of Language. Madison:
The University of Wisconsin Press, 1963.

Igarashi Chikara. Shin bunshé kowa. Waseda daigaku shuppanbu, 1909.

Kikuchi Dairoku. Shiji oyobi kabun. Meiji bunka zenshii. Vol. 12.
Nihon hydronsha, 1928.



Massimiliano Tomasi 235

Koerner, Konrad. “The Problem of Metalanguage in Linguistic
Historiography.” Studies in Language 17.1 (1993): 111-134,

Lara, Lusi Fernando. “Une critique du concept de métalangage.” Folia
linguistica 23.3-4 (1989): 387-404.

Owada Takeki. Shitjigaku. Hakubunkan, 1893,

Ozaki Yukio. Koékai enzetsuhd. Ozaki Yukio zenshii. Vol. 1.
Heibonsha, 1926. 7-37.

Rey Debove, Josette. Le Métalangage: étude linguistique du discours
sur le langage. Paris: Le Robert, 1978.

Shimamura Hogetsu. Shinbijigaku. Waseda daigaku shuppanbu, 1902,
Takada Sanae. Bijigaku. Kinkddd, 1889.
Takeshima Hagoromo. Shijigaku. Hakubunkan, 1901.

Tarski, Alfred. Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics. London: Oxford
University Press, 1956.

Tomasi, Massimiliano. “Studies of Western Rhetoric in Modern Japan:
The Years between Takada Sanae’s Bijigaku and the Turn of the
Century.” Journal of the Southwest Conference on Asian
Studies 2 (2000, forthcoming).





