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ABSTRACT

Shakespeare's plays occupy a uniquely prominent position in English language and
literature. Shakespeare was, however, one among a number of other successful and
popular playwrights of the late 16th and early 17th centuries, and, when examined on an
empirical basis, his language style has much in common with that of his peers. In this
corpus stylistic study, I investigate similarities and differences between the language in
Shakespeare's plays and in a range of plays by a selection of other contemporaneous
dramatists. My quantitative data is extracted from an existing corpus containing
Shakespeare's First Folio, and a new, specialised parallel corpus of plays from similar
dates and genres written by other contemporaneous dramatists. This new corpus was
constructed during the study.

The corpus linguistic methods I use are simple frequency, keyness (Scott e.g.
1999, 2000) and Baker's (2011) new concept of "lockwords". Simple frequency and
keyness (linguistic items occurring with comparatively low or high statistical frequency)
are established corpus linguistic fnethods for investigating language styles in literary texts.
However, as Baker (2004:349) argues, keywords highlight only the differences between

texts. Similarities are also important, to contextualise differences and avoid overstating
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their stylistic implications. Moreover, as I show in this study, empirical evidence of
similarities is of stylistic interest. It reveals preferences for language style features which
Shakespeare and other contemporaneous dramatists shared, and which constitute features
of the register of Early Modern English drama. I examine three types of language units in
each corpus: single words, word clusters and semantic domains. I extract word and word
cluster data using Scott's (1999) WordSmith Tools and semantic domain data using
Rayson's (2009) Wmatrix software tools.

My findings have implications for (a) the distinctiveness of Shakespeare's style,
(b) the register of EModE drama and (c) methods for investigating language similarities

using corpus linguistic methodology.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The significance of this study

Shakespeare's plays occupy a unique position in English language and literature. In
addition to their longstanding popularity in performance, they have been the subject of
continued scholarly interest and debate, particularly in the literary critical tradition.
The development of the field known as "digital humanities" in the late 20th and early
21st centuries has facilitated the investigation of Shakespeare's plays in new ways, on
a statistical basis, via the rapid, automated and systematic quantitative analysis of
language features. In recent years, linguists have begun to research the plays using
corpus linguistic software tools which deploy complex algorithms to identify, count,
compare and categorise language features in electronic files of digitised texts. Scholars
who have applied corpus methods to the linguistic investigation of Shakespeare's plays
include, for example: Archer and Bousfield (2010); Archer et al. (2009); Craig (2004,
2010, 2011); Craig and Kinney and other contributors to their (2009) edited volume;
Culpeper (2002, 2009, 2011); Hope and Witmore (2004, 2010); Petersen (2010); Scott
and Tribble (2006:59-70). Their research ranges from close comparisons of a selection
of characters in a single play (e.g. Archer and Bousfield 2010; Culpeper 2002, 2009)
to analyses of language features based on all of Shakespeare's plays (e.g. Hope and
Witmore 2010; Scott and Tribble 2006).

Shakespeare was, however, one among a number of successful and popular
playwrights writing in the late 16th and early 17th centuries (Crystal and Crystal
2005:142). Yet linguistic research which examines the language of his plays in the
context of other drama of the period on an empirical basis is scarce, as pointed out by
Craig (2011:53) in his computational stylistic study of the vocabulary of Shakespeare

and other contemporaneous dramatists. Hope and Witmore (2010:387-390), who map



the relative similarity of rhetorical features in 320 plays from the Early Modern period,
including those of Shakespeare, also argue that there is a need for much further
comparative work (2010:387). Culpeper (2011) concurs, concluding from his initial
corpus stylistic investigations of Shakespeare's language style in the context of other
playwrights of the period that a much bigger study is called for (which could
culminate in a comparative, corpus-based dictionary for Shakespeare's plays).

The abovementioned studies, and the small body of other existing corpus
research which compares Shakespearean' and other contemporaneous drama on a
statistical basis, have begun to put the vast bank of existing literary critical research
into Early Modern English ("EModE") drama into some empirically-based
perspective. For example, Craig (2011, 2012), Crystal (2008), Elliott and Valenza
(2011) and Rosso et al. (2009) argue that quantitative corpus data shows the
vocabulary of Shakespeare's plays to be similar to that of other drama of the period.
According to Craig (2011:53-58) and Crystal (2008:2-6), this evidence counters the
longstanding and popular idea that Shakespeare had an exceptionally large and/or
inventive vocabulary (suggested by, for example, Greenblatt 1997:63 and Marche
2011:35). In acknowledging Shakespeare's undoubted skill in using language, Craig
(2012:4) states that "Shakespeare does have a distinctive style [...] but there is no
evidence that Shakespeare is somehow more distinctive than anyone else". Crystal
(2008:232-233) argues that the distinctiveness of Shakespeare's language lies in its
"effective bending and breaking of rules"”, and that "[e]conomy of expression, the
result always of a trading relationship between lexicon and grammar, is the hallmark
of Shakespeare's linguistic creativity". From these findings, there is clearly much more

to be learned about Shakespeare's language style by comparing it with that of his

! In this study, "Shakespearean" drama means plays authored by Shakespeare (not pertaining to or in the
manner of Shakespeare, which are possible meanings in other contexts).
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contemporaries on an empirical basis, and particularly by going beyond the lexical
level. This is where my study makes a contribution, using a corpus stylistic approach
that includes some new and some more established corpus linguistic methods
(explained fully in chapters 2 and 3).

To carry out my corpus stylistic study of Shakespeare's language style, I use an
existing corpus of the plays in Shakespeare's First Folio, the texts of which are already
annotated so as to be suitable for corpus linguistic methods (see 4.2.2 and 5.2). This is
an adapted version of Mike Scott's Shakespeare corpus® which was prepared for my
previous (2009) research, which I refer to as the Shakespearean Drama Corpus3 (also
abbreviated to "SDC™"). I discuss its background and suitability for the present study in
4.2. Using it allowed me the time and space in the study to construct a new,
specialised "parallel" corpus of other contemporaneous plays for comparison with
Shakespeare's First Folio, using digitised texts from Early English Books Online
(hereafter "EEBO") (see 4.3.1). I follow Leech and Smith (2005) in using the term
"parallel" to mean corpora which are closely comparable in content,

In order to see what kinds of language features are distinctive in Shakespeare's
plays, not just in EModE plays in general, it is important that the Shakespeare corpus
is compared to a "reference corpus” of very closely-related content (Culpeper
2009:35). The parallel corpus I constructed for this study contains EModE dramatic
dialogue of similar date and genre to Shakespeare's plays, in order to maximise the
relevance of the results. I discuss this fully in chapter 4, where I argue that no existing

corpus of EModE plays is sufficiently closely comparable to be suitable for my study.

2 See http://www.lexically.net/wordsmith (accessed 05.08.12).

3 "Drama" is limited to plays in this study, though in wider contexts it also encompasses other types of
entertainment (masques, for example).

* Leech and Smith (2005:95) note that the term "parallel” is often used to describe corpora containing
translations of the same texts in more than one language, for which they argue the terms "matching" or
"equivalent" are more appropriate.




I refer to the new corpus as the Non-Shakespearean Early Modern English Drama

Corpus (or "NDC").

The data on which I base my analyses are extracted from the corpora as three
types of language units, using three statistical methods. The language units are:

1) single words (as these are identified by the corpus linguistic software tools:
essentially strings of letters within boundaries of spaces and/or punctuation);

(i)  word clusters (electronically-derived recurrent word combinations based on
collocational relationships, i.e. words which frequently occur near one another;
see Scott 1999:Help menu and my further discussions in 3.2); and

(ili)  semantic domains (groups of words which are related semantically, again as
identified and classified by the corpus tools, discussed further in 3.3).

The methods I use are discussed fully in 2.5 and 2.6. These are:

(1) frequency lists: language units which occur with the highest frequency (when
the corpora are analysed independently of one another);

(i)  keyness: language units which are "key" in Shakespeare's plays when they are
compared to the other contemporaneous plays, i.e. those which occur with
statistically high or low frequency (Baker 2004; Scott e.g. 1999, 2000); and

(iii)  locking: language units which occur with the most similar high frequency,
statistically (building on Baker's 2011 new concept of "lockwords").

I follow other corpus stylisticians in using the corpus linguistic software WordSmith

Tools (Scott 1999) (hereafter "Wordsmith") to obtain single-word and word cluster

data, and Wmatrix (Rayson 2009) ("Wmatrix") to extract semantic domain data.

The decision to include high-frequency and key results is based on evidence
from existing corpus stylistic studies that the output points to potential style features

which reward closer qualitative analysis (e.g. Archer et al. 2009; Culpeper 2002, 2009,



2011; Ho 2011; Mahlberg 2007 and Mclntyre 2010), as I discuss fully in chapters 2

and 3. Word clusters and semantic domains are still relatively under-researched in

EModE plays. The decision to use them in this study is informed by existing research

that shows they are useful for the stylistic analysis of literary texts. It is also supported

by the arguments of David Crystal (from his extensive corpus-based research) that:

6)) collocations merit more attention in Shakespeare's plays (2008:173); and

(i)  grouping words in Shakespeare's plays according to semantic meaning allows
for a clearer view of concepts which may be unfamiliar in the present day
(2008:155).

I include Baker's (2011) new "locking" method in my study so that I can
examine similarities in the language style of Shakespeare and his peers, as well as the
differences which are highlighted by key results. In his discussion of keyness analyses,
Baker (2004:349) points out that key results provide no information about similarities
between texts, only about differences, and that similarities should not be ignored.
Similarities provide a context against which differences in language styles can be seen.
This gives a more balanced perspective, as there is a risk of overstating language
differences if similarities are not also brought into the frame. Similarities also have
implications for theories of "foregrounding” (Jakobson 1960; Mukafovsky 1964a and
b; see also van Peer 1986), which have become a cornerstone of stylistic analysis.
Foregrounded language is argued as being that which stands out as noticeable to a
reader (psychological foregrounding, in Leech and Short's 2007 terminology), or by
extension to a listener or audience, by virtue of deviating from language norms. This
creates a "defamiliarization" effect (see e.g. van Peer 1986:3-4). Foregrounded
language can be identified through quantitative analysis of language differences, by

using the keyness technique to find linguistic items which deviate, statistically, from



norms in a particular text or set of texts (see e.g. Mahlberg and McIntyre 2010:207).
Keyness analysis provides no information about the language which could be said to
represent the norms of a text or texts from which these items deviate, however. An
examination of similarities using a technique such as the "locking" method is therefore
important, in order to provide some statistically-based information about the non-
deviant language, which arguably constitutes the norms against which foregrounded
language can be seen. [ write "arguably" because there is no guarantee that statistical
similarities between linguistic items in one body of text and another constitute a
relevant cognitive background for what is psychologically foregrounded (see 7.5.3).
With the exception of Ho (2011), there are to date no corpus stylistic studies
that apply statistical methods to investigate similarities alongside differences in the
language in literary texts. This study begins to address the shortfall in research into
similarities in language styles. I explain in 2.6 that Baker's new concept of
"lockwords" enables an investigation of similarities on a statistical basis in my study,
because lockwords are "the opposite of Scott's (2000) concept of keywords" (Baker
2011:73). My study extends Baker's (2011) research by:
6)) applying the locking principle to other types of language constructs apart from
words (to word clusters and semantic domains);
(ii)  using it with synchronic corpora; and
(ili)  testing it with historical texts.
Since I have only two corpora, I adapt the keyness tools of WordSmith and Wmatrix to
apply the locking method, rather than using Baker's (2011) methods of standard
deviation and co-efficient of variance (to investigate four diachronic corpora).
Above, I have argued that my study helps address the scarcity of corpus

stylistic research which examines Shakespeare's language style in the context of that of



his peers. It takes the initial comparative research carried out by Culpeper (2011)
much further. It also adds to what has been found in the computational stylistic area,
which is oriented more to authorship attribution and less to the qualitative analysis of
pragmatic and discoursal effects of language features highlighted by quantitative data
(discussed further in 2.4.3). My study tests out a new method which complements
keyness by focusing on similarities (the locking concept), to see what benefit it offers
to corpus stylistic investigations. It also adds to the relatively small amount of existing
research into EModE plays which goes beyond single-word language units, by
investigating word clusters and semantic domains. Finally, the new, specialised
parallel reference corpus for Shakespeare's First Folio will be a useful resource for
future research as well as the present study.

In the next section, I set out the aims of the study in more detail. I also make
clear the scope of my research, given that the possibilities for exploring the language
style of Shakespearean and other EModE plays are enormous, but that time and

writing space are limited.

1.2  Aims and scope of the study

As outlined in the previous section, this is a corpus stylistic study with the following

overarching aims:

) to build a parallel reference corpus for Shakespeare's plays;

(i)  to begin exploiting the new corpus using a variety of statistical methods, in
order to identify and explore similarities and differences in the style of

language in plays created by Shakespeare in comparison to a range of his

contemporaries; and



(iif)  to draw some conclusions about the value of the different methods applied,
especially the new concept of statistical "locking" (Baker 2011) in order to see
what it adds to an investigation of simple frequencies and key results.

These aims form the nuclei of my research questions, given in the next section.
Although my study has implications for Shakespeare's individual authorial

style, in the context of a group of other contemporaneous playwrights, it does not

extend to the attribution of authorship (in the manner of computational stylistic

research such as Craig and Kinney 2009 and Petersen 2010, mentioned in the previous
section). My findings are oriented to explaining the meaning and effect of language in
the way that it is used by Shakespeare and other playwrights of his day, and the extent
to which they share style preferences that appear to be characteristic of the register of

EModE drama (rather than to asserting that dramatic dialogue did or did not originate

from particular authors).

Crystal (2008) is of the view that it is preferable to focus on internal variation
in Shakespeare's plays (e.g. by contrasting characters of different gender, social rank,
genre and/or in earlier or later stages of Shakespeare's writing career), instead of
making comparisons with other corpora. He argues that:

Given the extraordinary range of character and content in

Shakespeare, and the period of time (over twenty years) over which

he wrote, valid stylistic generalizations are likely to be impossible —

or, at least, to be of such generality to be uninformative (2008:21).

Craig's (1999) research into Ben Jonson's plays also shows that an author's style does

not remain static. How then can any overall comparisons of style be made between

Shakespeare and his peers? A comparison of Shakespeare's plays with a corpus of

plays with very different content and dates, even from within the register of EModE

drama, would be likely to yield the "uninformative" kinds of results which Crystal

mentions, since reasons to do with dating, genre, themes and intended kinds of



audiences might simply explain any contrasts in style. However, a specialised parallel
corpus, whose contents are selected so as to balance the dates, genres, and other
aspects of the plays in Shakespeare's First Folio as far as possible, helps address this in
my study. Though it does not eliminate some inevitable diversity among individual
authorial styles, it enables some conclusions about Shakespeare's style, in the context
of the combined styles of a range of his contemporaries, to be reached.

My study does not (and could not possibly) aim for a strict definition of
"Shakespearean" and "non-Shakespearean" style in EModE plays. Rather, it seeks to
illuminate style features, especially those which may be hitherto undiscovered,
through using statistically-based methods which point to trends in language
similarities and differences between Shakespeare and other contemporaneous
playwrights. I take Crystal's view that:

firm statements about style are going to be elusive. But careful

analysis can certainly identify stylistic preferences, and sometimes

even a quite small observation can be intriguing. (2008:18-19)

My analyses in chapters 6, 7 and 8 demonstrate this. Space does not permit all the
quantitative results to be broken down and discussed by dramatic genre, gender and/or
social rank of characters who are speakers and addressees in the plays, though these
factors have bearing on style. My analyses therefore provide an overall picture of
Shakespeare's language style compared to that of a group of his contemporaries, which
is made robust by the systematic methods applied and the attention paid to the
distribution of results and evidence from the surrounding co-text and context. My
study provides some initial insights into language style features which appear to be
shared (or not shared) by Shakespeare and other playwrights of the period, some of
which can then be followed up in more detail in future research (suggestions for which

are made in 9.4). The overall comparisons enable me to perform an important



secondary task to the stylistic analysis, which is to monitor how successful my efforts
(discussed in chapters 4 and 5) are in ensuring that the contents of the new NDC are
comparable to Shakespeare's First Folio, and to assess whether the nature of the texts
in the corpora biases the output from the corpus linguistic software in any way(s). This
is of value to the study, to avoid drawing any mistaken conclusions about authorial
styles. An overall comparison of the two corpora is also sufficient to test out and
extend Baker's (2011) cutting-edge "locking" technique (chapter 7).

As indicated in the previous section, and explained further in chapter 2, my
study combines elements of corpus linguistics and stylistics in its approach to EModE
drama. Drama is argued by Culpeper and Kyt5 (2010) to be a "speech-related" text-
type, and they and other scholars (e.g. Arnovick 1999; Lutzky 2009a, 2012; Lutzky
and Demmen, forthcoming) use it in historical sociolinguistic research. However,
limited space permits only brief links to historical sociolinguistic studies to be made in
my analyses, where directly relevant to my findings. With regard to literary critical
research, I share the view of other corpus linguists working with literary texts, e.g.
Busse (2006:51) and Mahlberg (2007:19-20), that literary and linguistic approaches
are complementary, leading to a more profound understanding of texts from two very
different methodological angles. However, my engagement with the many literary
critical studies of EModE plays is again necessarily restricted to those which can be
closely linked with my research aims and findings. In particular, studies that make use
of historical evidence, such as that of Jardine (1983), are helpful in contextualising and
explaining my quantitative language data from EModE plays (e.g. in 7.4). The choice
of plays to include in the parallel reference corpus (in 4.3) is also largely informed by

literary critical discussions, since linguistic research into EModE plays is so scarce.
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[ have clarified the main aims of the study, above, and their scope, which now

enables me to set out my formal research questions.

1.3  Research questions

In order to fulfil the aims of the study set out in 1.2, the following three research

questions need to be addressed. Research question 1 is analytical, and research

questions 2 and 3 are methodological.

1. What do similarities and differences traced through statistically significant
single words, word clusters and semantic domains in Shakespeare's plays and
other contemporaneous plays reveal about:

1.1 The style of Shakespeare's language compared to his peers?

1.2 The register of EModE drama?

2. What kinds of corpus linguistic methods best serve the investigation of
similarities and differences in the language of Shakespeare's plays and other
contemporaneous plays?

2.1 Is the application of the locking method to words and other language
features a useful addition to the application of the keyness method for
stylistic analysis?

2.2 Are there any issues with applying the locking method to (a) historical
corpora or (b) synchronic corpora?

3. What issues arise in building a corpus of historical drama that will successfully
serve as a parallel reference corpus for Shakespeare's plays?

3.1 What source texts of plays that are contemporaneous with those of

Shakespeare are available?
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3.2 Which are the most suitable play-texts to include in a parallel reference
corpus for Shakespeare's First Folio, from those that are available?

33 How should the texts in the corpora be prepared to better facilitate
investigation using the chosen methods?

3.4  How can the inherent problems of working with texts from the 16th and
17th centuries, such as spelling variation, be addressed to render them
suitable for a corpus analysis?

Having set out the rationale for the study, the approach and methodology I will use,
and my aims and specific research questions, in the remainder of this introductory
chapter I now give an outline of the rest of the thesis (in 1.4), followed by a list of

some further terms and conventions used (in 1.5).

1.4  Outline of the study

Theory and methodological processes are closely related in this study. For
convenience and clarity my discussions of theory and methodology are therefore
combined, and distributed over four separate chapters. These are followed by three
chapters containing my analyses.

Chapters 2 and 3 (together with later chapters containing my analyses)
contribute to the answering of research question 3. In chapter 2 I discuss the concepts
of "style" and "stylistics", the field of corpus stylistics, some relevant issues in corpus
linguistics, the principles behind the methods used to explore the corpora, and what
they will add to a stylistic analysis of EModE plays. This includes a discussion of the
fairly well established method of keyness, and some criticisms, as well as the kinds of
language constructs to which it has been applied. I make clear why I have chosen to

include word clusters and semantic domains in preference to other linguistic constructs
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(e.g. parts of speech) in my study. I also give a full account of the nature and
prospective benefits afforded by the investigation of similarities as well as differences
between the corpora of Shakespearean and other contemporaneous plays, and how
keyness tools can be harnessed to provide the "locked" results.

In chapter 3 I discuss in more detail some issues concerning the application of
the corpus linguistic methods detailed in chapter 2. I explain the concepts of word
clusters and semantic domains, and what they will usefully add to my study, in view of
some likely potential problems (from evidence in other research). I also set out my
operational definitions for keyness and locking, by providing details of the settings
and parameters used in WordSmith and Wmatrix. 1 explain the rationale for these, to
ensure as far as possible that my methods can be replicated. In chapter 3 I also discuss
the importance of distribution to the interpretation of my corpus results (in the
subsequent stage of qualitative stylistic analysis), and finally I highlight the influence
of reference corpora on empirical data from corpus studies. This leads me to a
discussion of the compilation and preparation of the two corpora used in the study, in
the subsequent two chapters. These address research question 2.

Chapter 4 concerns research questions 2.1-2.2. [ begin by explaining how the
SDC was compiled and annotated for previous research, why it is suitable for the
present study, and what its limitations are. I then discuss the compilation of the new
parallel corpus (the NDC). There are many issues and problems in the construction of
a historical corpus, particularly one designed to be compared closely with an existing
collection of texts (Shakespeare's First Folio). I evaluate possible sources, the choice
of plays, editions used, and issues of compatibility surrounding texts from different

sources. The chapter ends with a brief section giving quantitative data on the contents
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of the SDC and the NDC, broken down by genre and other factors which underlie their
comparability.

Following the compilation of the NDC, considerable treatment of the texts is
required to render them suitable for successful investigation with corpus linguistic
software tools. This is documented in chapter 5, which addresses research questions
2.3-2.4. I discuss the exclusion of non-dialogic text through annotation, and the need
to deal with missing text and typical spelling irregularity in texts from the Early
Modern period. As I explain, these factors have direct bearing on the quality of
empirical results on which the qualitative analyses in subsequent chapters are based.
Again, the details of chapter 5 aim to make clear the benefits and limitations of the
new corpus, as well as to ensure replicability of the methods used to prepare it.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 contain my analyses of the language style of Shakespeare
in the context of the combined styles of other contemporaneous playwrights in the
NDC. These chapters address research question 1, concerning authorial styles and
register features of EModE drama. They also contribute to answering research
question 2, concerning suitable methods for investigating similarities and differences
in corpora (with chapters 2 and 3). Chapters 6, 7 and 8 are respectively oriented to the
analysis of simple frequency, locking and keyness. My overarching approach is to
present and discuss the evidence for similarity and difference between Shakespeare's
language style and that of his peers. In chapter 6, I look at the most highly frequent
words, word clusters and semantic domains in each corpus, when these are extracted
from the corpora independently of one another. Similarities provide a logical context
for differences, so in chapter 7 I then focus more closely on similarities, by examining
the output of "locked" words, word clusters and semantic domains. In chapter 8, I

focus on the evidence for differences in Shakespeare's language style compared to the

14



other contemporaneous dramatists, using keywords, key word clusters and key
semantic domains.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 all end with summary-discussions that look at the
implications of the results for authorial styles, as well as any evidence for language
features which are characteristic of the register of EModE drama (a distinction I
discuss in 2.2). I also evaluate the output produced by each of the methods, and what
value it adds to the investigations, and I comment on the impact of any problematic
results which arise. Finally, in chapter 9, I provide a summary of the main findings,
outcomes and conclusions of my study, an assessment of how well my research

questions have been answered, and some suggestions for further research.

1.5 Definitions and conventions used in this study

1.5.1  Definitions

Unless stated otherwise, the following definitions apply, in addition to those given
elsewhere in the thesis:

e  Wales' (2001) definitions of stylistic terms and general linguistic concepts (for
example, "co-text" refers to words surrounding other words in a text, whereas
"context" indicates broader situational circumstances; Wales 2001:82, 88).

e By "discourse", I mean "a series of connected utterances, a unit of potential
analysis larger than a sentence" with a "transactional" nature (Wales
2001:115). I follow Crystal (2008:208) in considering that discourse in drama
encompasses that between characters on stage, as well as that between
characters and audience (in the form of soliloquies).

e By "text" I mean any spoken or written "language event” (following Scott and

Thompson 2001:4, who cite Hoey 1991).
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A "play-text" refers to the actual written form of a play under consideration,
following Culpeper and Mclntyre (2006:775); this term is a helpful reminder
that the study focuses on written forms of drama, not performed forms.

In this study, "sex" refers to a biological characteristic, whereas "gender" refers
to a socially-based set of characteristics which are constructed through
language and other behaviours (following e.g. Talbot 2010:7).

Where I mention social ranks of people in the Early Modern period, I am
referring to distinctions between social status levels made by, e.g., the
historical sociolinguists Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003:28-43).

I use Nevalainen's (2006:1) dates for the EModE period, between circa 1500
and 1700. However, the data in my study does not cover this entire period,;
since it is limited to the works of Shakespeare and his contemporaries, it spans
only the late 16th and early 17th centuries. By present-day English ("PDE"), I
mean usage from the late 20th century onwards.

I use Baker et al.'s (2006) definitions of general corpus linguistic terminology
throughout this thesis (e.g. "tags", "annotation", "reference corpus").

I use the term "recurrent word combination" to mean "any continuous string of
words occurring more than once in identical form" (Altenberg 1998:101).
Other similar generic terms include "multi-word unit", "word cluster" and "n-
gram", although there may be issues of compatibility among different studies.
The term "word cluster” in my study is specific, and refers to the computer-
generated recurrent word combination data extracted with WordSmith. This
kind of word cluster is similar to Biber et al.'s (1999) concept of a "lexical

bundle" (as argued by Scott and Tribble 2006:12, 32; see further 3.2).
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1.5.2

[ describe the dialogue of characters in the play-texts as being arranged in
"speech turns" or "speaking turns" which contain "utterances" constructed by
the playwrights. The length of an utterance can be from a single word to
multiple sentences (Wales 2001:401), and the concept of an utterance takes in
the situational context as well as what is actually said (Levinson 1983:18-19,

cited by Culpeper and Kyt6 2010:8).

Conventions

I show my results in capital letters in tables and occasionally in my
discussions, e.g. | AM NOT, to distinguish them from general citation of the
words and phrases which the results contain or comprise. General citation is
shown by italics, e.g. I am not.

My empbhasis is indicated by boldface type.

In my examples from the corpus texts, language which occurs as results in my
data is indicated with underlining.

I provide act and/or scene references where they are available from the play-
texts in the corpora. Some of the early extant play-texts in the NDC are

segmented into acts but not scenes, and some are not segmented at all.
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CHAPTER 2. INVESTIGATING LANGUAGE STYLES IN LITERARY TEXTS
USING CORPUS LINGUISTIC METHODS

2.1 Introduction

This chapter and the next explain the methods chosen to investigate language styles in
plays by Shakespeare and other contemporaneous playwrights, in consideration of
existing research. The content of chapters 2 and 3 underpins the answering of research
question 2, concerning corpus linguistic methods for investigating my two corpora of
EModE drama. In the present chapter, I discuss the methodological principles on
which my findings are based. Section 2.2 concerns stylistics and style, with a
particular focus on drama, and 2.3 concerns corpus linguistics. A more detailed
discussion of the interface between these two areas, in the sub-field of "corpus
stylistics", follows in 2.4. Here, I explain how corpus linguistic methods can aid
stylistic analysis, and I note some criticisms that have been levied. In 2.5, I present
evidence from other studies in support of my choice to use the methods of simple
frequency and keyness in my analyses, again noting some criticisms. I explain that
these methods can be applied to a variety of linguistic constructs, from which I have
opted to include word clusters and semantic domains in addition to single words.

In 2.6, I go on to argue that although frequency lists and key results generate
useful results that help address my research aims, a further technique needs to be
included which draws attention to potential similarities in language styles. This is
because keyness is oriented to differences, and similarities are also worthy of attention
(Baker 2004:349), though they are often not addressed in corpus stylistic studies. I
note some possible approaches to exploring language similarities between corpora,
then I explain my rationale for applying and extending Baker's (2011) concept of

statistical "locking" in this study, by adjusting the parameters of the keyness tools in
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WordSmith and Wmatrix. In 2.7 I discuss some issues surrounding the interpretation of
corpus data, which have implications for qualitative analysis.

My discussions mainly concern other studies of literary texts, since they are
most closely relevant to my own, though the methods of simple frequency and keyness
have of course been applied much more widely. Further discussions of stylistics can be
found in, e.g., Jeffries and McIntyre (2010), Lambrou and Stockwell (2007), Leech
(2008), Leech and Short (2007), McIntyre and Busse (2010), Semino and Culpeper
(2011), Semino and Short (2004) and Wynne (2006). For more detailed discussions of
corpus linguistic methods and issues in corpus linguistics, see for example Baker
(2006), Hunston (2002), McEnery et al. (2006), McEnery and Hardie (2011), McEnery

and Wilson (2001) and Stubbs (e.g. 1996, 2001).

2.2 Stylistics, style and the register of drama
In this section, I begin with a brief discussion of what "stylistics" encompasses, and I
explain briefly how my study fits into the field. I then go on to clarify what is meant
by the terms "style", "register" and "genre" in this study, and I also mention some
particular characteristics of the language of drama and its historical investigation.
Broadly speaking, Leech defines stylistics as "the study of s#yle; of how
language use varies according to varying circumstances" (2008:54, Leech's emphasis).
With regard to its application to literary texts, Leech and Short (2007:3) state that
stylistics is "the study of the relation between linguistic form and literary function”.
As Ho (2011:5) says, "[s]tylistic analysis relies on linguistic evidence in the literary
work, and thus makes use of various tools of linguistic analysis."
Semino and Culpeper (2011, citing Leech 1985) make a distinction between

"general stylistics" and "literary stylistics", the former relating to non-literary texts
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and the latter to literary texts. Wales (2001:373) distinguishes further between
"literary stylistics", which is concerned with describing the text-type or literary genre,
and "linguistic stylistics", which is concerned with a linguistic theory or model (and
see also Jeffries and MclIntyre 2010:2). My study concerns literary stylistics, through
its overarching aim of investigating variation between authorial styles within the
single text-type of EModE plays. However, I follow other scholars in using the term
"stylistics" to stand for the narrower sense of literary stylistics in my discussions.

As stated in 1.2, the furthering of my main aim of investigating style in
EModE drama incorporates corpus building and preparation, and the testing and
extension of corpus linguistic methods, as well as a comparison of the ways in which
Shakespeare and other contemporaneous playwrights use language in similar and
different ways. My linguistic evidence is empirical data indicating language features
that are used relatively statistically frequently, infrequently, or to a similar extent by
Shakespeare and other playwrights. Analyses of their function and use in the play-
texts leads me to findings about Shakespeare's authorial style, and more widely about
the register of EModE drama.

My concept of "style" in this study takes in the definitions of Biber and Conrad
(2009) and Leech and Short (2007). Leech and Short (2007:32) argue that the term
"style" can have both "broader” and "narrower" meanings, and that it may include the
following elements:

a way in which language is used [...] choices made from the

repertoire of the language [...] a domain of language use (e.g., what

choices are made by a particular author, in a particular genre, or in a

particular text) [...] explaining the relation between style and literary

or aesthetic function. (2007:31, Leech and Short's emphasis)

Leech and Short's explanation of style accounts for the fact that authorial choices

about style are always situated and context-dependent, as well as being aesthetic. This
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is helpful in incorporating language choices in drama which appear to be artistic as
well as functional, which I anticipated in my findings because dramatic dialogue
performs a number of linguistic functions at the same time (explained further below).
However, based on existing research into EModE drama such as that of Culpeper
(2002, 2009), Culpeper and Kyt6 (2010) and Culpeper and Mclntyre (2006), I also
anticipated that my findings would include:
e some linguistic features which appear to be there because they have useful
functions in communicating a play to an audience (or reader);
e some which construct particular varieties of drama; and
e others which seem to be personal preferences of Shakespeare and/or other
contemporaneous playwrights.
To describe these more clearly, it is therefore useful to have some narrower
conceptions of register, style and genre as well. Biber and Conrad distinguish between
the linguistic concepts of "register" and "style" as follows:
Register features are pervasive linguistic features that are
functional; that is they are frequent because they conform to the
situational context and communicative purposes of the texts in the
register. Style features are similarly pervasive linguistic features,
but they are not directly functional. Rather, they reflect attitudes
about language, and aesthetic or artistic preferences. Thus, texts
~ from the same register, sharing the same situational context and the
same communicative purposes, can differ in their linguistic sty/es.
(2009:151, Biber and Conrad's emphasis)
This distinction is not clear-cut, however, especially in dramatic dialogue constructed
400 years ago. Even with a relatively large amount of data, it is difficult to say
whether some kinds of language trends are more accurately described as style choices
made by more than one dramatist (i.e. based on social or personal preferences for ways

of expressing meanings, or constructing pragmatic or rhetorical strategies), or register

features (choices made to enable a late 16th/early 17th century audience to engage
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with the play). They can arguably be both, given the multi-functional nature of
dramatic dialogue, mentioned above.

The language in plays by the dramatists whose work is included in my study
will have been constructed to achieve not only communication between characters at
an on-stage level, but also the conveyance of essential information to the audience
about what is going on in the world of the play. It is helpful to think of this dual
function of dramatic dialogue in terms of Short's (1996:163-172) concept of
"discourse architecture”, in which on-stage communication between characters occurs
at a lower "discourse level", and communication from playwright to audience (or

reader) is transmitted at a higher discourse level’. This layered structure is shown in

Figure 1.
Addresser 1 Message Addressee 1
(Playwright) (Audience/Reader)
I |
Addresser 2 Message Addressee 2
(Character A) (Character B)

Figure 1. Discourse levels in drama (from Short 1996:169)

Short (1996:169-170) explains that through the higher discourse level, the playwright
can provide the audience with a privileged understanding of what is happening on-
stage, since the audience hears and sees things which some of the on-stage characters
do not. It is at this higher discourse level that important dramatic functions such as
characterisation, suspense, irony and comedy make their impact. This makes it
difficult to separate language that constitutes an aesthetic choice (qualifying as a style
feature in language) from that which is an entirely functional choice associated with

the communication of the play (a register feature). Petersen (2010:xviii) considers the

5 There may also be a third level, if the play has a narrator, although none of those in my corpora are
narrated.
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style features evidenced by the grammar patterns in her EModE drama data to be on a
cline, describing them as relatively more or less "formulaic" or "general" at one pole,
and relatively "authorial" at the other. This is also a helpful approach to discussing the
register and style features which emerge from results in my analyses, rather than as
two discrete categories.®

I use literary concepts of genre that were associated with drama at the time the
plays were written, i.e. those of comedy, tragedy and history (though as discussed
further in chapter 4, they are neither ideal nor the subject of consensus). A linguistic
concept of genre, such as that of Biber and Conrad, would be harder to apply, since it
encompasses a "culturally expected way of constructing texts belonging to the variety"
(2009:16). The historical gap between the Early Modern period and the present day
inevitably creates a gap in cultural understanding (through changes in, for example,
philosophical and theological thought, and ideas about language, as discussed in e.g.
Hope 2010). The plays in this study were written at a time when a shift from religious
authority towards human and scientific authority was just beginning (see e.g. Hillman
1997; Hope 2010:35-37), and the ways people thought about themselves and
interpreted the world around them are difficult to appreciate fully from a 21st century
perspective. Hope (2010:31) argues that the art of self-expression in Renaissance
drama is not based on the delivery of characters' original personal insights, such as we
might assume today, but rather on the incorporation of parts of existing texts that were
common knowledge, and part of "a shared stock of ideas on which everyone drew".

Historical sociolinguistic research into EModE (for example, Nevalainen 2006

and Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg 2003) is of course helpful in providing

8 Petersen's (2010) results are not comparable to mine, however, since I am not examining grammatical
features in my data, and my aims do not include the attribution of authorship, as hers do.
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contextual information about drama of the period. However, as Mazzon points out

with regard to medieval drama:

No matter how much we know about the social context and the

writing conventions of distant epochs, there are always serious

doubts as to the perlocutionary effects, and the degree of felicity, of

any communicative act when it was originally performed. (2009:2)

This is perhaps true to a slightly lesser extent of EModE drama, since the language is
in many ways similar to PDE (Crystal 2008:230), and a social rank structure with a
middle section of merchants and traders, more familiar in comparison to that of today,
was by then emerging (see Nevalainen and Brunberg 2003:28-43). Audiences of plays
performed for public theatre such as those in this study (see 4.3.2.3) were drawn from
all social ranks, and their cultural expectations may have varied.

The above points not only explain the difficulties with using anything other
than a literary concept of genre in this linguistic study, but also highlight some general
considerations to bear in mind when analysing historical drama. Furthermore, it is also
worth remembering that although Shakespeare and other contemporaneous
playwrights would have been familiar with the concepts of grammar and rhetoric (see
e.g. Hope 2010:30-37), the dialogue in their works would have been constructed
without any explicit idea of linguistic concepts such as word clusters and keywords,

used to describe and analyse it in studies such as mine. These belong to the present-

day field of corpus linguistics, which I now discuss in more detail.

23 Issues in corpus linguistics which are relevant to this study

There are some potentially ambiguous and/or contentious terms in corpus linguistics,
some of which I now discuss briefly to clarify my own position, beginning with what
qualifies as a "corpus". Corpus linguists such as Baker (2006) and McEnery et al.

(2006) describe a "corpus" as a range of texts sampled from multiple choices
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available, according to certain criteria and principles (and see also McEnery and
Wilson 2001). Mahlberg and Smith (2010:449) state that "[t]he term 'corpus' refers to
a collection of computer readable texts. Corpora are normally large, that is, containing
many millions of words." The 100 million-word British National Corpus (hereafter the
"BNC"; see Aston and Burnard 1998 and Burnard 2000)7 is an example of a large,
prototypical "general" corpus, which is used to investigate language patterns across a
broad variety of text-types. The application of corpus linguistic methods to specific
text-types has seen a trend in recent years towards building "specialised" corpora,
which Baker (2006:26) and McEnery et al. (2006:13-19) define as those that are
designed to answer a specific set of research questions. An example is the one-million-
word A Corpus of English Dialogues, 1560-1760 (hereafter the "CED"; see Culpeper
and Kyt6 2010; Kyto and Walker 2006): a diachronic corpus containing a range of
text-types from multiple registers of historical speech-related areas including drama
(Culpeper and Kyt6 2010:25).
Corpora of literary texts tend to be specialised corpora and, as Mahlberg and

Smith (2010:449) point out, they are typically much smaller than general corpora.
They may feature just one electronic text (e.g. a play or a novel), chosen for
investigation on the basis of its perceived worth, such as its cultural or literary interest.
Existing specialised corpora of literary texts vary considerably in size and source(s).
Some comprise a text or texts by a single author, for example:

e Mahlberg's (2007:6) corpus of Charles Dickens' novels (c. 4.5 million words);

e TFischer-Starcke's (2009:497) corpus of Jane Austen's novels (c. 735,000

words);

7 See http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/corpus/index.xm1?1D=intro (accessed 19.05.12).
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e B. Walker's (2010:365, 2012) corpus of Julian Barnes' novel Talking It Over
(c. 73,000 words);

e Inaki and Okita's (2006:285) corpus of Lewis Carroll's two novels Alice in
Wonderland and Alice Through the Looking Glass (c. 56,000 words); and

e Culpeper's (2002:15) corpus of the dialogue of six characters in Shakespeare's
Romeo and Juliet (c. 20,000 words).

Others contain samples of texts from multiple authors, e.g.:

e Semino and Short's (2004:19) corpus of 120 samples of approximately 2000
words from late 20th century British English fiction, newspaper reportage and
biography/autobiography, totalling 258,348 words; and

e Mahlberg's (2007:6) corpus of 19th century British fiction (comprising about
4.5 million words from 29 separate texts by 18 different authors), which she
uses as a reference corpus for her abovementioned Dickens corpus.

On the basis of the above, I describe the two collections of EModE plays in my study
as "specialised corpora". As detailed fully in chapter 4, one is a single-author
collection (the SDC, comprising 36 plays by Shakespeare), the other is a multiple-
author collection (the NDC, comprising 43 plays by a total of 23 other
contemporaneous playwrights), and both are about 800,000 words in size. The NDC is
arguably a more prototypical corpus than the SDC, since its contents are sampled from
a range of other available works, whereas the SDC contains all that is available of its
kind (plays comprising Shakespeare's First Folio). However, the "samples" in the NDC
are whole plays, which vary somewhat in size, rather than excerpts of similar length,
such as are in Semino and Short's (2004:19) corpus. My approach of using a single-
author corpus and a reference corpus representative of a wider range of texts from the

same literary genre and period is similar to that of Mahlberg (2007:6), mentioned
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above, and also to Leech (2008:167), who uses a reference corpus comprising samples
of other approximately contemporaneous fiction by multiple authors for his keyness
analysis of Virginia Woolf's short story The Mark on the Wall.

Not all scholars would agree with my above rationale. Louw (2008:254)
criticises the use of the term "corpora" for stylistic studies of small bodies of text, on
the basis that these may not be sufficiently representative of the language areas from
which they are sampled. Louw prefers the term "digital" stylistics, and other
alternative terms have been suggested for studies of smaller and/or less prototypical
collections of text. These include "electronic text analysis" (Adolphs 2006:1-2);
"computer-aided", "computer-assisted" or "corpus-assisted" (Balossi 2009:7, 78, 79);
and "small-corpus-based" (Inaki and Okita 2006). Whilst accepting some difficulties
and limitations of using the term "corpus" in a broad way, [ would argue that
substituting an alternative does not necessarily make the contents of an electronic
collection of texts, or how it is treated, prepared and exploited, particularly
transparent. For example, it is easy to think of examples of a relatively large corpus,
such as the BNC, and a relatively small one, such as that of a single novel, but hard to
say where the cut-off point between "large" and "small" would lie, or what would be
the exact sampling criteria for a "corpus" to qualify as such. It therefore seems better
to use the umbrella term "corpus" to refer to collections of electronic text(s) in a wide
sense, but also to be explicit about the purpose of the corpus and how it is constructed
and compiled. In the case of a collection of text samples, it is vital to make clear the
selection principles that are followed, hence the devotion of a whole chapter in this
study to the construction and contents of my two corpora (chapter 4).

I also use the term "corpus-based" broadly, to mean research based on

empirical results derived from electronic texts by applying corpus methods. I take
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Wynne's (2010:426) view of concentrating on what can be learned about language
through the use of corpora and corpus tools, rather than on debating distinctions
between methodological and theoretical aspects of corpus linguistics®. Again, it is
important to clarify the principles and practice of methodology, however. In the field
of corpus linguistics, there is a distinction between "corpus-based" and "corpus-
driven" approaches, made by Tognini-Bonelli (2001). In this view, corpus-based
research involves results selected according to categories which are pre-chosen by the
researcher, whereas corpus-driven research involves results which are categorised
according to what the data yields (see also Baker 2006:16). In recent discussions of
the two terms, Biber (2009) points out that research may in fact be both corpus-based
and corpus-driven, and Rayson (2008:519) conceives of the two approaches being
blended into a "data-driven" approach, in which statistically-based results emerge from
the texts and guide the researcher to the most potentially interesting language features
for analysis. My study can be considered data-driven, because all my analyses proceed
from quantitative results arising from the statistical processes applied.

A related issue is the orientation of the study: from bottom-up or top-down. A
bottom-up approach takes empirical language data from the text as a starting point,
whereas a top-down approach begins with some pre-determined categories or
assumptions, and is more intuition-driven (see further Archer 2009:12, FN 30; Jeffries
and Mclntyre 2010:12-14). The data-driven aspect of my study means that my overall
approach is bottom-up. However, as discussed further in 2.7, two categorisation
frameworks are imposed on my data (functional categories for word clusters; see
further 3.3.2.5, and semantic domain groupings; see 3.3.1). These add a top-down

element.

¥ See Wynne (2010) and other papers in the International Journal of Corpus Linguistics 15(3) for a
recent airing of this debate.
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