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The article provides a brief survey of the notions of stylistics and style. In particular, the big attention is paid to such
scholars as L. Dolezel, B. Havranek, R. Jakobson, J. Mukarovsky, J. Rupert Firth, M. Halliday and J. Sinclair. The issues
which embrace the astablishment and development of stylistics were studied by them. The paper explores the notion of
the stylistic devise. The analysis of its history, origin and formation is presented.

In the whole world of literature, both ancient and modern, figures of speech occupy a foremost place. They supplement
the works of art and make it more understandable and colourful and it is important to know how to distinguish them in the
realm of literary work.

Stylistics is a branch of linguistics which studies the peculiarities of the functioning of words in the text. Alongside with
the general notion of stylistics it has to be mentioned the term style and stylistic analysis. Language is the main means
of human communication. Stylistically relevant in this connection is the fact that the same thought, idea, belief, opinion,
emotion and feelings or attitude of mind can be expressed in more than one way. Language has different levels. These
are phonological, morphological, lexical, syntactical and others. Stylistics represents all these levels as well and there are
different stylistic means divided into categories according to the language levels. For instance, the lexical stylistic devises.
They mostly deal with every kind of alterations in the level of lexis. They are also known as tropes and the most common
lexical stylistic device is metaphors, metonymy, simile, personification. Tropes are very productive stylistic means and they
can be easily found in any literary text. This paper embraces the notion of stylistic devises. The stylistic devices colour the
text, make it more vivid and attractive to the reader.

The conclusion summarizes the main results of research, which, in turn, determine the relevance of further analysis
of the style and types of stylistic devices. The collected selections, carried out research, observations and conclusions
made in the course of this study, were used from and backed by Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary [5], Longman
Dictionary of Contemporary English [13].

Key words: stylistics, linguistics, register, style, stylistic device.

Y cTaTTi NnogaHo KOPOTKWMI OrMsid NOHATb CTUAICTMKM Ta cTunto. 3okpema, Benvka ysara NpuAainseTbcs Takum BYe-
HuM, sk J1. Jonesenb, b. XaBpaxek, P. AkobcoH, A. Mykaposcbkui, k. Pynept ®ept, M. Xonnigew Ta Ox. CiHknep.
Humn gocnigxyBanucsa NUTaHHS, O OXOMNSOITb CTAHOBMEHHS i PO3BUTOK CTUMICTMKK. Y CTaTTi JOCMIMKYETECA MOHATTS
cTunictmuHoro 3acoby. MNogaHo aHani3 Noro icTopii, BAHUKHEHHS Ta CTAHOBIEHHS.
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Y BCbOMY CBITi NiTepaTtypwu, ik CTapoAaBHbOI, TaK i Cy4acHoi, 06pasu MOBU 3aimMatoTb BaroMme MicLe. BoHV ONoBHIOKOTH
XYOOXHIN TBip, pobnaTh oro Ginbl 3po3yMinuM i 6apBUCTUM, i BaXKITMBO 3HATW, SK X BUPIBHUTU B LL@apuHi NiTepaTypHoOro
TBOPY.

Crunictvka — po3ain MOBO3HaBCTBA, SKWUI BUBYAE 0COBMMBOCTI (OYHKLOHYBaHHA cniB Y TekcTi. Nopsag i3 3aranbHum
MOHATTAM CTUNICTMKX Cnif Ha3BaTW TepMiH CTUMb i CTUMICTUMYHMIA aHanis. MoBa € OCHOBHWM 3aco60M MHACHKOro
cninkyBaHHsA. CTUNICTUYHO peneBaHTHUM Y LbOMY 3B’si3KY € TOM (hakT, WO Ty camy AYMKY, iAet, NepekoHaHHs, OyMKY,
€MOLil0 Ta NOYYTTS YK CTABMEHHS PO3YMY MOXHA BUCMOBUTY Kinbkoma cnocobamu. MoBa Mae pisHi piBHi. Lie choHonorivHi,
MOPONOriYHi, NEKCUYHI, CMHTAKCMYHI Ta iHWi. CTUnicTUKa TakoX NpPeacTaBnsie BCi Ui PiBHI, i iCHYIOTb Pi3Hi CTURNICTUYHI
3acobu, po3gineHi Ha kaTteropii BianoBigHO 4O MOBHWX PiBHIB. Hanpuknag, NekCu4Hi CTURiCTUYHI npyunomMu. 3aebinbLioro
BOHW CTOCYHOTbCSI Pi3HOTO pody 3MiH Y piBHI Nekcuku. BOHWM TakoX BiAOMI SiK TPOMW, @ HANMOLIMPEHILUMM NEeKCUYHUM
CTURICTUYHUM 3acobomM € MeTadopu, METOHIMII, NOPIBHAHHSA, yocobneHHs. Tponu € ayxe NpoayKTUBHUM CTUMICTUYHUM
3acobom i ix nerko 3Hantu B Oyab SIKOMY XyOOXHbOMY TeEKCTi. Ll cTaTtTa OXOnme NOHATTA CTUMICTUYHMX pilleHb.
CTunicTnyHi npuitomMn 3abapBiolTb TEKCT, pOBNATL MOro GinbLL SsICkpaBuM | NprBabnNMBMM ANs YnTada.

Y BUCHOBKY y3araribHEHO OCHOBHI pe3ynbTaTyt JOCHIMKEHHS, SKi, Y CBOIO Yepry, BU3Ha4YarTb akTyarbHICTb NoAarnbLoro
aHaniy ctunio Ta BuAiB CTMRNICTMYHUX npuinomiB. 3ibpaHi npuknagu, npoBedeHi OOCHIOXEHHS, CMOCTePEXeHHs Ta
BWCHOBKM, 3p00neHi B Xxofi BUBYEHHS aHOr0 NUTaHHs, Oynu BUKopucTaHi Ta niakpinneHi 3 Cambridge Advanced Learner’s

Dictionary [5], Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English [13].
Knio4oBi cnoBa: cTunictuka, NiHreicTuka, perictp, CTUMb, CTURICTUYHUIA 3aci6.

Formulation of the scientific problem. The word
style is derived from the Latin word ‘stilus’ which
meant a short stick sharp at one end and flat at the
other used by the Romans for writing on wax tablets.
Now the word ‘style’ is used in many senses: style in
writing, in clothes, lifestyle, style of a book, paint-
ing, building, style in language, etc. Style in language
is regarded as something that belongs to the plane
of expression (form) and not to the plane of content
(matter). The term style is often associated with indi-
vidual style. It is a unique combination of language
units, EMs and SDs peculiar to a given write, which
makes that writer’s works or even utterances easily
recognizable. Selection, or deliberate choice of lan-
guage, and the ways the chosen elements are treated
are the main distinctive features of individual style.
The treatment of the selected elements brings up the
problem of the norm. The norm should be regarded
as the invariant of the phonemic, morphological,
lexical and syntactical patterns circulating in lan-
guage-in-action at a given period of time.

Analysis of the latest investigations of the ques-
tion. Of the many linguistic approaches to style,
two linguistic schools of the 20th century had the
biggest influence on the development, terminology,
and state of stylistics: the Prague School and British
Contextualism. The central thesis of Prague School
linguistics is that form follows function. Having
established itself in the 1920s, the most impor-
tant supporters of this idea were Lubomir Dolezel,
Bohuslav Havranek, Roman Jakobson, and Jan
Mukarovsky. They paid special attention to situ-
ational stylistic variations. Another, but conceptually
similar, tradition of linguistic stylistics was initiated
by British linguists in the 1930s and called British
Contextualism. John Rupert Firth, M.A.K. Halliday,
and John Sinclair [2] can be named as the most
important supporters of British Contextualism. Their
works are characterized by paying attention to the

social context and by keen observation of the use of
natural language.

The main aim of the work is to study the notions
of stylistics and style and to dwell upon the concept
of stylistic device in the stylistics.

Presentation of the basic matherial and inter-
pretation of the results of the investigation.
Stylistics is the description and analysis of the var-
iability of linguistic forms in actual language use.
The concepts of ‘style’ and ‘stylistic variation’ in
language rest on the general assumption that within
the language system, the same content can be
encoded in more than one linguistic form. Operating
at all linguistic levels (e.g. lexicology, syntax, text
linguistics, and intonation), stylisticians analyze
both the style of specific texts and stylistic variation
across texts. These texts can be literary or non-lit-
erary in nature. Generally speaking, style may be
regarded as a choice of linguistic means; as devia-
tion from a norm; as recurrence of linguistic forms;
and as comparison [1].

Considering style as choice, there are a multitude
of stylistic factors that lead the language user to pre-
fer certain linguistic forms to others. These factors
can be grouped into two categories: user-bound fac-
tors and factors referring to the situation where the
language is being used. User-bound factors include,
among others, the speaker’s or writer’s age; gen-
der; idiosyncratic preferences; and regional and
social background. Situation-bound stylistic factors
depend on the given communication situation, such
as medium (spoken vs. written); participation in dis-
course (monologue vs. dialogue); attitude (level of
formality); and field of discourse (e.g. technical vs.
nontechnical fields). With the caveat that such stylis-
tic factors work simultaneously and influence each
other, the effect of one, and only one, stylistic fac-
tor on language use provides a hypothetical one-di-
mensional variety. Drawing on this methodological
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abstraction, stylistic research has identified many
correlations between specific stylistic factors and
language use. For example, noun phrases tend to be
more complex in written than in spoken language in
many speech communities, and passive voice occurs
much more frequently in technical fields of discourse
than in nontechnical ones.

Style, as deviation from a norm, is a concept that
is used traditionally in literary stylistics, regarding lit-
erary language as more deviant than non-literary lan-
guage use. This not only pertains to formal structures
such as metrics and rhyme in poems but to unusual
linguistic preferences in general, which an author’s
poetic license allows. Dylan Thomas’s poetry, for
example, is characterized by word combinations that
are semantically incompatible at first sight and, thus,
clearly deviate from what is perceived as normal (e.g.
a grief ago, once below a time). What actually con-
stitutes the ‘norm’ is not always explicit in literary
stylistics, since this would presuppose the analysis
of a large collection of non-literary texts. However,
in the case of authorship identification, statistical
approaches were pursued at a relatively early stage.
For example, by counting specific lexical features in
the political letters written by an anonymous Junius
in the 1770s and comparing them with a large col-
lection of texts from the same period, and with sam-
ples taken from other possible contemporary authors,
the Swedish linguist Ellegard could identify, in the
1960s, the most likely author of those letters.

The concept of style as recurrence of linguistic
forms is closely related to a probabilistic and statis-
tical understanding of style, which implicitly under-
lies the deviation-from-a-norm perspective. It had
already been suggested in the 1960s that by focus-
ing on actual language use, stylisticians cannot help
describing only characteristic tendencies that are
based on implicit norms and undefined statistical
experience in, say, given situations and genres. In the
last resort, stylistic features remain flexible and do
not follow rigid rules, since style is not a matter of
grammaticality, but rather of appropriateness. What
is appropriate in a given context can be deduced from
the frequency of linguistic devices in this specific
context. As for the analysis of frequencies, corpus
linguistic methods are becoming increasingly impor-
tant. With the advent of personal computers, huge
storage capacities, and relevant software, it is now
possible to compile very large collections of texts
(corpus (singular), corpora (plural), which repre-
sent a sample of language use in general, and thus
enable exhaustive searches for all kinds of linguistic
patterns within seconds. This methodology is based
on the general approach of style as probability, by

allowing for large-scale statistical analyses of text.
For example, by using corpora, the notion of text
type-defined by co-occurrences of specific linguis-
tic features-has been introduced to complement the
extralinguistic concept of ‘genre’ [14]. The linguis-
tically defined text types contradict traditionally and
nonempirically established genre distinctions to a
considerable extent. In particular, many spoken and
written genres resemble each other linguistically to
a far greater extent in terms of text-types than previ-
ously assumed [4].

Style as comparison puts into perspective a central
aspect of the previous approaches. That is, stylistic
analysis always requires an implicit or explicit com-
parison of linguistic features between specific texts,
or between a collection of texts and a given norm. In
principle, stylistically relevant features such as style
markers may convey either a local stylistic effect (e.g.
an isolated technical term in everyday communica-
tion) or, in the case of recurrence or co-occurrence,
a global stylistic pattern (e.g. specialized vocabu-
lary and passive voice in scientific texts). From the
multitude of linguistic approaches to style, two lin-
guistic schools of the twentieth century have exerted
the most decisive influence on the development,
terminology, and the state of the art of stylistics: the
Prague School and British Contextualism. The cen-
tral dictum of Prague School linguistics, going back
to the Bauhaus School of architecture, is form follows
function. Firmly established since the 1920s, some of
this dictum’s most important proponents are Lubomir
Dolezel, Bohuslav Havranek, Roman Jakobson, and
Jan Mukarovsky. These linguists have paid particu-
lar attention to situation-bound stylistic variation.
A standard language is supposed to have a commu-
nicative and an esthetic function that result in two
different ‘functional dialects’: prosaic language and
poetic language [6]. More specific functional dialects
may, of course, be identified; for example, the scien-
tific dialect as a subclass of prosaic language, which
is characterized by what is called the ‘intellectual-
ization of language’ — lexicon, syntax, and reference
conform to the overall communicative function that
requires exact and abstract statements.

A very important notion is the distinction between
‘automatization’ and ‘foregrounding’ in language.
Automatization refers to the common use of lin-
guistic devices which does not attract particular
attention by the language decoder, for example,
the use of discourse markers (e.g. well, you know,
sort of, kind of) in spontaneous spoken conversa-
tions. Automatization thus correlates with the usual
background pattern, or the norm, in language use-it
encompasses those forms and structures that compe-
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tent language users expect to be used in a given con-
text of situation. Foregrounded linguistic devices, on
the other hand, are usually not expected to be used in
a specific context and are thus considered conspicu-
ous-they catch the language decoder’s attention (e.g.
the use of old-fashioned and/or very formal words
such as epicure, improvident, and whither in spon-
taneous spoken conversations). Foregrounding thus
captures deviations from the norm. It is obvious that
what is considered as automatized and foregrounded
language use depends on the communication sit-
uation at hand. In technical fields of discourse, for
instance, specialized vocabulary items tend to be
automatized (e.g. lambda marker in molecular biol-
ogy), but in everyday communication become fore-
grounded devices [7].

A different, although conceptually similar, tradi-
tion of linguistic stylistics was established by British
linguists in the 1930s and came to be called British
Contextualism. The most important proponents of
British Contextualism include John Rupert Firth,
M.A K. Halliday, and John Sinclair [2]. Their work
is characterized by a clear focus, firstly, on the social
context in which language is used and, secondly, on
the in-depth observation of natural language use. From
the point of view of British Contextualists, linguists
need to describe authentic language use in context and
should not confine themselves to invented and isolated
sentences. Additionally, linguistics is not considered
as an intuition-based study of abstract systems of form
as, for example, in the merely formal description of
autonomous syntactic rules (as in Chomsky’s approach
to language), but as the observation-based and empiri-
cal analysis of meaning encoded by form [10].

This approach allows for insights into the immense
variation within language. It is a fact that depending
on the context of situation, all speakers use different
‘registers’ (i.e. different styles of language, depend-
ing on the topic, the addressee, and the medium in a
given context of use) [11].

It should be noted that a specific style is some-
times ascribed to a language in its entirety. Although
the underlying norms remain largely unspecified,
general tendencies of stylistic preference differ across
languages. This is particularly important for transla-
tors, but also for language learners. It is, for instance,
common for German students of English to transfer
the German style of academic writing, which is char-
acterized by heavy noun phrases, to their English
essays. As with any other linguistic branch, stylistics
is very much a work in progress. This is because the
object of inquiry constantly grows, evolving new and
specialized fields of discourse (e.g. genetic engineer-
ing, computer sciences). Furthermore, new aspects

of stylistic variation come into existence, such as
e-mails, a now widely used genre that seems to blur
the traditional distinction between spoken and writ-
ten language.

The notion of stylistic device. Expressive means
of language are those phonetic, morphological,
word-building, lexical, phraseological and syntactical
forms which exist in language-as-a-system for the pur-
pose of logical and/or emotional intensification of the
utterance. Expressive means are concrete facts of the
language by which utterances are foregrounded, i.c.
made more conspicuous, more effective. Expressive
means are such language media which impart some
additional information into the utterance and are tradi-
tionaly set against conventionally neutral.

To understand the nature of expressive means it is
first of all necessary to elucidate the notion 'expres-
siveness'. The category of expressiveness may be
understood as a kind of intensification of an utterance
or of a part of it.

Expressiveness is achieved by lexical and syntac-
tical means or by morphological devices (such as suf-
fixes or prefixes); the emphasis is materialized by the
repetition of a word or word combination.

Expressive means have a kind of radiant effect,
they colour the whole utterance no matter whether
they are emotional or logical [9].

What then is a stylistic device? A stylistic
device is a conscious and intentional intensifica-
tion of some typical structural and/or semantic
property of a language unit (neutral or expressive)
promoted to a generalized status and thus becom-
ing a generative model. It follows then that a sty-
listic device is an abstract pattern, a mould into
which any content can be poured. But the cited
above definition of stylistic devices is contested
by the prominent style theoretician 1. Arnold who
stated that the intentionality cannot be regarded as
a main differentiating feature of stylistic device
because we have no reliable information whether a
certain device has been used intentionally or unin-
tentionally by the author of the text.

Language media that are characterized by the
transference, transformation, enrichment of meaning
resulting in imagery are united in stylistics under the
term tropes [3].

The Greek word tropos meant a turn of speech,
utterance, pattern, form and perfection and further on
it was treated as a useful change of the word meaning
into more perfect one. At the beginning the notion
“trope” comprised all stylistic means but later on
they were divided into tropes proper and figures of
speech by Cicero. Beginning from Aristotle the clas-
sical rhetoric strived to elaborate the clear and com-
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plete classification of tropes and figures of speech but
even nowadays this classification remains the most
controversial stylistic issue [16].

Tropes are such figurative usage of word as met-
aphor, metonymy, hyperbole, litotes, irony, periphra-
sis, etc. Figures of speech are such syntactic structures
as inversion, rhetoric question, parallel constructions,
contrast, etc [8].

Conclusion. Perspectives for further investiga-
tions. The term style is widely used in literature to
signify literary genre: the style of classicism, real-
istic style, the style of romanticism, etc. the term is

also used to denote the way the plot is dealt with, the
arrangement of the parts of literary composition to
form the whole, the place and the role of the author in
describing and depicting events. The stylistic devices
brighten the literary text, the stylistic analysis helps
reader better understand and interpret the work of art.
It goes back to the ancient times of classical rheto-
ric and embraces the realm of language and stylistics
itself. In the modern linguistics, two solid schools
of stylistics opened new perspectives for the more
detailed investigation of the stylistic analysis as well
as the stylistic devices.
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Kanouoam Qinono2iuHux Hayk, OOYyeHm,
Odoyenm Kagedpu aneniticoxoi ginonozii
Yarczopoocvrozo nayionanenozo ynieepcumemy

Y cTaTTi BUCBITNIOTLCA METOAONOrYHI NepeayMoBU AOCHIAKEHHS aHIMOMOBHOTO (paH@IKLEH SK pPi3HOBUAY MacoBOi
niteparypu. TepMiH «aHdiKWeH» BU3HAYaETLCA SK Pi3HOBUA, TBOPYOCTI LLAHYBanbHUKIB NOMYNApHUX TBOPIB MUCTELTBA
(Tak 3BaHOro haH-apTy B LUMPOKOMY CEHCi LibOro CrioBa), NoXiaHuW niTepaTypHui TBIip, 3aCHOBaHWN Ha AKOMY-HeOyab
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