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Summary of thesis

This thesis examines language in a range of modern and contemporary dystopian literary

fiction, and argues for a reinterpretation of Whorfian linguistics as a means of advancing
understanding of the dystopian genre’s acknowledged propensity to influence the
habitual world-view of its readership. Using close stylistic analysis, and with an
emphasis on textual patterning, it identifies and examines two distinct and characteristic
‘languages’ of dystopia, and considers the ways in which these discourses contribute to

linguistic relativity as a dynamic process in the reading of these fictions.

Chapter one defines more precisely the literary genre of dystopia, particularly in

relation to notions of space and time, and emphasises the genre’s necessary participation
in the socio-historical circumstances of its conception and production (the site of a
discourse here termed reflective language). The (re)placement of these environments in

a futuristic setting is also examined and is shown to be marked by a second discourse,

termed speculative language.

Chapter two outlines the theoretical foundations of the study and supports its
positioning at the interface between the study of language and the study of literature by
drawing on theories from both disciplines to orient its subsequent analyses. In this
chapter, the concept of linguistic relativity, or Whorfianism, is re-figured as a process

intrinsic to the reading of dystopian narratives, and is combined with the more literary
critical theory of cognitive estrangement. In order to maintain focus on the reader-text

relationship, and to locate the analyses from a readerly perspective, some common, or

‘folklinguistic’, beliefs about translatability and the ‘inadequacy’ of language are also

invoked.

Chapters three, four, and five are devoted to case studies: chapter three discusses
the non-Newspeak speculative language in George Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, and
chapter four begins with an analysis of reflective language in the same novel before
looking at three other twentieth-century dystopian texts (Katherine Burdekin’s Swastika
Night, L.P. Hartley’s Facial Justice, and Margaret Atwood’s The Handmaid's Tale).
Chapter five brings together speculative and reflective language in its consideration of

Atwood’s Oryx and Crake, which also serves to bring this study into the twenty-first

century. A summary and conclusions follow in chapter six.



Time present and time past

Are both perhaps present in time future,
And time future contained in time past.
[f all time 1s eternally present

All time 1s unredeemable.

What might have been is an abstraction
Remaining a perpetual possibility

Only in a world of speculation.

What might have been and what has been

Point to one end, which is always present.

T.S. Eliot (1945) ‘Burnt Norton’, Four Quartets, 1. 1-10
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1. Language and dystopia

Language is the armory of the human mind, and at once contains the trophies
of its past and the weapons of its future conquests.

Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1817) Biographia Literana

1.1 Introduction

The autumn of 2005 saw an exhibition of contemporary art entitled ‘The Real Ideal:
Utopian Ideals and Dystopian Realities’ installed at a UK city’s leading art gallery. The

pre-event marketing materials for the exhibition offered the following:

Allow us to chllagene your idaes of utopia, yuor Real Ideal. Epxereince
viusally stnunnig works in a range of media wicih conevy both the idael and
harsehr reality of contmepraory life.’

The translocated orthography here illustrates and encapsulates the main concerns that
motivate this study: it defamiliarises language sufficiently to challenge and destabilise

perceptions of reality, while retaining just enough familiarity to fulfil its communicative
aim; it subtly embodies the potential for disorder to be concealed within ostensible
order; additionally, it serves to draw its readers’ attention to the ways in which their
preconceptions may be confronted, examined, and reconstructed. In short, it captures
the essence of what this study considers: the distinctive manipulations, re-evaluations,
creations, and re-presentations of language that characterise and animate conceptions of
dystopia. The intention of this thesis is to examine the form and function of language in
the context of dystopian narrative. More specifically, it focuses on two inter-connected
linguistic strands which go to make up part of the complex narrative texture of these
fictions; for the purposes of this study I have termed these speculative language and
reflective language. By way of analysis of a range of post-1900 dystopian works, I
shall elaborate on my formulation and understanding of these terms, and consider the
ways in which self-reflexive, foregrounded, defamiliarised, non-standard — and often
invented — language both sustains and constitutes the dystopian narrative project.
Through this focus I shall argue for a genre-specific dystopian view of language as
fundamentally implicated in world-view; moreover, through reinterpreting the relevance
of Benjamin Whorf’s conception of linguistic relativity, and applying this approach to
dystopian writing, I argue that this Whorfian perspective functions beyond and outside —

but through — the language of these narratives to disaggregate, transmute, and



reconstitute readers’ perceptions, not just of the fictional world, but of the world beyond
the fiction. The primary motivation underlying these investigations lies in dystopian .
fictions’ universal postulate — whether explicit or implicit — that all possibilities of
existence, all inter-relationships, all potentials (either within or beyond current
comprehension), in this world or a future world, are intimately and inextricably encoded
in language. Dystopian fictions evince the intrinsic connection between language and
perceptions of reality, with each text contributing a compelling argument towards an
understanding of how human existence is essentially predicated on the facility to use
and manipulate language. Any attempt to encompass the entirety of this aspect of the
dystopian impulse would be unmanageable given the magnitude of the field; my
contribution, therefore, is limited to a detailed examination of the stylistic and affective

properties of language in a small representative selection of dystopian texts written in

English 1n the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.

Dystopian fictions are, according to Ildney Cavalcanti, ‘stories about language’
(2000: 152). As ‘stories’ they belong in the province of literary study; yet their being
‘about language’ invokes the field of linguistic study. A stylistic approach — the
application of linguistic concepts to elucidate and interrogate literary effects — brings
together the superficially distinct disciplines of linguistics and literary studies; an
alliance which 1s clearly applicable to this study given the hybrid nature of its subject
matter. Accordingly, traditional stylistic methods, frameworks, and analyses are

employed to explore and account for the consequence of language as it is foregrounded

in these texts. The methodology used here relies in part on what Ronald Carter wryly
terms steam stylistics (Gavins 2005: 405): that 1s to say, conventional interpretive
analysis based on the systematic application of linguistic techniques, rather than the
cognitive- or corpus-based approaches that have become highly visible in stylistics in

2

recent years.” While either of the latter approaches might yield interesting results in

relation to the texts studied here, my aim 1s to use stylistic methods as the foundation

upon which I might synthesise other approaches drawn from both the study of language
and the study of literature. To this end, I incorporate relevant linguistic theory —
primarily linguistic relativity — with theoretical notions from literary studies (the
concept of cognitive estrangement in particular). Stylistics provides the practical

instrument through which these theories are assessed, applied, and evaluated in an effort



to extend the existing body of academic work on the nature and import of language in

dystopian fiction.’

Stylistic analysis also has a distinct advantage, in terms of the aims of this study,
in that it acknowledges the triangulation between language (or text), meaning (or
effect), and the reader. It recognises the reader as an integral element in the formation
of meaning, and the reception of effect, rather than allowing that meaning might be
made intra-textually and in isolation. While accepting that much of what is loosely
termed ‘meaning’ in language is necessarily codified and understood by consensus, my
focus here 1s more often on language which challenges, inverts, subverts, and otherwise

renders mutable the accepted definitions of itself and of language as a medium in a

more general sense. In addition, much of the language I consider is essentially sui
generis, existing only within the context of one dystopian text. To comment on

‘meaning’ or ‘effect’ in relation to the reader as recipient and generator of meaning in
these linguistically non-conventional circumstances is often to position myself as

‘reader’ in this tri-partite relationship. The rigour and systematicity of mediating this

reception through a stylistic lens will, I hope, attenuate the worst excesses of
subjectivity and the impressionistic, interpretive leaps that might otherwise undermine
such an undertaking. While this is not the place to rehearse old arguments about the
‘objectivity’ of stylistics (for example, the Fowler-Bateson controversy (see Fowler
1971), or the McKay-Short debate (see Short ef al 1998; Short & van Peer 1999), 1
work from the understanding that stylistic methodology has the capacity to produce
balanced, accessible, and concordant readings of these texts. Moreover, where I
mention ‘readers’ in an abstract sense, as a representative collective of recipients, I refer

not just to scholars either of language or literature; nor to the informed, astute, and

responsive ‘ideal readers’ construed by some reader-response theories (see, for example,
Culler 1975); furthermore, I do not anticipate what Fish (1980) terms an ‘interpretive
community’ with a particular schema, ideology, or approach to the texts. My
conception of ‘readers’ 1s somewhat re-positioned from the norm. Given that dystopian
fiction — often indivisibly from science fiction (see §1.3.3) — is highly representative of,
and implicated in, any conception of popular fiction with a wide appeal to a generalised
reading public, it follows that any attempt to characterise its readership must necessarily
assimilate its popular status — even insofar as ‘popular’ may impute a pejorative sense.

Consequently, where I use ‘the reader’, ‘readership’, or ‘readers’ in this study, either as



formulators of meaning or as recipients of effects, it is with the understanding that any
such meaning or effect is readily retrievable, accessible, and expressly defensible, since
it will be supported and demonstrated by means of stylistic analysis. In taking
advantage of the methodical thoroughness of stylistics, my aim is to accomplish

readings which — so far as is possible within any interpretive framework -~ would
represent a consensual majority interpretation among a diverse and heterogeneous

readership.

In the remainder of this introductory chapter, I define more explicitly my

understanding of what constitutes the genre of dystopia, and introduce the notion of
these fictions as characteristically being distinguished by their incorporation of ‘two

languages’, one speculative, one reflective. Sections 1.2 and 1.3 focus on (re)defining
dystopia in order to circumscribe much of the indeterminacy which surrounds the

classification of the genre: §1.2.1 and §1.2.2 together locate dystopia in relation to place
and time, both of which are vital to the categorisation of dystopia, in ways which differ
from many other fictional genres. Taken together, these two sections develop a refined

account of the dystopia-specific context upon which the subsequent sections depend.
In order to come to an understanding of what dystopia is, however, it is equally
important to be clear about what 1t 1s not. To this end, §1.3.1 investigates the range of
intersections between dystopia and those other genres with which it is sometimes
conflated, and makes a distinction between those texts which are wholly dystopian and
those which, while not entirely dystopian, exhibit dystopian elements. Of the many
genres with which dystopia overlaps and intersects, utopia on the one hand and science
fiction on the other present the most complex inter-relationships and interstices. An
approach to clarifying the blurred boundary between dystopia and utopia is the subject
of §1.3.2, where the point of view of the focalising character (or characters) is invoked
as a means of differentiating between these two closely related genres, while §1.3.3
considers the engagement of dystopia with science fiction, and argues for the inclusion

of dystopia within the more terrestrial reaches of this far-reaching genre.

A central principle of this thesis, visible in its methodology, its theoretical
positioning, and its analytical emphasis, is that the perceptions of the readership may be
atfected, altered, or amended as a result of reading dystopian fiction. Empirical studies
which conclude that reading such texts results in a changed view of self and society are

discussed in §1.4, together with an examination of the ways in which the didactic



impulse, intrinsic to all dystopias, contributes to this adjustment of world-view. As
noted above, this study identifies language as the locus of dystopia’s remarkably
powerful capacity to re-define its readers’ outlook; the latter part of this chapter is,

therefore, devoted to a preliminary delineation of the particular realisations of language

which are common to all dystopian fictions. The three parts of section 1.5 together
conceptualise the direction this study pursues in respect of language: §1.5.1 addresses
the issue of whether ‘two languages’ can be said to co-occur within the bounds of one
text, and appeals to precedents established in stylistics, linguistics, and literary criticism
to warrant such a partition in this study, while §1.5.2 and §1.5.3 introduce, in outline,
the notions of speculative language and reflective language respectively. Speculative
language is identified as dystopia’s ‘language of the future’, while reflective language is
proposed as the genre’s ‘language of the past’. Both of these linguistic strands depend
on dystopia’s conjunctions with a definable context: a sense of “place’, which, as will be
seen throughout this chapter (and indeed throughout the entire thesis) 1s essential to my
exposition of dystopia’s extraordinary effect on its readers. It seems fitting, therefore,

to move now to an exploration of dystopian ‘place’.

1.2.1 Dystopia in space: ‘elsewhere [...] but here’

While it may be true that no place has always seemed elsewhere or elsewhen,
in fact all utopian fiction whirls contemporary actors through a costume dance

no place else but here.
Greenberg, Olander, and Rabkin (1983) No Place Else

Throughout this study, I frequently make reference to language — and to readers — as
they exist in the real world; on occasion, I discuss the real world as it is represented in
dystopian fiction. Furthermore, there are some references to the dystopian authors’ real
worlds. In addition to these various configurations of reality, there are various
configurations of unreality and unreal-reality: the fictional dystopian worlds, each of
which, as I shall elaborate, has conjunctions with both the author’s real world and the
reader’s real world. While accepting that, with reference to postmodernist thinking,

neither ‘real world’ nor ‘reality’ can be presented as neutral terms, I continue to use

both in this study, but with some qualif'lrcation..4

To disambiguate the non-fictional
‘real’ worlds I employ two distinct terms, each defining a particular spatio-temporal
relation. Firstly, to denote the contemporary real world — that is to say the empirically
observable reality of the present known world — I follow Peter Stockwell (2000: 147

and passim) and use base-reality. Secondly, to distinguish the historically-bound real



world of the author — the temporal circumstances from which a given dystopia emerges

— I employ Tom Moylan’s term, historical spacetime (2000: xii) (generally pre-
modified by the relevant author’s name) as a means to differentiate the ‘then-world’

from the ‘now-world’. However, to disambiguate the fictional, dystopian realities,

unrealities, and non-realities, and to locate them in relation to both base-reality and the
historical spacetime of the author, is a much more complex task; one which requires an
understanding of dystopia as depicting a futuristic, non-existent ‘no place’
simultaneously with its envisioned ‘bad place’, both of which embody some re-working
of a ‘this place’.” Later in this introductory chapter I revisit the issue of ‘reality’ when I
examine the positioning of dystopia within the genre of science fiction (§1.3.3); In
advance of that discussion, in this section I examine the critical movement towards

acceptance of dystopia’s deep-rooted location in some identifiable, more-or-less real

‘place’.

Critical recognition of dystopia as emergent from, and merged with, a sense of
‘place’ is a fairly recent development, held latent for decades by a doctrine of regarding

dystopian place or space as analogous with a utopian sense of ‘nowhere’. Dystopia
derives its etymological roots from Thomas More’s coinage of Ufopia to name both his
imaginary island and eponymous book, published in Latin in 1516 and translated into
English by Ralph Robinson in 1551.° More’s punning neologism, contrived from Greek
ou (not) in combination with topos (a place) — meaning literally a place that is not or no
place — invites the interpretation of the first syllable as eu (meaning pleasant or good)
when transliterated via Latin back into Greek. This ingenious bilingual wordplay thus

denotes a place that is non-existent while simultaneously being ideal. More elaborated

this paradox in a short verse on the volume’s flyleaf, which ends with the lines:

Wherefore not Utopie, but rather rightly

My name is Eutopie: a place of felicity.’
Utopia, 1n its double sense of ‘good place’ and ‘no place’, was a late revision of More’s
original working title for the book, which was Nusquamus, from the Latin nusquam,
meaning ‘not anywhere’.® Although this suggests More’s intention may have been to
advance the ‘placelessness’ of Uropia over its 1dealism, the two senses — imaginary no

place and exemplary good place — remain inseparably bonded in our understanding of

the term today.



When John Stuart Mill coined the word dystopia in 1868 it was those qualities
antithetical to the concept of utopia as a ‘good place’ that he sought to name, while
retaining the concept of ‘no place’. The Oxford English Dictionary records his invention

in the following illustrative quotation:

It is, perhaps, too complimentary to call them Utopians, they ought rather to
be called dys-topians, or caco-topians. What is commonly called Utopian is
something too good to be practicable; but what they appear to favour is too
bad to be practicable.

(The Oxford English Dictionary: earliest illustrative quotation for dystopia)

Here, Mill acknowledges the double meaning embodied in More’s invented term. His
explanatory remarks include the notion of either state as chimerical: ‘too good fo be
practicable’ or ‘too bad fo be practicable’ [my emphasis]. Yet this apparent antonym 1s
not a complete inversion of the twofold signification of uropia. Mill’s neologism
inverts only one of its two concurrent meanings — bad as the converse of good — while
preserving intact the parallel meaning — impracticable, imaginary. So this early
conception of dystopia maintains More’s original paradox - good / no place — by part-

reversing it to bad / no place.

Mill’s coinage did not immediately gain currency, and, in 1952, when J. Max
Patrick was reaching for a term to describe ‘utopia in the sense of nowhere; but [...] the
opposite of eutopia, the ideal society’, he settled on the (re)formulation dystopia, ‘if it is
permissible to coin a word’ (Negley & Patrick 1952: 298). Like Mill’s, Patrick’s ‘new’
word deliberately semi-inverts ufopia, as he, too, maintains ‘the sense of nowhere’ as an
intrinsic semantic component while focusing on the inversion of eu- ‘good’ to dys-
‘bad’. The retention of utopia’s defining sense of ‘nowhere’ in these neologisms figures
dystopia as a genre relating to imaginary societies located in illusory settings: thought-

experiments, far-removed from reality.

Although three of the dystopian genre’s defining texts — We (1924), Brave New
World (1932), and Nineteen Eighty-Four (1949) — had been published during the years
between Mill’s creation and Patrick’s re-creation of the term dystopia, none was
classified as such at the time of its publication. Instead, critics and commentators
persistently attempted to index dystopian texts in terms of their relationship to the
utopian genre. The range of classificatory labels employed include: utopian satire, anti-

utopia, reverse utopia, negative utopia, inverted utopia, regressive utopia, cacoutopia,



non-utopia, satiric utopia, nasty utopia, negative quasi-Utopia, and sour utopia
(Aldndge 1984: 5; Booker 1994a: 22n; Frye 1973: 28; Sisk 1997: 5). What is
immediately apparent is the inclusion of ufopia as a delimiting concept embedded in the
various constructions. The relationship between dystopia and utopia is framed as inter-
textual, mediated always through a utopian ‘no place’. Furthermore, the terms of the
inter-text relationship are strictly those of progenitor and progeny, with ‘positive’ utopia
generating its ‘negative’ offspring. This relationship is characterised by Krishan Kumar
as ‘a chain of challenge and response’ (1987: 128; 1991: 47), with utopia laying down

the challenge to which dystopia provides the response. Anti-utopia (a term which

Kumar considers synonymous with dystopia), he claims, is:

formed by utopia, and feeds parasitically on it. It depends for its survival on
the persistence of utopia. Utopia is the original, anti-utopia the copy — only,
as 1t were, always colored black. It is utopia that provides the positive
content to which anti-utopia makes the negative response.

(Kumar 1987: 100)
According to this view, dystopia — or indeed any of the negative manifestations of
utopia listed above — is generated only in response to utopian textual stimuli: dystopia is
a reaction or response to extant utopian literature, or utopian political tracts, rather than
a response to an existing actuality. By incorporating, rather than inverting, the sense of
‘no place’ inherent in our understanding of utopia, each of these terms perpetuates the
sense that there is no connection with the author’s historical spacetime, and denies the

possibility that dystopia can be an independent genre addressing concerns that fall

outside a previously-conceived utopia.

One of the most widely used terms, anti-utopia, does adequately name this
negative reaction to utopia; it describes the ways in which some texts criticise utopian
1deals and utopian thought (Sargent 1975: 138). But dystopia is both more and less than
anti-utopia. It is more in that it moves beyond criticism of the ideals portrayed in other
(utopian) texts and encompasses an extra-textual, grounded world-view. It is less in that
it may be defined more narrowly than anti-utopia. An anti-utopia could, conceivably,
be equally utopian in its aims as the utopia to which it responds: criticism of the
originating utopian text could take the shape of an alternative utopia which takes the
essential tenets of the original and improves upon them — criticising the utopia of the
source text, thus being anti-utopian. Consequently, any given dystopia may be

simultaneously an anti-utopia, in that it may arguably be located in opposition to



utopian thought, but not all anti-utopias are necessarily dystopias in that they may not

be directly concerned with any aspect of the author’s empirically-observed society.’

Margaret Atwood, author of two of the dystopias considered in this study (T#e
Handmaid's Tale and Oryx and Crake), has outlined the importance of the actual
historical moment to the generative inspiration for her works. She frames this in terms
of what she calls a what if. ‘Every novel begins with a what if,’ she states, ‘and then sets
forth its axioms. The what if of Oryx and Crake is simply, What if we continue down
the road we’re already on? How slippery is the slope?’’® To expand Atwood’s
comments out to dystopia in general, and more specifically, the distinction between
anti-utopia and dystopia, it is illuminating to accept firstly, that, as the author says,
every book ‘begins with a what if’. An anti-utopia would look at another utopia, a
utopian tract, blueprint, or ideal, and ask ‘what if?’, and begin to set forth its axioms,
framing a better or worse society. If a better, more ideal world were to be outlined, a
secondary utopia — now an anti-utopia — would ensue. If the world depicted were worse
than that of the source text, the result would be a text that is traditionally anti-utopian.

On the other hand, when asking ‘what if?’, if authors — like Atwood - looked, not at
another utopia, but at their own historical spacetime, and set forth their axioms based on

their conception of this reality, either a utopia or a dystopia is possible. If the author
outlines an apparently better, more ideal world than that which s/he perceives, a utopia
would result. Only if the world portrayed is worse than the author’s historical reality
would a dystopia be formed. The essential difference, then, between anti-utopia and

dystopia is that the latter is firmly grounded in the author’s material and cultural reality,
while the former need not be. As David W. Sisk (1997) remarks:

Dystopian fiction is fundamentally concerned with the writer’s present
society and builds its horrific power on extrapolating current trends to what

the writer considers their logically fearsome conclusions. Dystopian fiction
borders on the hortatory polemic: anti-utopian fiction may (or may not)
address the existing problems of its writer’s world, but dystopia must
always do so. For this reason, dystopian novels rarely attack specific
utopian visions, lashing out instead at serious flaws within the writer’s
contemporary society.

(Sisk 1997: 7)

Dystopia, then, comments on ‘place’ in a way that anti-utopia need not: the connections
with, observations about, and criticisms of, the author’s historical spacetime are always

manifestly retrievable from the dystopian work. Thus, while it retains utopia’s sense of



‘nowhere’, both in that it is essentially fictional, and in that its futuristic settings are at a
remove from base-reality, it is its distinct conjunctions with reality that define and impel
it.

It 1s not until the latter part of the twentieth century that literary critics
wholeheartedly accepted this notion of dystopian genesis being based on a concrete
reality. Critics of the science fiction genre are foremost among those who locate
narrative in relation to place (as well as to cultural, socio-political and historical
aspects), and dystopian texts extensively overlap with this definitively ‘other-world’
fiction (see §1.3.3). Because science fiction has been routinely viewed as marginal to
the conventional literary canon, critics in the field have striven particularly hard to
demonstrate the significant ways in which science fictions are connected to, and
comment on, the actual societies from which they originate. An attempt to locate
explicitly the constructed settings of dystopias in relation to their authors’ contemporary

reality comes from science-fiction critic Darko Suvin (1998), who defines dystopia as:

a community where sociopolititical institutions, norms, and relationships
between its individuals are organised in a significantly less perfect way than
in the author’s community.

(Suvin 1998: 170) [original emphasis]

Suvin’s definition makes clear the connection of the dystopian society to cultural and
personal correlates situated in the author’s society. This actualises the place — ‘the
author’s community’ — as the locus which provokes the dystopian response, which

contrasts markedly with earlier ‘placeless’ definitions.

Lyman Tower Sargent (1994; Claeys & Sargent 1999) similarly recognises the
importance of the author’s community as the inspiration for dystopian writing, but
additionally, he invokes the reader’s ‘place’ as part of his definition. Like other
commentators, he characterises utopia as ‘a nonexistent society described in detail’, but
unlike them, he goes on to situate this society as ‘normally located in time and space’
(1999: 1). Dystopia, or negative utopia, he suggests, is:

A utopia [a nonexistent society described in considerable detail and

normally located in time and space] that the author intended a

contemporaneous reader to view as considerably worse than the society in
which the reader lived.

(Sargent 1994: 9; Claeys & Sargent 1999: 1)

10



Sargent’s definition emphasises dystopian ‘place’ as directly relative to the reader’s
world — in other words, based in an actualised, concrete reality that the author intended
the reader to recognise as such. In doing this, his definition of dystopia achieves further
inversion of the paired significations inherent in More’s original conception, while
retaining the central interpretation of the depicted community as fictional. More’s good
place is countered by a ‘considerably worse’ place, and his no place becomes relevant
to a concrete location: ‘the society in which the reader lived’. The dystopian society is
not the author’s society reproduced with verisimilitude, but a speculative, future-based

version of it, connected to reality by way of extrapolative threads. It re-places the
author’s society in a futuristic possible world as it delineates possible outcomes of

present trends in clearly recognisable trajectories; moreover, it emphasises this ‘place’

—the setting, society, or environment — as commensurate with the reader’s ‘place’.

Samuel R. Delany suggests that what is conventionally the ‘background’ in

realist (or, as he terms it, mundane) fiction, is foregrounded in science fiction in such a
way as to ‘replace, displace, and reorganize the elements of the mundane world into new

worlds® (1991: 525) [original emphasis]. The same is emphatically true of dystopia: its
sense of ‘place’ prevails — even over its sense of plot or characterisation — to the extent
that Stockwell (2000) terms these texts architexts; a term designed to capture and reflect
the inherent focus on what he calls their ‘conceptual architecture’. An architext, in
Stockwell’s terms, is ‘any science fictional narrative which configures a fully worked-
out, rich world’; furthermore, this world ‘provides stylistic cues that encourage a

mapping of the whole textual universe with the reader’s reality’ (2000: 204).

Acceptance of dystopia as representing a bleak, dislocated — but possible —
reality had, by the end of the twentieth century, become the dominant mode of
interpreting dystopia. Consequently, the antonymical inversion of utopia’s ‘no place’
has been completed. Shifting the focus from ethereality to reality resulted in more
confident assertions that dystopia comments directly upon — (re)produces, even — the
society from which it emerges. The contemporary approach to dystopia, therefore, is to
admit, encourage, and explore both its relevance to, and its referents in, the actualised
‘place’ — the concrete, real-world concerns of its author. This fundamental shift in the
critical focus on dystopia ~ a move from reading dystopia as social imagining to
dystopia as social reality ~ has allowed critics to evaluate frankly and comment on the

real-world referents of the fictions. M. Keith Booker, for example, takes this aspect as
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the thesis of his book, The Dystopian Impulse in Modern Literature: Fiction as Social
Criticism (1994b) where he explains at the outset:

I wish to underscore the role of dystopian fiction as social criticism. In
particular, I emphasize throughout this study that the treatment of imaginary
societies in the best dystopian fiction is always highly relevant more or less
directly to specific “realworld” societies and issues.

(Booker 1994b 18-19)

Similarly, Tom Moylan advances the relevance of real-world issues as the central
interpretational principle of his Marxist-oriented readings of dystopian texts. Moylan’s
‘critical dystopia’, like Booker’s ‘dystopia as social criticism’, takes as axiomatic the
representation of reality inherent in the dystopian ‘place’. Dystopia has, Moylan

remarks, ‘produced challenging cognitive maps of the historical situation by way of
Imaginary societies that are even worse than those that lie outside their authors’ and

readers’ doors’ (2000: x1). He continues:

Its very textual machinery invites the creation of alternative worlds in which
the historical spacetime of the author can be re-presented in a way that
foregrounds the articulation of its economic, political, and cultural
dimensions. [D]ystopian critique can enable its writers and readers to find

their way within — and sometimes against and beyond — the conditions that
mask the very causes of the harsh realities in which they live.

(Moylan 2000: xii)

One obstacle remains in reading dystopia as directly relevant to a given
historical place. This lies in the apparently subjective judgement of what constitutes
‘considerably worse’ or ‘less perfect’ than the author’s reality.!" Suvin goes some way
to resolving this problem in the continuation of his definition quoted above. Dystopia is
‘significantly less perfect [...] than the author’s community’ when it is ‘seen by a
representative of a discontented social class or fraction, whose value-system defines
“perfection” (1998: 170). There is little doubt that the dystopian world is viewed as
flawed from the point of view of the focalising character (or characters) in any given
dystopia, as their principal function is to highlight the injustice or inequality of the
oppressive or totalitarian system under which they live (§1.3.2 considers the stylistic
notion of focalisation as key to the reading of dystopian fiction). However, the
temporal and spatial location of the reader in relation to the author is less

straightforwardly predictable. For example, the ruling fundamentalist theocratic order

of Gilead in The Handmaid's Tale is positively dystopian for Offred and most Western
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readers. Yet how dystopian is the setting from the point of view of a religious

fundamentalist who may regard such a society as a utopian ideal?

Erica Gottlieb considers just this problem in Dystopian Fiction East and West:
Universe of Terror and Trial (2001), which attempts to differentiate between the

‘classic’ Western dystopia and narratives relating stories of oppression and the

miscarriage of justice produced from within totalitarian societies that are the setting for
yet other dystopian works. To this end, Gottlieb considers a range of political novels
written under various phases of totalitarian dictatorship in the USSR, Poland, Hungary,

and Czechoslovakia between 1920 and 1991, and notes that ‘these works are still clearly
expressive of the dystopian impulse, although they deal with the writer’s own society

. b b

“as 1s”’(2001: 5). She concludes that one of the key differences between the two groups
of fictions is that the characteristic Western speculative futuristic time-frame disappears
in Eastern European works, to be replaced by ‘a nightmare world not as a

phantasmagorical vision of the future but as an accurate reflection of the “worst of all

possible worlds” experienced as a historical reality’ (2001: 17).

In these works, ‘place’, in terms of the physical location of the author, is
replicated — rather than speculatively constructed — as a dystopian ‘bad place’.
Although these works may be regarded as having a dystopian element when viewed
from the standpoint of one whose ‘value-system defines “perfection™ in Western terms,
they cannot be properly said to be dystopias, since they lack the speculative, temporally
dislocated aspect that defines the genre (which is explored further in §1.2.2). While
dystopia has a specific connection to real-world concerns,l that 1s not to say that it
reflects the author’s historical spacetime in an uncomplicated mimetic fashion; rather it
takes aspects of the author’s reality as starting points for extrapolative projections and
possibilities, and draws them out to horrific proportions. Dystopia’s representation of
‘place’, then, 1s one of its chief defining characteristics: to be categorised as dystopia, a
text cannot locate its spatio-historical aspect in what is; instead it re-envisions salient

aspects of what 1s, and transmutes them temporally into what could be.

An advantage of working from the assumption that there is a genre-specific
connection to ‘place’ in dystopia is that it enables meaningful links to be made between
actual socio-historical and cultural issues in the author’s historical spacetime and the
fictional treatment of the same. The understanding of dystopian ‘place’ that underlies

this study mirrors exactly that expressed by Booker: dystopias are, he says, ‘more or
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less thinly veiled refigurations of a situation that already exists in reality’ (1994a: 19).

Throughout this study, I presuppose an explicit connection to real-world phenomena,
and therefore assume that any fictional representation of language is based on — or

extrapolated from — language as the author perceives it in his or her reality.

1.2.2 Dystopia in time: ‘elsewhen [...] but here’

They spend their time mostly looking forward to the past.
John Osbome (1956) Look Back in Anger

Dystopia is a peculiarly recent phenomenon in literary terms: while anti-utopias have
responded periodically to utopias ever since More’s Utopia initiated the process, the
dystopia proper — that is to say, the genre which derives its genesis and motivation from
its author’s historical spacetime rather than from utopia or utopian thought — is no older
than the twentieth century. Concern with the development of the genre through time is
evident across the humanities, through the interest of literary, political, historical, and
philosophical scholars, and discussions of how and why this era should provide such
rich resources for the dystopian imagination appear across similarly extensive
disciplinary boundaries.'”” Such considerations are beyond the scope of this study,
which, although firmly rooted in texts published in the twentieth and early twenty-first
centuries, attends to temporal questions only insofar as they have the potential to impact
upon language. This is, however, a significant potential, and one which requires some
clarification, since the peculiarities of the way dystopian fiction is located in time are

indicated by linguistic markers which, for the reader, locate the fiction in relation to

complex temporal states.

Dystopian fiction, along with its utopian counterpart, is, in part, defined by its
idiosyncratic temporal positioning. Commonly set in a remote future, these fictions are
ostensibly discontinuous with the present, yet are continuous with it via extrapolative
links. Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World (1932), for example, is set in the year ‘A.F.
632’°, hence around six centuries into the future, given that ‘A.F’ (‘After Ford’) is taken
to refer to the US motor tycoon, Henry Ford (1863-1947). Ford’s pioneering and
revolutionary assembly-line mass production methods immediately precede — and
accordingly inform — the historical spacetime in which Huxley wrote and published
Brave New World, with the famous Model T being produced by these then-novel
techniques from 1908 to 1927. Consequently, at the point of publication, an aspect of
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the author’s historical spacetime — here, the emergence of mass-production methods —

coincides temporally with the contemporaneous reader’s base-reality (accepting that a
1930s adult reader would have some cognisance of Henry Ford, his product, and his
methods). So, at its simplest level — and in keeping with a New Historicist reading — the
socio-historical temporal context of the text’s production is inherently realised in its
internal substance. In this respect, it does not differ from other genres whose influences

and themes can be seen to be cotemporaneous with their conditions of composition. It
does differ, however, in its presentation of these circumstances as though they occurred

in the distant past, and have already become historical rather than contemporary. Brave
New World, consonantly with other dystopias, begins in medias res, engaging its reader
In this futuristic setting without ever explicitly acknowledging that it is the future. As
Raffaella Baccolini notes, dystopias customarily ‘open\directly on the nightmarish

society, with no need for time and/or space dislocation for the dystopian citizen’ (1996:

343)."° In short, the author’s present is relocated to the past when viewed from the

narrative perspective of the future.

Brave New World 1s more specific than many dystopias in providing a fairly
exact date for its temporal location. More characteristic of the genre is to suggest its

projection into the future by way of an oblique reference to the past (which, of course, is
some approximation of the author’s present). David Karp’s One exemplifies this
implicative tactic quite effectively. Published in 1953, it opens, without any reference
to temporal setting, in a busy dining hall peopled by timeless characters eating and
conversing. However, as early as the third page, when the narrator, Professor Burden,
lip-reads a fellow-diner’s mention of the artist, Picasso, his musing on the name begins
to suggest some temporal dislocation: ‘Early and middle twentieth-century painter,
Burden decided. But he knew little about him.” (p.7)."* The possibility of a historical
standpoint lies in his reference to the ‘middle twentieth-century’ since it occurs in a text
produced almost exactly mid-twentieth-century. This, together with the reference to
Picasso, who in his lifetime (1881-1973) was consistently prominent throughout
Europe, gestures toward the future, although somewhat indefinably. The early allusive

temporal signalling, however, is confirmed just a few lines later when, having heard

another character ask, ‘Wouldn’t you even care for one quick roll in the hay?’, Burden
‘didn’t quite understand the meaning of the expression, which he knew was archaic

English’ (p.7). To position modern idiomatic English as ‘archaic’ is clearly to describe
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a time so far into the future — if idioms such as this have fallen out of use and become

incomprehensible — that the temporal distance must be measurable in centuries rather
than decades. Dystopia propels its readers directly into this indefinite future, but
simultaneously maintains contact with the author’s present. In both Brave New World
and One, it is a living human referent — Henry Ford in the former, and Pablo Picasso in
the latter — that provides a point of reference from which extrapolative filaments trace a
connective path from the present to the future; and the bi-directional nature of this path
enables — encourages, even — the cognitive return journey, so that the present may be

viewed from the perspective of a possible future.

As will be elaborated, dystopia’s peculiar relationship with time contributes to
its didactic impetus. It does so largely because, in addition to its characteristic setting in
the future and its explicit conjunctions with the author’s present, 1t is further defined as
a genre by its incorporation and interrogation of the historical past. Writing in 1967,
Mark R. Hillegas cites the influence of ‘the governments of Hitler, Stalin, or Roosevelt’
(1967: 4) on the genesis of the dystopian genre; by 1982, Sargent is able to add ‘Korea,
Vietnam, the Middle East, Northern Ireland, the Gulag Archipelago, the rising rate of
violent crime, the Cold War, the apparent failure of the welfare state, ecological
disaster, and corruption’ to this list of what he calls the ‘failure’ of the twentieth century
(1982: 577). At the end of the century, Moylan reflects on a ‘hundred years of
exploitation, repression, state violence, war, genocide, disease, famine, ecocide,
depression, debt, and the steady depletion of humanity through the buying and selling of
everyday life’ (2000: xi). These ‘terrors of the twentieth century’ supply the historical
material which motivates the dystopian nightmare: as Sisk affirms, ‘[tJwentieth-century
history provides an embarrassment of riches with which dystopian writers construct
fictions that are as plausible as they are bleak’ (1997: 10). This focus on the mistakes
and failures of the past is insinuated in every dystopian image of the future; crucially,
for most authors of dystopias, the derelictions and disintegrations of the past provide
salutary indications of the way the future could transpire. Terry Eagleton’s (2005)
articulation of this extraordinarily complex utopianist treatment of time captures some
of its capacity to disorient: ‘we must’, he says, ‘move backward into the future with our

eyes fixed mournfully on that great heap of wreckage that is the past.”"

Dystopia, then, can be figured as a double-sided temporal mirror: held up to the

present, it reflects the past in one plane and the future in the other. Yet, if it 1s a mirror
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it is a peculiarly distorted one: its reflection of the past is translucent, allowing history
to filter through and shape the future; while its reflection of the future bears an uncanny
— and enlightening — resemblance to the present. This commingling of past, present,
and future is central to any understanding of dystopia at a generic and thematic level.

Moreover — and of particular importance to this study — the realisation and execution of
this aspect of the dystopian impulse is communicated to the reader largely by reference
to linguistic markers of each of these temporal states. Chapter three considers the
impact of ‘future’ time in greater detail in its examination of speculative language,
while chapter four looks at ‘past’ time as represented through reflective language. As

will become clear through the case-studies considered in these two chapters, time and

language are intimately connected in dystopian fictions.

1.3.1 Genre boundaries: dystopia’s ‘matrix of amalgamates’

To the extent that art approaches one or another of its boundaries, to that extent
it gradually loses something of its essence and assimilates the essence of that
which it borders upon.

Gary S. Morson (1981) The Boundaries of Genre'®

The genre boundaries of dystopia are notoriously difficult to establish, most

problematically where they collide and overlap with science fiction and utopia. As
Edward Mozejko (2002) resignedly notes, ‘dystopian fiction does not lend itself to easy
explanation’. He continues:

[I]ts difficulty arises from the complexity of its matrix which amalgamates,

as 1t were, a variety of narrative strategies ranging from satire and social and

politically committed prose to utopian literature, science fiction, fantasy,

and the absurd. It 1s placed at the intersection of all these generic paradigms,

and with its futurological mind-set remains on the fringe of science fiction
and as part of speculative literature.

(Mozejko 2002)"7
Dystopia’s ‘matrix of amalgamates’ extends outward to include fable, allegory, and, in
the case of Orwell’s much alluded-to, re-interpreted, and adapted Nineteen Eighty-Four,
even myth. Classification of the genre of dystopia has been examined at length, often in
a quest to delineate absolute boundaries capable of unambiguous definition. Ultimately,
however, most attempts are confounded by the complexity and heterogeneity of
dystopia, and result in necessarily ambivalent categorisations, such as Gary Saul

Morson’s ‘threshold’ or ‘boundary’ works (1981: x), Baccolini’s ‘genre-blurring’

(2000: 13-34), and Moylan’s ‘hybrid textuality’ (2000: 147). In practice, it secems many
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works of dystopian fiction may feasibly belong to more than one of Mozejko’s
Intersecting categories concurrently. Since neither narratology nor genre classifications
are the primary focus here, I consider genre only as a means to define the term dystopia

more precisely as it pertains to this study. In succeeding sections, I pay close attention

to the two most blurred boundaries: firstly, that separating dystopia from utopia, where

it would seem that contradictory and mutually exclusive genre-categorising
characteristics must exist between such polarised concepts (§1.3.2); secondly, that — if
any such boundary exists — between dystopia and science fiction (§1.3.3). Prior to that,

however, I shall consider the above-mentioned ‘intersections’ with other genres, since a
preliminary survey of these associations will clarify the understanding of dystopia that
informs this work. Since the genres most closely allied to dystopia often incorporate
treatments of language specific to, or characteristic of, their own genre — science fiction

being a prime example (see §3.3.1) — it is important to the central aims of this study to

differentiate, as far as is possible, between those other genres and what might be termed
dystopia proper.

Of those categories mentioned above, the ‘amalgamates® which are reciprocally
Inclusive in terms of dystopian genre classification include satire, allegory, and
speculative fiction; indeed, Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four and Atwood’s The
Handmaid'’s Tale and Oryx and Crake, each of which is treated in subsequent chapters,
fit unequivocally into these categories. Satire, as a literary convention which exposes,
ridicules, and derides the failings of people, institutions, and cultures, perfectly
accommodates the dystopist’s compulsion to depict societal shortcomings.'® Allegory,
likewise, covers and discovers co-existent layers of meaning beneath the obviously
visible in much the same way that dystopia conventionally embodies correspondences
between its internal concerns and their external manifestations. Of particular
significance to this study is the co-classification of dystopian fiction with speculative
fiction. Dystopia, in its very nature, is a genre marked by its speculative impulse —
whether speculative is conceived either as deeply contemplative or as conjecturally
extrapolative — and this particular aspect of genre classification will substantially inform
the discussions of language in subsequent chapters. Satire, allegory, and speculative
fiction, then, are subsumed within the conception of dystopia that underpins this study;

moreover, each admits of, and indicates, the essential connections to an underlying

sense of ‘place’ as outlined above.
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Fantasy, fable, myth, and the absurd, however, conspicuously lack the
conjunctions with ‘place’ that are so crucial to the definition of dystopia. Each of these
categories may include fictional works which feature a significant dystopian element,
but their delimiting conditions of genre definition render them discrepant with the
dystopian genre per se. Fantasy, for example, routinely admits within its boundaries the
impossible, the magical, and the supernatural; dystopia seldom does. Philip Pullman’s
‘His Dark Materials’ trilogy (Northern Lights (1995), The Subtle Knife (1997), and The
Amber Spyglass (2000)), for example, is routinely read as dystopian children’s
literature. Yet, given that these narratives incorporate soul-eating Spectres, angels, and
daemons which exist in worlds accessed through a ‘patch’ which enables the
protagonist to step ‘through the hole in the fabric of this world and into another’ (The
Subtle Knife (1997: 16)), they belong more definably to the genre of fantasy than they
do to the genre of dystopia.'” That is not to say a significant dystopian element does not
permeate these texts; clearly it does, but I would suggest that the otherworldly fantastic
celements exceed and subsume the dystopian elements, thus locating these texts

generically more within fantasy than dystopia. Nevertheless, I acknowledge the ‘fuzzy’
nature of the boundary between these two genres, and would suggest that to regard them
as gradable, along a continuum from fantasy-dystopia to dystopia-fantasy might provide
a workable solution. Pullman’s trilogy, according to these criteria, might be usefully
positioned as fantasy-dystopia, while the other end of the scale, where dystopia is
predominant, would accommodate, for example, Doris Lessing’s The Memoirs of a
Survivor (1974). Lessing’s text features a protagonist who, like Will in The Subtle
Knife, enters a different time-space continuum by transcending physical barriers in the

known world; unlike Will, however, Lessing’s protagonist returns frequently to the

novel’s ‘real world’, and reflects on a reality that is identifiably consistent with our
own. | elaborate on the conception of more and less ‘reality-bound’ in §1.3.3;
meanwhile, I reiterate that the understanding of dystopia I adhere to throughout this

study takes as axiomatic the existence of a recognisable, textually evinced ‘place’ in the

form of a ‘dis-placement of our reality’ (Stockwell 2000: 211); hence only those fantasy

narratives at the dystopia-fantasy limit of the spectrum are considered here.

Returning to fable, myth, and the absurd as ‘intersections’ with dystopia, I
would indicate that, again, these genres, like fantasy, demonstrate an absence of a

concretising ‘real’ location; in addition, each has a specific narrative strategy that
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distances it from dystopia. Fable, like dystopia, didactically conveys a lesson; but
unlike dystopia, it is incumbent on the fabular tale to conclude with a moral, precept, or
aphorism. Dystopia, characteristically, ends without resolution, leaving an open play of
possibilities, and thus encouraging the reader to contemplate its contingency. L.P
Hartley’s Facial Justice (1960), often considered dystopian, counters this principle — its
protagonist, Jael 97 conquers, eradicates, and supplants the totalitarian ‘Dictator’ — and
it is this plot conclusion which ultimately brings into question the novel’s dystopian
classification; indeed, in his introduction to the 1987 Oxford Classics edition, Peter

Quennell amends his categorisation of the text from ‘tale’ to ‘fable’ (Quennell 1987: 35).
Similarly, Orwell’s Animal Farm (1945), subtitled A Fairy Story, exhibits a morally
didactic and decisive ending, thus rendering it more fable than dystopia; yet despite this,
its dystopian elements cannot be denied. As with the category of fantasy, above, this
assimilation of non-dystopian characteristics does not preclude a text from including
significant elements of dystopia; instead, it suggests an alternative primary genre

categorisation, with dystopia as an ancillary — rather than principal — genre designation.

Myth, as a generic order, has interesting intersections with dystopia: each serves
as a means of accounting for the imperfections of humanity; each expresses
fundamental truths about existence; each invites a new or metaphorical understanding of
culture and society.  Additionally, dystopia’s peculiar relationship to time,
encompassing past, present, and future, is perhaps most closely reflected in the
‘universal’ qualities of myth. These correspondences notwithstanding, there are
consequential differences between the two genres that make myth incompatible with the
definition of dystopia used here. Once again, the main obstacle is discovered in
dystopia’s categorical insistence on establishing its narrative in relation to a tangible
‘place’. Throughout this study, the texts discussed are demonstrably located in, or
around, twentieth-century Western societies; myth, however, requires no such historical
anchorage; although 1t often purports to take place in the past, myth also can have a
timeless and placeless quality, evincing a classic and multiform mode of existence. A
given dystopia does, however, if subjected to the re-tellings, adaptations, and varying
interpretations that distinguish myth, have the potential to develop into something
approaching the mythical: aspects of Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, arguably, have
already attained mythical status. The novel’s depiction of ‘doublethink’, for example,

has transformed into the present-day ‘doublespeak’; ‘Big Brother’ and ‘Room 101’ have
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been adapted to name television programmes; and the adjective Orwellian connotes any

authoritanian intrusion into privacy and liberty. Since both forms — dystopia and myth —
centrally concern extreme or undesirable aspects of humanity, these convergences are

probably quite unremarkable; indeed, to read dystopia as the contemporary equivalent

20

of myth would be a productive interpretive convention.”° However, the focus on

dystopia’s dependence on a particularised ‘place’ throughout this study precludes such a

reading.

To make a distinction between dystopia and the absurd also necessitates
consideration of dystopia’s location in relation to some kind of reality. Moreover, it
requires an understanding of the absurd as located in incomprehensible unreality.

Additionally, the two genres diverge through their contrary presentation of purpose:
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dystopia manifests the purposeful, while the absurd exposes the purposeless." Franz

Kafka’s The Trial (1925) exemplifies both the unreality and the purposelessness of the
absurd, even while revealing recurrent dystopian elements. Josef K’s arrest, trial, and
punishment in The Trial are markedly congruent with the circumstances of Winston

Smith’s corresponding experiences in Nineteen Eighty-Four, which suggests that the
two texts share a dystopian motivation. Yet, while the effect of totalitarian authority is
seen equally in both texts, the rationale behind this authority 1s entirely absent from
Katka’s work; there is never, at any point, any construction of a higher purpose
impelling Josef K’s trial. Also entirely absent from The Trial is any discernible sense of
geographical or temporal location: the narrative pointedly declines to situate itself
beyond vague and indeterminate references such as ‘one morning’, ‘the street’, and ‘the
courtroom’. As with fantasy, fable, and myth, the absurd discloses the conventions of
its dominant genre in such a way as to subordinate its dystopian elements. While the
existence of such dystopian elements encourages ‘intersections’ of these disparate
genres with dystopia, they deflect — or at least discourage — such texts’ inclusion in any

postulated unalloyed dystopian ‘canon’.

The ‘intersections’ that Mozejko observes of dystopia with science fiction and
utopian literature are somewhat more intricate, and are examined in more detail in
§1.3.2 and §1.3.3 respectively. His remaining category — ‘social and politically
committed prose’ — is one where some clarification would help specify the range of this
study. Firstly, I note that, in its very temperament, all dystopian literature is inevitably

socially and politically committed. But since there exist many other forms of socially
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and politically committed prose, I realise that this area is potentially burdened with
associations I would wish to avoid here. By way of an example, Steven Carter’s (2000)
A Do-It-Yourself Dystopia: The Americanization of Big Brother typifies socially and
politically committed prose in a form which sets it beyond the scope of this study. This

text, which considers, among other issues, the economic and social ramifications of the
loss of individual freedoms in America today, aims, with reference to Orwell’s Nineteen
Eighty-Four, ‘to search for hidden oligarchies of the American self’ (2000: back cover).
While it is clearly socially and politically committed in its subject material, it is
fundamentally non-fictional commentary mediated through a fictional dystopian focus:
its constituent essays examine contemporary American society not as a literary
construct, but as 1t exists as an actuality. Although I have already stressed the
importance of dystopia’s relationship to ‘place’, crucially, it is the dis-location, or
alienation of a recognisable ‘place’ which contributes so profoundly to identification of
the genre; any literal, accurate presentation of place as a present social reality lacks the

imaginative dis-placement that characterises dystopia.

The genre’s amalgamation with allegory, to which I refer above, perhaps best
elucidates the distinction between the dystopian treatment of socio-political issues and
their realisation in other literary or non-literary forms. That the dystopian alternative
social realities are temporally and spatially dislocated imaginary constructs — albeit
intimately attuned to actual societies, events and trends in their authors’ historical
spacetime — 1s essentially allegorical, and encourages the reader’s comprehension,
assimilation, and subsequent transposition of correspondences and parallels between the
textual and the material worlds.”? This allegorical impetus bolsters dystopian fictions’
sustained relevance and enables interpretations of the reader’s base-reality mediated
through the allegory. As Moylan notes, dystopian fiction invokes enlightening
connections ‘between an individual reader’s limited perspective, the estranged re-vision
of the alternative world on the pages of a given text, and the actually existing society’
(2000: xvi1). Andrew Stone (2003) provides just such a topical — and allegorical —
interpretation of Orwell’s dystopia, and considers a range of what he suggests are
‘features of Nineteen Eighty-Four which should give the modern reader pause for

thought’. He continues:

The use of torture in a legal vacuum should remind us of the plight of
‘enemy combatants’ held indefinitely and in legal limbo by the US at
Guantanamo and Bagram, as well as the ‘terrorist suspects’ denied due
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process in Britain [...]. This is a richly detailed vision of a society we should

all want to avoid.
(Stone 2003)>

In Stone’s analysis, the allegory inscribed in Orwell’s delineation of Winston Smith’s
treatment in ‘Room 101’ commutes, over half a century later, into a critique of
contemporary ‘torture in a legal vacuum’ at Guantinamo and Bagram, and silently
appeals to the web of associative connotations encrypted in that allegory. It is precisely
what Moylan terms the ‘estranged re-vision’ (2000: xvii) of socio-political issues in

dystopian fiction which creates its allegorical possibilities; non-fictional accounts are
neither ‘estranged’, nor are they ‘re-visions’. Victoria Brittain and Gillian Slovo’s
(2004) dramatisation Guantanamo: ‘Honor Bound to Defend Freedom’, for example,
transcribes interviews with detainees held at Guantanamo Bay (and their families) and
reproduces letters, political debate, and legal opinion. Like those narratives emerging
from within Eastern bloc societies discussed in Dystopian Fiction East and West:

Universe of Terror and Trial (2001), Guantanamo depicts torture and oppression under

a totalitarian regime as ‘a nightmare world [...] experienced as a historical reality’
(Gottlieb 2001: 17), but, unlike those narratives, Guantanamo 1s not fiction: it is
testimony. In consequence of its verbatim reportage, it is essentially literal rather than

metaphorical, and thus lacks the necessary figurative, allegorical, dystopia-defining

distance. Political and social accounts which focus on factual, extant circumstances are

1.%* Dystopia, like utopia, ‘distinguishes itself’,

non-fictional; dystopia is always fictiona
as Kumar confirms, ‘from other forms of [...] society, and from other forms of social
and political theory, by being in the first place a piece of fiction’ (1991: 20). The
conception of dystopia in this thesis solely pertains to fictional representations; I refer to

dystopia here only insofar as it is understood to indicate the literary genre.

The foregoing assessment of some of dystopia’s complex ‘matrix of
amalgamates’ at their intersections with the other genres suggests a ‘cline of dystopian-
ness’, or a ‘relative dystopianity’, which admits those texts revealing dystopian elements
toward its lower reaches, but reserves its upper extent for those texts which cannot
readily be appropriated by other genres. Throughout this study I focus primarily on
those texts at the most unequivocally dystopian extreme of the scale; however I

occasionally include discussion and analysis of some of those texts whose predominant

genre classification lies elsewhere. The often-significant dystopian elements contained
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in such texts render them suitable examples for an examination of their presentation of

language, even if only as a means of comparison with more manifestly dystopian texts.

1.3.2 Utopian boundaries: ‘a matter of point of view’

Like all walls it was ambiguous, two-faced. What was inside it and what was
outside it depended upon which side of it you were on.

Ursula K. le Guin (1974) The Dispossessed

Before examining the boundary between dystopia and utopia, it is necessary to point out
that I follow Sargent (1999) in accepting all dystopias and all utopias as variants of his
superordinate classification wutopianism, or ‘social dreaming’ (Sargent 1999: 1).”
Within utopianism, Sargent includes ufopia, eutopia, dystopia, utopian satire, anti-
utopia, and critical utopia (Claeys & Sargent 1999: 1-2), and uses the superordinate
term to indicate ‘the imaginative projection, positive or negative, of a society that is
substantially different from the one in which the author lives’, the ‘primary
characteristic’ of which is ‘its nonexistence combined with a fopos — a location in time
and space’, which must be ‘recognizably good or bad to the intended reader’ (1999:
1).?® While accepting utopianism as a formal ‘umbrella-genre’, I focus here exclusively
on those texts which, in Sargent’s terms would be ‘negative’ and ‘recognizably bad to
the intended reader’: that is to say, dystopias. However, even within this narrowed-
down ficld, the definition — and the distinction — between dystopia itself and its fellow
sub-genres of utopianism is somewhat problematic; not least insofar as its situation and

interpretation remains dependent on what Sargent terms the ‘intended reader’.

The boundary between utopia and dystopia is indistinct, mutable, or contingent,
in the view of those critics who consider the differentiation dependent on the relative
critical positioning of the ‘intended reader’. In his 1965 essay, ‘Varieties of Literary
Utopias’, Northrop Frye expressed the belief that ‘what is a serious utopia to its author,
and to many of its readers, could be read as a satire by a reader whose emotional
attitudes were different’” (1973 [1965]: 29).2" Similar views are often seen: Kumar, for
example, suggests that ‘anti-utopian satire can be read as utopia by those so minded’
(1987: 105); while Lucy Sargisson notes not only that ‘one man’s dream may be
another’s nightmare’, but also that ‘feminists have pointed out that men’s utopias are

often women’s dystopias’.** Anna Vaninskaya considers this confusion axiomatic: ‘that
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one person’s utopia can act as another’s dystopia’, she notes, ‘is a fundamental paradox

of utopian thought’ (2003: 83).

These comments suggest that the reader’s subjective judgement — his or her
beliefs, opinions, and values — constitute the determining factor in distinguishing
dystopia from utopia generically. John Carey would seem to corroborate this
‘viewpoint’ approach when he insists that ‘dystopia is merely a utopia from another
point of view’ (1999: xii). Robert M. Philmus expresses much the same idea: ‘the
difference between utopia and dystopia’, he summarily states, ‘finally comes down to a
matter of point of view’ (quoted in Moylan 2000: 312n). If it is the constitution,
governance, or ideological basis of the dystopian society itself that 1s being judged, it
seems reasonable to assume that individual readers may come to different
interpretations of whether this is a good (utopian) or bad (dystopian) system in
principled accordance with their personal beliefs, opinions, or values. Carey favours
this rationalisation, explaining that ‘Orwell’s Big Brother or the directors of Huxley’s
Brave New World [...] are utopians in their own eyes’ (1999: xii).?’ Thus, in Carey’s
purview, a reader with a predisposition for insensate hedonism might perceive the
society of Huxley’s Brave New World as conceptually better than the society in which
that reader lives, and therefore view it as utopian, despite its more prevalent reception as
dystopian. Certainly, the opposite can be true: in spite of B. F. Skinner’s assertions that
his Walden Two (1948) was conceived and written as a utopia, it is ‘received by most
readers as decidedly dystopian or even anti-utopian’ (Moylan 2000: 73). Ultimately,
these critical positions allow that different readers will read a text differently, which
may well be true; however, for the purposes of this study, I shall focus on the stylistics-
based notion of ‘point of view’ as a functional basis upon which to build a generic

distinction that allows for — and, to an extent, accounts for — this readerly disparity.

Katie Wales defines point of view (in the context of its stylistic function in

narrative fiction) as a concept which:

entails not only the presence of a conceptualising character or focalizer, but
also a particular way of conceptualising a world-view or ideology, whether
the focalizer is a character or an implied author.

(Wales 2001: 307)

The ‘conceptualising character’, or focaliser is central to the understanding of what Paul

Simpson (1993) calls ‘a projection of positions and perspectives’ and ‘a way of

23



communicating attitudes and assumptions’ (1993: 2).%° It is also, I claim here, central to
the understanding of whether a text is primarily utopian or primarily dystopian. The
narrative ‘mood’, or ‘psychological point of view’ (Simpson 1993: 33), is always
communicated through a character (or characters) representing the focalisation of the
narrative. In dystopian fiction, focalisation is invariably through a character (or
characters) positioned peripherally to the controlling structures, but always close
enough to be directly affected by the actions of those in control. Winston Smith, the
protagonist of Nineteen Eighty-Four, for example, occupies this mid-level estranged-
yet-entangled situation: connected sufficiently to the Party to be to some extent aware of
its machinations, yet externalised enough to be disaffected. The details of the fictive
world that the reader of Nineteen Eighty-Four must assimilate are presented exclusively
through Winston as the focalising character. As Roger Fowler (1995) has established,
the whole text ‘1s communicated through the sensations and thoughts of Winston Smith,

without any authorial commentary [...]. The reader is told things that s/he did not
know, but nothing that Winston could not have known’ (1995: 186-7). Given that

focalisation, as Wales notes, inevitably entails an ideological perspective, the reader of a
utopia or dystopia is drawn to an interpretation of the relative merits of the society (that
1s to say, its degree of dys- or u-topianism) by way of a narrative mediated through the

ideological standpoint of this (usually malcontent) part-informed observer.”’

If, then, the generic distinction between utopia and dystopia is based on readers’
evaluation of the society as mediated through the ideological stance of the focalising
character(s), rather than being based on an interpretation of the ideological stance of the
societal infrastructure, it seems likely that there might be a higher incidence of
agreement between readers as to whether a given text is utopian or dystopian. This
hypothesis 1s the subject of an undeveloped reader-response pilot study I conducted in
May 2003 with student-participants who had read Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four and
Atwood’s The Handmaid’s Tale (see Appendix I).** These participants were asked to
consider eight characters in turn from each novel, and rank on a 1-5 scale how dystopian
or utopian they (as readers) judged the society to be when viewed from the perspective
of each character. Nineteen Eighty-Four’s focaliser, Winston Smith, was allotted
values of 1 or 2 (1 = completely dystopian, 2 = mostly dystopian) by all respondents, as
was The Handmaid's Tale’s first-person narrator and focaliser, Offred. These results

quite clearly demonstrate that readers are unified in their reception of these texts as
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dystopian when viewed from the focaliser’s perspective. However, when the
participants responded to the same question in relation to characters who were
identifiably part of the controlling powers, responses varied across the scale. Two
characters from Nineteen Eighty-Four — Big Brother and O’Brien — evoked strong

responses at both extremes of the continuum, and the same is true of Aunt Lydia and the
Commander from The Handmaid’s Tale. In most cases, readers’ opinions are polarised
at 1 (completely dystopian) and 5 (completely utopian), but all rankings from 1-5 were

given to these representatives of the oppressive state.

From these results, it would appear that the more closely a character is allied to

the political structures of control, the more divergent the readers’ judgement of where

that character should be placed on the utopia — dystopia continuum. This suggests that
it 1s the readers’ appraisal of the overarching political structures that corresponds with

the mutability and contingency identified by the above-mentioned commentators: while
readers are unanimous in their response to the relative positioning of the focalising
character, such difference of opinion as occurs is focused on the representatives of the
controlling state apparatus. I would further suggest that those readers who accord a
ranking at the ‘completely dystopian’ extent of the spectrum here are likely to regard the
text as unequivocally dystopian (especially given that this would be together with a
‘completely or mostly dystopian’ reading of the focalising character’s position).
However, a ranking at the ‘completely utopian’ end of the scale for the controlling
power would explain much of the critical indeterminacy. In those cases where a reader

allots a ‘completely or mostly dystopian’ ranking to the focalising character, but also
evaluates the representatives of the governing body as ‘completely or mostly utopian’,

there 1s potential for some generic confusion.

The utopia-dystopia distinction, it would appear, relies less on the critical
positioning of the reader, and more on the critical positioning of the focalising
character: thus, his or her point of view. This remains true of a text with multiple
focalisation. Brave New World, as an example, features several focalisers, including
Bernard Marx, Lenina Crowne, and John the Savage. While variant ideological
perspectives are revealed as a result of this shifting focalisation, all these characters are
in some way disadvantaged by the command of the World Controllers, and all occupy a
similar peripheral position in relation to the central governing structure. Despite the

multiplicity of focalisation, the essential dystopia-defining pattern remains constant

27



across these focalisers: they all experience some constraint of freedom, individuality, or
expression which is attributable to the system under which they live, and which they

communicate — always negatively — via their focalising position, to the reader.

This focaliser-centred approach may also help to disambiguate the reception of
texts such as Walden Two, which, in authorial intention is entirely utopian, but in
reception, more often dystopian. Walden Two is a planned community governed by the
principles of behaviourism. The novel’s focalising character, Professor Burris, is one of
a party visiting the commune, and, from the outset, Burris adopts a sceptical attitude
toward the behaviourist ethos described by Frazier, the community’s architect and
spokesperson. Burris’s colleague and fellow visitor, Castle, is more than sceptical: he 1s
appalled by the psychological manipulation and behavioural conditioning that

characterises Walden Two, and believes Frazier is guilty of ‘one of the most diabolical
machinations in the history of mankind’ (Walden Two, p. 252). Because the focalising
character — Burris — takes the role of problematiser himself, pointing out inadequacies in
the system, and because the more aggressive problematising of Castle i1s mediated
through Burris’ focalisation, the inherent world-view and ideology of these characters
inevitably colours the readers’ perception of the community. Bumis’ and Castle’s
negative view of Walden Two dominates the narrative; it 1s only towards the end of the
final chapter that Burris unexpectedly capitulates, and returns to live at the commune
(Castle, however, remains unconvinced). Until that point of the narrative is reached, the
reader has received only the negative perspective of his focalisation, which must

contribute to the widespread reception of this intended utopia as dystopian.

As Philmus states above, the distinction between utopia and dystopia ‘finally
comes down to a matter of point of view’. Having based the utopia-dystopia distinction
I use in this study on a consideration of the point of view of the readers taking part in
the 2003 pilot study, I use the perspective — and point of view — of the focalising
character(s) as a guiding principle in the selection of texts here. Where the focalising
character is in some definable way disadvantaged by the society in which he or she is
located — and, importantly, sees him- or herself as disadvantaged — I consider the text
dystopian rather than utopian. Nevertheless, these selection criteria are not used entirely
without qualification: I realise that this approach is not impermeable. The possibility
still remains for a reader to evaluate the ideological doctrine of the fictional society as

positive or ideal, and hence deem the text utopian, not least because, as Morson argues,
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‘genre does not belong to texts alone, but to the interaction between texts and a

classifier’ (1981: vin) [original emphasis].

1.3.3 Science Fiction Frontiers

[T]he same word, or the same concept in most cases, means very different
things when used by differently situated persons.

Karl Mannheim (1936) Ideology and Utopia

Any attempt to delineate dystopia generically must acknowledge its evident
intersections with science fiction; any attempt to define the nature, extent, and position

of boundaries between the two forms, however, must also acknowledge the inherent
indeterminacy, inconstancy, and contradictions that characterise such an undertaking.
To be able to speak of ‘science fiction’ and ‘dystopia’ as discrete forms suggests the
presence of discernible boundaries, but my approach here 1s to accept such boundaries
as exist as dynamic and provisional. This is, in no small part, because science fiction as
a genre continues to engage in an endeavour to define itself, and, as John Clute and
Peter Nicholls report, ‘no one has yet emerged with a prescription sufficiently inclusive
to satisfy all or even most readers’ (1999: 313). Darko Suvin has been foremost among
those who have striven to define the limits of science fiction: since the early seventies,
Suvin has persistently pursued incontrovertible generic distinctions. In his (1979)
Metamorphoses of Science Fiction: On the Poetics and History of a Literary Genre,
Suvin outlines the most influential and enduring definition of science fiction, which he

states thus:

[A] literary genre whose necessary and sufficient conditions are the
presence and interaction of estrangement and cognition, and whose main
formal device 1s an 1maginative framework alternative to the author’s

empirical environment .
(Suvin 1979: 7-8)
In positing science fiction as the literature of ‘cognitive estrangement’ (1979: 4), Suvin
amply defines the understanding of science fiction which informs this study; 1 shall
return to this aspect in chapter two, where I consider its implications in more detail.
More pressing here, however, is the question of distinguishing dystopia — as an element
of utopianism — from the science fiction field in toto. Suvin’s delineation above would
clearly encompass utopianism; similarly, his more nuanced definition of the formal

properties of science fiction makes no distinction between the two:
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[Science fiction] should be defined as a fictional tale determined by the
hegemonic literary device of a locus and/or dramatis personae that (1) are
radically or at least significantly different from the empirical times, places,
and characters of “mimetic” or “naturalist” fiction, but (2) are nonetheless--
to the extent that [science fiction] differs from other “fantastic” genres, that
is, ensembles of fictional tales without empirical validation--simultaneously
perceived as not impossible within the cognitive (cosmological and
anthropological) norms of the author’s epoch.

(Suvin 1979: viii) [original emphasis]

Insofar as utopia and dystopia consistently illustrate a ‘fictional tale’ based on ‘a locus
[...] significantly different from the empirical times [...] nonetheless [...] not impossible
within the cognitive [...] norms of the author’s epoch’, this definition would appear to

subsume utopianism entirely. Later in the same work, Suvin’s attempt to clarify the
relationship results in more, rather than less, entanglement, since he states that science
fiction is ‘collaterally descended from utopia [...] if not a daughter, yet a niece of utopia’
(1979: 61), which seems to position science fiction as a sub-genre of utopianism; yet, he
also believes that the growth of science fiction has resulted in its ‘englobing of utopia’
(1979: 61). Only retrospectively, he argues, can utopia be positioned as the
‘sociopolitical subgenre of science fiction’ (1979: 61) [original emphasis]. This
apparent confusion typifies science fiction’s attempts to locate its own boundaries:
defined too narrowly, they exclude works which would justify inclusion; yet defined too

broadly, they include works which belong, generically, elsewhere.?’

Veronica Hollinger questions what she sees as a ‘lack of consensus’ in the field,
asking: ‘is sf a narrative genre? a field of discourse? a mode of thinking? a body of

literary texts? [...] Where exactly are its borders (does 1t have borders)?’ (1999: 238).

Patrick Parrinder responds to Hollinger, saying:

In fact, the lack of consensus within SF studies (and also utopian studies) is
not a sign of scholarly anarchy, still less of a malfunction within these
disciplines. Rather, it reflects the presence of different critical communities
with their own distinctive values, interests and priorities.

(Parrinder 2000: 2)
While agreeing with Parrinder’s views here — and anticipating my own limiting of the
field to a small corner of science fiction — I remain aware of Ruth Levitas’ astute remark
that ‘there is a temptation to try to delimit the field [of utopia] to one’s own area of
interest and set up boundaries which exclude large areas of material as not properly

utopian’ (1990: 4). Nevertheless, given the changeable outline of science fiction, the
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potential immensity of its field, and the disputable nature of its many conjunctions and

disjunctions across and between its boundaries and borders with utopia and dystopia,

some limiting of the scope is indicated for the purposes of this study.

Returning briefly to Hollinger’s questions of consensus: in the same essay she
proceeds by asking ‘When, if ever, should we call it science fiction, speculative fiction,

sf?’ (1999: 238). This, as with many other questions, occupies commentators, critics,
and writers of science fiction; again, it would seem to be an area where unanimity is

absent. My intention here is to take advantage of the term speculative fiction, since it
ties that section of the genre I examine to a more reality-bound model. Furthermore,
this term parallels, and supports many of the linguistic concerns I treat here. From
within the science fiction domain Judith Merril formulates a detailed definition of what
constitutes speculative fiction; one which effectually enables and encourages the

intersections and imbrications of dystopia with speculative fiction:

Speculative fiction: stories whose objective i1s to explore, to discover, to
learn, by means of projection, extrapolation, analogue, hypothesis-and-
paper-experimentation, something about the nature of the universe, of man,
or ‘reality’ [...]. I use the term ‘speculative fiction’ here specifically to
describe the mode which makes use of the traditional ‘scientific method’
(observation, hypothesis, experiment) to examine some postulated
approximation of reality, by introducing a given set of changes — imaginary
or inventive — into the common background of ‘known facts’.

(Merril, reproduced 1n Clute & Nicholls 1999: 312)

Merril’s definition of speculative fiction embraces several consonances with the
interpretation of dystopia that underpins this study, while de-prioritising — or at least,
allowing the side-stepping of — the more outlandish, unearthly or extra-terrestrial
excesses typically found in the outer, most otherworldly, reaches of science fiction. Her
identification of ‘projection’ and ‘extrapolation’ as being central to the ways in which
readers might ‘explore’, ‘discover’, and ‘learn’ — in other words, gain a new perspective
on — ‘the nature of the universe’ and “reality”, is particularly relevant here, while her
opinion that this 1s facilitated by way of an examination of ‘some postulated
approximation of reality’ goes right to the very heart of the dystopian proposition. In
addition, as Clute and Nicholls point out, Merril’s definition shifts the emphasis
somewhat from ‘science itself to the idea of extrapolation’, which enables a wider view
of the genre to ‘depict social change without necessarily making much fuss over

scientific development’ (1999: 312).
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In arriving at the view of speculative fiction — albeit not entirely indivisibly from

science fiction — as that which bounds and encloses dystopia, I have been influenced by
the views of Margaret Atwood, whose (ongoing) dialogue and debate with the science
fiction community has largely clarified my own approach to the issue. Since Atwood 1s

the author of two of the primary texts considered in later chapters: The Handmaid's

Tale and Oryx and Crake, and since these texts, as dystopias, occupy exactly that
professedly indeterminate generic area around and between science fiction and

speculative fiction, I shall trace the author’s vigorous justification of her decision to
classify her works as speculative fiction — in preference to science fiction — as a means

to demonstrate the more reality-bound nature of the former.

In 1987, Atwood’s The Handmaid’s Tale was presented with the Arthur C.
Clarke Award for ‘Best Science Fiction Novel of the Year’, and was shortlisted for the
Science Fiction and Fantasy Writers of America’s ‘Nebula Award’. Despite this
acknowledgement from within science fiction, Atwood elected to remain outside the

classification; when asked (of The Handmaid’'s Tale), ‘Is it science fiction?’, she
responded resolutely:
No, it certainly isn’t science fiction. Science fiction is filled with Martians
and space travel to other planets, and things like that. That isn’t this book at
all. The Handmaid’s Tale is speculative fiction in the genre of Brave New
World and Nineteen Eighty-Four. Nineteen Eighty-Four was written not as
science fiction but as an extrapolation of life in 1948. So, too, The
Handmaid’s Tale is a slight twist on the society we have now.>*
With these remarks Atwood begins to make the distinction upon which she later

claborates: speculative fiction, in her view is reality-bound, connected extrapolatively to
the historical spacetime of the author (here, both Orwell’s ‘life in 1948’ and her own
contemporary ‘society we have now’); whereas science fiction, encompassing alien life-
forms and space travel beyond current ability, is less constrained by terrestrial
considerations. On the publication of Oryx and Crake in 2003, Atwood reiterated this
conviction, observing ‘Oryx and Crake is a speculative fiction, not a science fiction
proper. It contains no intergalactic space travel, no teleportation, no Martians’: once
again, she emphasises the reality-bound nature of the work, noting ‘it invents nothing

we haven’t already invented or started to invent’.>’ Clearly, the extrapolative

possibilities are a genre-defining aspect for Atwood; that the fictive events portrayed

could potentially occur in the future distinguishes speculative fiction from science
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fiction. As she confirms, ‘science fiction has monsters and spaceships; speculative

fiction could actually happen’.”®

Atwood insists on making a distinction between speculative fiction and ‘science
fiction proper’. The latter, she claims, ‘denotes books with things in them we can’t yet
do or begin to do, talking beings we can never meet, and places we can’t go’ (2004:
513). Elsewhere, she offers ‘things [...] such as going through a wormhole in space to

37

another universe’”’ as an example of the kind of less reality-bound possibilities which

she sees as constituent of the genre she would term “science fiction proper’. In contrast,
Atwood maintains, speculative fiction ‘employs the means already more or less to hand
and takes place on Planet Earth® (2004: 513). She cites instantiations: ‘such as DNA

138

identification and credit cards’”® to exemplify the positively reality-bound nature of

these Earth-bound fictions.>”

In Atwood’s view, speculative fiction ‘can speak of what is past and passing, but
especially of what’s to come’ (2004: 515). Thus, speculative fiction when realised as
utopia or dystopia, she continues, can ‘explore proposed changes in social organisation
in graphic ways, by showing what they might be like for those living under them’ (ibid).

David Ketterer responds to Atwood’s rejection of science fiction in this context, saying:

Much science fiction is indeed best read, like much satire, as an estranged or
distorted version of the world we know. Many of the aliens of science
fiction are best read as disguised representations of women or of oppressed
races and classes. In this way stories about extra-terrestrials can be
mundanely recuperated for Atwood’s sense of speculative fiction.

(Ketterer 2005: 247)

While acknowledging that less reality-bound science fiction may also have a

representational quality, I would remain with Atwood’s distinctions — especially in
terms of things ‘already more or less to hand’ and located ‘on Planet Earth’ — as being a

workable distinction between science fiction and speculative fiction, at least insofar as it

*" While according with Atwood’s interpretation of the

pertains to dystopian fiction.
more reality-bound nature of speculative fiction in relation to science fiction, I differ
from her on the relative positioning of the two. Atwood sees science fiction as a sub-
genre of speculative fiction, proposing the latter as the ‘tree, for which science fiction
[and others] are the branches® (2004: 513). Conversely, I prefer to position science

fiction as the ‘parent’ genre, with speculative fiction an issue from that source. Once

again, this relates to more and less reality-bound concemns: science fiction, as a super-
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genre, may include otherworldly alien life forms; speculative fiction, as I discuss 1t

above, is confined to that which relates to this planet. Further — and in the tradition of
nesting Russian dolls — I locate dystopia as a singular scion of speculative fiction: that
particularised realisation which concerns human-to-human interaction rather than any

configuration of human-alien contact.

That 1s not to say that dystopia does not exist outside these parameters: Suzette
Haden Elgin’s Native Tongue trilogy, for example, features human-alien contact, and
Ursula K. le Guin’s The Dispossessed includes inter-galactic space travel; that these
texts merit consideration of their significant dystopian elements is demonstrable by any
genre-defining criteria. However, given that the primary concern of this thesis is
language — more specifically, English language — I confine my primary analyses to
those dystopian texts which are explicitly situated in terrestrial English-speaking
locations, and imply communication between human subjects. While I refer on
occasion to less reality-bound texts — for instance, Elgin’s and le Guin’s cited above —
their role i1s augmentative rather than elemental to the purpose in this work. As will
become clear in the discussion of Whorfianism that follows in chapter two, the notion of
a ‘native’ or ‘habitual’ natural language is central to the direction of this study, and the

subsequent textual analyses assume an English-speaking readership.

1.4 Dystopia, didacticism, and the reader

I'm not trying to predict the future. I'm just doing my best to prevent it.
Ray Bradbury (1979) Beyond 1984

Science fiction, according to Joanna Russ, is a particularly didactic genre (1975: 113).
Dystopia, too, as a related genre, concerns itself overtly with the communication of an
informative and instructive message. In addition to providing a didactic focus on the
social and the historical, these fictions repeatedly foreground the political and the
cultural in an explicit and didactic manner. While accepting that all literature could be
construed as didactic to some extent, I argue here for dystopia as an exceptionally
didactic genre: a body of literature that could be categorised by its attention to
communicating an edifying message to its readership.*’ In this respect, Sisk’s opinion,
that ‘[d]ystopian didacticism borders on the hortatory polemic’ (1997: 7), is a view |
share; these narratives unapologetically promulgate diverse warnings — cautions against

rash and reckless continuance of present trends in numerous areas — yet have essentially
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one primal objective: to prevent their envisioned future from becoming a reality.
Dystopia’s ‘political effect’, Frederik Pohl notes, ‘is to show how inevitably destructive
one possible pathway into the future might be’ (1997: 9). The didactic effect toward
which a dystopian writer strives is to prevent this ‘possible pathway’ to the future from
being realised: as Sisk explains: ‘[i]f a writer warns of a reality that may not necessarily
exist, but which, the author fears, could come about if no action is taken, this fulfills the

genre’s didactic mission’ (1997: 162).

For Kumar, dystopia’s pedagogical impulse undermines its artistic or aesthetic
novelistic qualities, since its ‘didactic purpose overwhelms any literary aspiration’
(1987: 25). To some extent, the awkwardness of reconciling didactic function within
the dystoptan form does compromise the literary potency of these works, even while 1t
strengthens their cogency; plot and characterisation are somewhat subordinated to the
demands of the ‘message’.** There has ‘long been a critical tendency to see utopian and
dystopian fiction as sacrificing artistic merit in the interest of content’, Booker concedes
(1994b: 173), but he points out also that critical dismissal of dystopian fiction can ‘be
attributed partially to a bias against literary works that are socially and politically
engaged, from an apparent belief that such engagement somehow contaminates the
works and deprives them of their pristine literary purity’ (1994b: 174). This is not a
substantive postulate in relation to dystopian fiction in Booker’s view: ‘such literature
gains its principal energies precisely from its literariness’, he argues, citing its ‘ability to
1lluminate social and political issues from an angle not available to conventional social

theorists and critics’ (1994b: 175) Furthermore, Booker claims, the didactic impulse of

dystopian fiction renders it more, rather than less literary:

If the main value of literature in general is its ability to make us see the
world in new ways, to make us capable of entertaining new and different
perspectives on reality, then dystopian fiction is not a marginal genre, It lies
at the very heart of the literary project.

(Booker 1994b: 176)

While an assessment of the relative centrality of these fictions to the broad body of
twentieth-century literature would be illuminating, such an undertaking is beyond the
aims of this project; instead, the focus here is on what Booker identifies as a conjoint
‘value’ of dystopia with other forms of literature: its capacity to ‘make us capable of
entertaining new and different perspectives on reality’. In terms of its form, dystopia

customarily foregrounds distinctly new perspectives on reality — in common, arguably,
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with other literary modes — but in terms of its function, it diverges from these other
modes insofar as it consistently foregrounds its didactic intent in relation to these new

perspectives.®

While most commentators on dystopian fiction acknowledge its didactic
function, the degree of consequence they accord to it varies. Parrinder’s (2000)

somewhat hesitant view is that dystopia (under the umbrella of utopia and science
fiction), has a ‘commitment to visions of human transformation’, and ‘an inherent —

though frequently fragile, ambivalent and compromised — potential for political
radicalism’ (2000: 2). Walter E. Meyers (1980), less diffidently, claims ‘strong
didacticism’ 1s one of the ‘distinguishing characteristics of the genre’ (1980: 4), and
proceeds to 1dentify a categorical distinction between didacticism of purpose and
didacticism of method. The former — that which Meyers recognises as ‘a vehicle for
arguing the author’s point in just the same way that a medieval morality play or one of
Donne’s sermons does’ (ibid) ~ is the most commonly observed incarnation of

dystopian didacticism, and that which is the most productive conceptualisation for this
study. The latter, which is more obviously instructional — Meyers’ example takes a
science fiction text incorporating several pages of explanation about how conjectured
spacecraft engines function — while relevant to some degree, is less applicable in the
current context. Didacticism of purpose alludes to the candid political and social
designs that inhere in these texts: designs which, according to Moylan, could inspire
readers to ‘think about the world in ways not sanctioned by hegemonic institutions and
ideologies’, and encourage ‘willing readers’ to reflect on their own base-reality ‘with
new or clearer perceptions’ (2000: xvii). More specifically, the ‘purpose’ of this
didacticism for Moylan, is to ‘raise [readers’] consciousness about what is right and
wrong 1n that world, and even to think about what is to be done, especially in concert
with others, to change it for the better’ (2000: xvii). Dystopia’s didactic disposition
makes demands of its readers that go beyond the interpretive conventions of other
genres: 1t attempts to engage readers in an exacting process of triangulation between the
world of the text, the world of their base-reality, and their perceptions of each. This
readerly response to the texts’ didacticism is termed feedback oscillation by Suvin, who
describes it as a kind of reciprocal interchange, which ‘moves now from the author’s
and 1implied reader’s norm of reality to the narratively actualized [...] and now back

from those novelties to the author’s reality, in order to see it afresh from the new
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perspective gained’ (1979: 71). The didactic potential of these fictions is similarly

implied in Sisk’s comment that ‘a dystopian work fails if it does not move its reader to
compare his or her “real world” to the fictional society and consider how the latter could

arise from the former’ (1997: 9).

In his 1986 study, Reader in a Strange Land: The Activity of Reading Literary
Utopias, Peter Ruppert proposes a prescriptive framework for the way ‘the potential
effects of literary utopias’ [...] ‘ought to be inferred’ by readers (1986: 5) [my
emphasis]. Ruppert’s conception of an ‘ideal’ reader, who engages with, and responds
to, the invitations of the text is a reader-construct bearing many similarities to Moylan’s
‘willing reader’ (2000: xvii): one who will receive the text as an invitation to reflect
upon his or her own society through the medium of the fictional world, extending and
remodelling his or her perception of his or her own society in the process. Ruppert’s
framework depends largely on the didacticism of these texts for its effectiveness: the
reader, who is positioned in a dialectical relationship with the text, is an ‘active
producer of meaning’, which ‘grows out of the interplay between social fact and utopian

dream’ (1986: 6). Although he allows that ‘different readers with different priorities,
values and ideological commitments continue to read utopias in fundamentally different

ways’ (1986: 410), he also believes that dystopia didactically implies a more desirable

alternative to itself, ‘the construction of which is left up to the reader’ (1986: 116).

Moylan’s and Ruppert’s beliefs here represent a common — if subjective — view of
the efficacy of dystopian didacticism in its propensity for transforming its readers’

perceptions. Pohl relates a similarly subjective popular impression in this area: ‘[t}here
are people who maintain’, he notes, ‘that one important reason why the year 1984, when

it came, was nothing like the one described in George Orwell’s novel was because the
novel had warned its readers of what they must do their best to avert’ (1997: 9-10).
Such views, while subjective, are not without foundation.  Reader-response
experiments, based on objective methodological procedures, reach much the same
conclusions. Brigitte Scheele and Norbert Groeben (1986), for example, measure the
modification of psychology students’ ‘cognitive-reflective function’ (or ‘knowledge
system’) before, during, and after reading utopianist works (including Skinner’s Walden
Two and le Guin’s The Dispossessed). The reader — or ‘recipient’ — in this study,
Scheele and Groeben note, ‘uses models of the world of aesthetic works actively,

constructively, deliberately, and with self-determination to broaden, to improve and to
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change his world experience, especially in the dimension of his (cognitive) world- and
self-view’ (1986: 529). Although this study is primarily an evaluation of its own
methodological framework, the authors report briefly on the ‘modifications’ they find:
‘the cognitive structures of the subjects’, they conclude, had become, post-reading,
‘more extensive and differentiated in content as well as in regard to formal structure’
(1986: 547). In confirming one of the initial hypotheses of their study — that which
proposed that ‘a change in the behaviour of the recipient on a long term basis inevitably
lies in the cognitive-reflective function’ (1986: 528) — Scheele and Groeben provide

substantive evidence of the capacity of these narratives to affect readers’ perceptions.

More recently, and from a qualitative-interpretive, rather than cognitive-scientific
point of view, Kenneth Roemer contributes an extensive empirical intervention to the
discussion of didacticism in utopian texts. His reader-response study, Reading Utopia,
Reading Utopian Readers (2003), attempts to determine how utopias have become
‘important agents of changed perceptions and even changed realities’ for their readers,
and to establish ‘the processes they use to transform authors’ “temperaments” and their
words 1nto personalized guides and inspirations’ (2003: 3). Roemer cites the ‘didactic,
often prescriptive, nature of and the strong non-fictional elements in much utopian
literature® (2003: 119) as being central to readers’ responses when texts ‘invite
perceptual or even behavioural changes’, and to ‘understand how readers transform no
place into their own someplace’ (2003: 60). Having undertaken his wide-ranging and
meticulous study with 733 respondents, one of Roemer’s important findings is that,
post-reading, ‘each one of the 3,158 transformative associations described [by
participants] reflect some form of altered view of self and society’ (2003: 217). These
results, in combination with Scheele and Groeben’s, supply objective, empirical, and
material validation to support the critical contentions outlined above: hard, data-driven
evidence to confirm that reading dystopian fiction, and responding to its didactic

overtures, can change readers’ world-view.

The notion of dystopia as implicated in the transformation or reconstruction of
world-view is a theme which recurs throughout this study. Given the widespread
critical belief in the effective properties of dystopian didacticism, together with the
empirical evidence of its affective properties, I proceed from the position that the
genre’s perception-altering faculty is self-evident. The central concern of this thesis is

to demonstrate the ways in which language - in the genre-specific speculative and
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reflective manifestations I identify and examine here — is implicated in, precipitates, and
engenders dystopia’s remarkable propensity to redefine readers’ understanding of the

world and their own position in relation to it.

1.5.1 Speculative and reflective language

For according to the outward man, we are in this world, and according to the
inward man, we are in the inward world [...]. Since then we are generated out
of both worlds, we speak in two languages, and we must be understood also
by two languages.

Robert Bly (1967) The Light Around the Body

Dystopia, in common with much science fiction, distinguishes itself through its
extraordinary exposition of language: neologism in particular characterises these
fictions, and the popular conception of such narratives often centres on what Meyers
identifies as ‘the introduction of an alien word [...] in an effort to emphasize the
“otherness” of the society which produced it’ (1980: 7). Invented language is indeed a
prevalent aspect of the defamiliarising and estranging strategies that dystopia typically

presents, but it 1s by no means the sole method of linguistically proposing the future:
recontextualisations, relexicalisations, and unexpected collocations of language are also
frequently employed in the attempt to depict the dystopian prospect. Nor is invention
confined to word-level interventions in language: these occur regularly from
morphological, through lexical, to syntactic level. These persistently recurring
linguistic phenomena which animate and inscribe the envisioned dystopian future, and

which I have termed speculative language, are considered at length in subsequent

chapters.

In addition to the language of dystopian futures, I also address the language of
the dystopian past. For the purposes of this study, I term this reflective language.
Under this rubric I examine the propensity of these fictions to foreground, defamiliarise,
and estrange (ostensibly) antecedent and archaic language by incorporating it
conspicuously within the framework provided by speculative language in such a way as
to encourage comparisons and contrasts. Reflective language, unlike speculative
language, seldom exhibits invention, manipulation, or transformations; instead it is
explicitly marked by its congruence with the commonplace, the prosaic, the familiar.

Perhaps because of this apparently unremarkable conventionality, this category of
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language in dystopia has received less critical attention than has the speculative variety.

[ aim to redress this imbalance through my focus on it here.

Briefly, speculative language is the language of the future, while reflective
language is the language of the past. The language of the present is markedly absent.
Given the distinctive treatment of time in dystopia, as discussed in §1.2.2, the present 1s
invariably the past when viewed from the perspective of the dystopian future. While the
dystopian future is elaborately constructed, the present is merely alluded to and
insinuated, figured as history or antiquity. As I shall argue, language, realised as the
two distinct yet interweaving strands, one speculative and one reflective, is consequent
to the realisation of the dystopian future and past; moreover, together, the two language

strands comment on, and contribute toward a (re)vision of the present.

To posit the co-occurrence of two discrete ‘languages’ within texts written in
English is, I realise, somewhat contentious, and is addressed further in §2.2.3, where I
revisit the debate within stylistics surrounding the possibility of ‘two languages’ in

William Golding’s The Inheritors. In the meantime, I proceed from the position that
two linguistic strands are indicated in relation to dystopian fiction, even while the same
may not be a legitimate claim for all fiction. Moreover, I accept that to persist in calling
these discrete forms languages is arguably untenable given the utility of the term
discourse in modern linguistics; a term which is clearly more appropriate for, and
applicable to, the linguistic phenomena I identify. While accepting that what I term
speculative language and reflective language should rightly be termed speculative and

reflective discourse, I use language throughout this work both to capture the efforts and

ideals of the authors of these fictions, and to accord with earlier critical enquiries into
language in the genre of dystopia. The work of other critics in this field provides ample
precedent for this approach; and although differing in some fundamental respects from
the specific instantiations of speculative and reflective language I discuss here, these

critics unanimously assert the co-existence of two forms (and, often, two functions) of

language in dystopian fiction.

In his (1979) essay, ‘Metalinguistics and Science Fiction’, for example, Eric S.
Rabkin makes a distinction between two languages: ‘the reader’s language’ and ‘the
language of the narrator or of a character’ (also figured as ‘English and East Martian’)
(1979: 88; 90). Only in the latter — the language of the narrator or character — can ‘true

neologism’ occur, Rabkin says, drawing a distinct line between this and the
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‘transformations’ that are possible in the language of the reader. Using the neologism

kemmer from le Guin’s The Left Hand of Darkness to exemplify the perception-altering
metalinguistic function of character-bound language, Rabkin proceeds to contemplate
the ‘implicit claim for the reality of [le Guin’s] alternative world with its alternative
values’ implicated in this invented language (1979: 88). Transformations (‘mere slang
formations from current readers’ language’ (1979: 89)), on the other hand, do not have

the capacity to ‘engage a code of alternative values as neologism would’ (ibid).** In

discriminating between these two linguistic strands, Rabkin is able to isolate one as the
singular locus of neologism which can ‘present us with new intellectual categories’
(1979: 93), and the potential (albeit unrealised, he notes) for ‘a true alternative
1deology’ (ibid). Rabkin’s ‘East Martian’, broadly defined, has some correspondence to
the conception of speculative language used here, insofar as it is the site of neologism,
while his categorisation of ‘the readers’ language’ — or English — is more closely allied

to the notion of reflective language as I outline it here.

Ildney Cavalcanti also identifies two disparate aspects of language in her (2000)
‘Utopias of/f Language in Contemporary Feminist Literary Dystopias’, where she
outlines her approach in terms of a ‘linguistic struggle’ enacted within feminist

dystopias, in which language represents an ‘instrument of both (men’s) domination and

(women’s) liberation’ (2000: 152). *‘Off language’ describes women’s movement, or
escape, from the limiting structures of spoken language, while ‘of language’ describes
their movement toward language as a liberating medium with the potential for effective
resistance. Cavalcanti’s conceptualisation of ‘off’ language resonates with reflective
language to some degree, since ‘off” language references the desire to access a utopian
space outside the constraining and colonising properties of the hegemonic language.
Reflective language, as I shall elaborate, similarly opposes the oppressive linguistic
practices of dominant dystopian orders. ‘Of language is evoked in Cavalcanti’s
conception by, for example, the creation of a women’s language in Suzette Haden
Elgin’s Native Tongue and The Judas Rose, in which women invent new language —
which they term ‘encodings’ — to articulate emotions and states of being specific to
women, and which are inexpressible within the existing resources of language. ‘Of
language’, in its neologising and perception-altering capacities, resonates with
speculative language to some extent, although it differs significantly in terms of

function. Despite functional differences, mutatis mutandis, Cavalcanti’s dellqgatlon of
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contrary — and contrastive — linguistic utilities embodied in feminist dystopias supports

the intention in this study to disjoin the language of the fictions considered here.

Cavalcanti’s formulation of ‘of and ‘off’ language addresses separate language
strands in broadly thematic terms, examining specific instantiations before drawing
genre-wide conclusions. Raffaella Baccolini’s approach to the issue of distinct
linguistic strands is similarly focused on structural strategies and narrative form. In her
19935 essay, “It’s not in the Womb the Damage is Done”: The Construction of Gender,
Memory, and Desire in Katherine Burdekin’s Swastika Night’, Baccolini argues that
dystopian narratives are ‘built around the construction of a narrative [...] and a counter
narrative’ (1995: 293n), which represent oppression and resistance, respectively.
Within this framework, she identifies ‘social’ and ‘anti-social’ language, with the
former linked to the appropriation of language by the dystopic order, and the latter
representing a distinct reappropriation of language as a means of resistance. Baccolini’s
distinctions are particularly relevant to the conception of speculative and reflective
language, since in many (but not all) instances, the ‘narrative language’ she outlines is

broadly consonant with speculative language, while the language of the ‘counter-

narrative’ is functionally cognate with reflective language.

Sisk’s (1997) book-length treatment of dystopian language, Transformations of
Language in Modern Dystopias, in common with Cavalcanti’s and Baccolini’s
approach, proposes functionally dissimilar languages locked in a struggle for control.
‘Twentieth-century dystopias in English universally reveal a central emphasis on
language as the primary weapon with which to resist oppression’, he argues, while
noting that this responds to ‘the corresponding desire of repressive government
structures to stifle dissent by controlling language’ (1997: 2). Sisk’s presentation of
embattled, adversarial languages implies — although does not identify formally — two
manifestations of language, one tyrannically dominant, the other repressed but
potentially insurgent. Sisk discusses the language of power and the language of
resistance 1n relation to a number of dystopian texts before continuing the metaphor of
confrontation in his concluding remark that ‘we must come to understand that the

struggle for mastery of the world boils down to mastery over the word’ (1997: 180).

Sisk, together with Rabkin, Cavalcanti, and Baccolini, distinguishes between
two linguistic strands evident in dystopian fictions. I coincide with these commentators

In respect of this narrative strategy, since I similarly differentiate between two layers,
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strands, or materialisations of Ianguaée in these fictions. I diverge, however, from these
critics insofar as they consider language chiefly in terms of its literary effects, or
function; I focus to a greater extent on the form of the language, with function as a
consequent — although still important — aspect. Literary criticism, as evinced by the
above, offers perceptive and workable distinctions between the interconnected threads
of language woven through dystopian narrative, but for a more technical approach to the
formal qualities of disparate languages, it is necessary to appeal to examinations of

language in these fictions which originate from within the discipline of linguistics and

the study of language.

Among linguistic approaches to dystopia, those which segregate distinct
language forms include Roger Fowler’s delineation of anti-language in relation to
Burroughs’ Naked Lunch and Burgess’ A Clockwork Orange in the chapter ‘Anti-
language in Fiction’ in his (1981) Literature as Social Discourse: The Practice of
Linguistic Criticism.*> Here, Fowler traces the dialogue, or dialectic, between standard
language and anti-language, and looks at the ways in which this creates a true
polyphony between reality and counter-reality.*® Although Fowler is cautious about
expressly claiming complete separation between the two opposed strands of language
(‘anti-language is a process rather than a code’ he offers), he proceeds to describe it as
‘a negotiation of status, identity and ideology between an official establishment and a
group which diverges from its norms’ (1981: 157). ‘Negotiation’, together with
‘dialogue’ implicitly entail the existence of two parties; given that these are, in Fowler’s
analysis, two Individual forms of language, I would make a more definite division
between language and anti-language than he does. In this respect, my view is closer to
that of, for instance, Brian McHale (1996) and Paul Simpson (2004). McHale claims
anti-language 1s ‘conducting an implicit polemic against the standard language and its
world-view. It creates in effect an “anti-world-view”, a counterreality of its own that is
dialectically related to “straight” or “official” reality’ (1996: 168), while Simpson

echoes McHale in proposing ‘distance’ between the two forms:

Antilanguages are the semi-secretive languages born out of subcultures and
alternative societies. These societies, ‘antisocieties’, are consciously
established as alternatives to mainstream society such that their relationship
to the dominant social order is one of resistance, even active hostility.

(Simpson 2004: 104)
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Both McHale and Simpson figure anti-language as an alienated and removed entity,
confronting standard language from a position of distance and representing an
alternative, or counter-society or reality. A similar proposition is implied, if not overtly

stated, in Fowler’s work.

Paul Chilton also outlines a separately configured language, but rather than an
anti-language, Chilton identifies a sub-language present in Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-

Four. In his (1983) essay ‘Orwell’s Conception of Language’, he notes:

What the novel depicts is linguistic conflict, and the process of linguistic
imposition. The linguistic divergences are, moreover, presented not as
variant dialects [...] but as different languages. The socio-linguistic
position portrayed is the following: a rigid codified language which is the

preserve of an elite, and an oral vernacular (Oldspeak) which 1s spoken by
the rest.

(Chilton 1983: 103)
In short, these linguistic assessments of the twofold nature of language in dystopia echo
the literary opinions in the same area, and support the intention of this work to treat

language 1n dystopian fiction as comprising two disconnected — yet not entirely

autonomous — strands: speculative and reflective language. Although both linguistic
and literary views illustrated above have influenced the direction of this study, its
theoretical orientation is not optimally aligned with the views of any one particular
linguist, literary critic, or school of thought in either discipline; the aim here is to

extend, by way of rigorous analysis of linguistic form, existing notions of the function

of dystopia’s ‘two languages’.

1.5.2 Future wor(l)ds

To portray the future in the language of the present is inevitably to betray it.
Terry Eagleton (2005) ‘Just My Imagination’

‘Most dystopian fantasies’, according to Gorman Beauchamp, demonstrate a ‘failure of
imagination in creating a “future language™: a language, that is, reflecting the specific
reality of the projected future’ (1974: 463).*” This thesis seeks, in part, to counter
Beauchamp’s assertion by demonstrating not only that dystopia, as a genre, is
remarkably successful in its attempts to create elements of a ‘future language’, but also
that, in doing so, it reflects the ‘specific reality’ of the future in ways not sanctioned by,

or encoded in, current standard language.*®
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