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CHAPTER I

STYLE AND STYLISTICS



CHAFIER II

STYLE AND SIYLISTICS

2 0@ SWLE

'Style' is a very famlliar concepte Neverthelesss it is an
elusive term. A texm with wide currency., style ig difficult

to define with precisions There are different concepts of
style and different uses of the terme In its ordinary

senses the term *style' seems to imply a distinction between
matter and manners. JIa this sense, it is applied o a gx?eat
variety of things and activitiese Referring to its wide

range, schugter (1965) writes, "You cen talk about atyles of
dress and st‘sgles of automobilese. ¥ou cén talk asbout a
painter's style, or a boxer's style, or about the batting

style of a baseball player. And of course, you can talk

about styles of speech and writing styles® (ps7). Becmse

of its wide range of applicability, *style’ has been
interpreted in varicus weyse In d&ﬁiei?rﬁfﬁf:wt&. it,
however, bears different dmplications. . TO grasp the essence’
end to diseover the connecting link between ygrims notions

of a highly ;a%%&(“‘; ;;rm like 'atyle!, 1;3 p;:c;;s "helpful had

Sl
to look for its etymology and meaning in the dictionary.

e



g Oxford Engligh Dictionsry (OED) has recorded as many as
twenty-eight different entries under the term ‘style's Most
of them, Of course: yefefr gither to an ingtrument oOr 6 a

way of mode \of doing somethings As regards the et:yugomgg of

. the word, VED, suggests t;ha@: the term *style' comes £rom Latin
‘gtilug' (also incorrectly written gtylns) which means an
“mgmm’t made of metal, bone, atcs having one end sharp~
peinted for incising letters on a wex tablets and the other
flat and bmgd for smsct;h:;.ng the tablet and erasing vhat is
written® (pe1205)s In gmzéy of time, the root word gtilug

© has undergone a long pmcéaa of ﬁﬁmﬁiﬂ Qﬁiﬁt-; "The stylus®,
as Valé&'f {1966) ;;mim:s out, with the passing of time,

*vecane a pen _axi@ the wax bécame paper™s Thus the engraving
tool mmédl into a writing ms,t_:gume:im In the later years, \
“"the nams ptyls had passed £rom the instrument to the hend
that guides it" (p«18)s In this sense, the expression

atilug exercicatug was used to #ﬁi@aﬁe good handwriting and
gtilup rudis was used to denote badehandwiiting (shipley,
1943; ps554). In the next gtage of its change of meaning,
style had pagsed "from the hend to the man from whom the hand
derives its way of doings and powef to do, whate?ar it doen®
(Valexy, 19661 p. 18)s With successive zementic transitions
£ram one idea to anothex, *style' came to be uged, figuratively
"Qf course, 'cd .:afg;x to a ménngs; of exprassion in writing or
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spesking, characteristic of a particular writer; or of
literary 'genre' or ‘pericd’. It was only at traat time

‘that *style' achieved the status of a critical témgin%gl;gy s /‘
4n rhetérical and 1iﬁeraxy awaiam Agcopding to UED, the
term *style’ in this sense wasg £irst used in English in

the ﬁmt:ameh century by R¢ Brunne in C W (13303

and by G;hmaer in Clerk! 3 Tals - (1386}.
Ze3¢ STYLE AS A GRITICAL gc;‘:am‘

Ap a eritice) concept, !atyle! has been the focus of
attention for centuries and has been studied £xom verious
perspectiven. mziﬁaéent schools of ?ﬁmghﬁ; in their attempt
at éxp?.aﬁn;ng t-.he»‘ﬁem and mdarﬁtapdigg the prea it covers,
have put forward a large nunber of deﬁiﬂiﬁi@na. Consacuently,
. 'style' is characterized by a wide diversity of definitiona.
Meny of thess definiticns, Often, appssr to be overlapping,
while others seeam to be aven ganwaﬁiai;oxy'é In the absence |,
of any coherent snd comnonly agreed definition, a student of
gtgie; often, (:Ls ene&it’emﬁ’with} grcblems in the study of 7\
his subject. Over the years: am{a&a& aﬁte@ts have been made
towards aol'éinfg the problem of style by synthesizing different
notiong suggested by the concepts An early classic in this
£igld is Remy de Gourmemt's b iema ( F: Y puhliahcd
in 1902, John Middleton Marry also d.‘c.acuama the ps:omenﬁm.c X
bature of style in hia W (1922). J‘v.\’/
mnninghan‘a The Pgoblem of Style (1966), too, deals with
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Aristotle's Rhetoric (Book 11I, "On Proes Style*)., (uintilisn's
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o
different viewa,of/ style prevailing from the classical times K
%o the 1960'ss - It iz thus évident that what was considered
%0 be & praé;qm as early as 1902, contimiep to be 20 sven e \L"M}?
todsye In a more recent woxks entitled Stylet The Problem %,;:;:0{
gad ite soluticn (1969), Bennison Gray compares 'style! to
N fﬂ:har‘ s Ho gtates that style; like the physicigt's ‘aethar’,
hag proved diffiailt to locates Going to the other extreme
ha holda that "style’ is a fnera ﬁx;plieatim of nama having
gic’;:éttrmtag of its own ‘a_né saggests & 4aa11’;t10r; to t‘f’ha*
peeblem of style through gn sbandomment of the concept
altogether. |
23, ERREY ATIEMPRS TO STUDY STYLE \\
The early &ttampt:a 0 study sﬁyleal as Hough (1969) obeexves, J
g® back to the very hegmnmg of literary thought in Buxopse
The carliest known mmment% of the subject appear in

Zogtiwmte of Oratory (Book VIII) and Cicero's De Orstorgs The
claspical school of rhetorlc regerds style as & part of the
tachnicue of perasaslon and Msmésea 1t under the head
*orstory®s Oratory., accordlng to classical txadi.t&mi is the
art of discovering alil possible means of persuasion on any
subject whatsosver and 1t involves the study of apaa:tal usaga 75
of languaga-.

Aristotle balieves that style is a quality which is inherent
in all qx?reaafimf' He attaches equal impoxtance o both )(



Yyhat to say® and 'how to gay "\:Lt' and firmly establighes the
study of style saying "it is not enough to know what we cught

to gays we must also say it 28 we ocughts mich help is tms 7
offered toward producing the right Impression of a speech”(in
Cunndngham eds 18667 pe67). Viewed in this gense, style
sprsars €6 be normative rhetorid and one can accordingly

speak of an éxy%éseien as having a superior or inferior,

styong or weaks gOod or bad stylss

Cicero also shares a similar view and speaks of such typow
logleg of style as 'high'; 'middle' and 'low'« He suggests
that the selection Of any pért;imlar style is dependent om
tha natare of the subject tz:faatad.. For Instence, tha/;h?qh’ 22
style suits epicsand txagédy. the' miadle ' mi Lg verses
epistles and elegles, and t—he low cz' base style.’ saits satires A
and pastoralse Su«:h a classification of style tends to

L P\n Lenenss &//
emphasize the mrream:ass of expression. 'L‘his view can be .

substantiated by the following lines from Cieero’:s Qrators:

L

"How inappropriste it would be o emplcy genersl topics snd
the grand style vhen discuseing capes of stillirvi@a hofore a /

single referge, OF O use mezn and meagre lanmage when :
referring to the majesty of the Roman people® (in Cunningham
8. 19667 ps98)s

Anclent rhatoric, 1¢ is thus evident, is .Largealy prescrip=

TN,
tive in natures It puts emphagis on clarity, pre:pamy and
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ormament as elements of styie and prescribes rules for
effective and appropriate compogitmn. The traditional
concept of style in the later pericds, is re~echoed by many
critics and writers. OSwift's “Proper words in proper places
makes the true definition of a siyle® (in Cunningham gd: 19667
pa182), and Coleridge's "style is nothing élse but the art
of conveying meaning appropristely and with perspiculty, \
whatever that meaning may be® (in Potter eds 19337 P«320)
conform to this views

The followerg of fthe clapsical school of rhetoric regaré

~
stvle as a generic term = which differs both in kind and aoﬁ,rgm,

W‘.‘, On the basis of the difmérs detemin;l;z;_:{ 1;"5"("*”‘* o
étyle:, they divide the 'genus' into several gpecies. Taking

inte considexation such £actors, Shipley (1243) classifies

style Inteo sdw . categoriegs According to him, style may be
studied on the bagls of |

i)  individual characteristice of an smthor ~ ag Homeric snd
. Hiltonic styles,

'41) peried = a3 Medieval and Mugustan styles,

1i1) genxe or languagé «— as Ballad or Germanic styla,

-

iv) subject « didactic and rhilosaphical styles, \"f ’

¥) geographical plade =— Attie and Provincial styles,
vid purpose = as sarcastic and humorcus stylies.
Studieg OFf style. carried ocut along these lines. are mainly
asttempts at examining to what extent a particular literary work

conforms to the prescribed ruless In such ghtempts, critics
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look for those elements 6f gtyle which la:a consideved typical
0% a work of art belonging to a particular genre, peried,
place or person mnd overleok other artistic features. since‘
modern writexs 4o not strictly abide by the prescribed rules.
such classification is hardly folidwed in modem siudy of

styles
24, MODERN APPROACHES TO SIYLE

- Ever since the days of Aristotlie, the problemg of style, in

soms foym Or other, have been attwacting the attention of
critics and scholarss Over the centuries,many new approaches
hove been dgveloped te gstudy the concept. Eﬁtkviat (1964) v
graaps diffarent approaches o style under six major

aabtegoriegs But he does not take into co;zsidaration the

aoncept of style as the mesning itself, that is, the organie |
view of styles So adding one more dimensicn o Enkvist's
framework,; the apprxoaches f.*c: style may be discussed more

comprehenalvely under the following headss

1) atyle as the dress of thought:

2} style as the m{agxing itselfy

3) style as a reflectlon of the persenality}

2) style as the cholce between altemative expressionsy .~
8) ' atyle as deviations £rom the norms

6) siyle as inter~gentence oohesiony and

7} style as a set of collective characteristics.



Zedele Style ag the dress of thoaght

The concept of style as the dress of thought is a legacy

of the ¢lessical school of rhetorics It ls, in one senszs

an extenszion ¢f the viaw of style as persuasion and also

is known as tha theosy of rhetorical dualisme One Of the
sarliest and most pevaistent views of style, it regts on @ \L
gssumsed dualism between matbeyr aﬁﬁ mamers baetwsen Arigtotle's
‘what to say' and ‘how to say it's This view was popelar in
the &enaisaénca and the neg=clasgic criticiams PRittenham,
ézsas)). a Renaissanceé critic, compares style iﬁo YElowarst,

' jewels® or 'eubxoidém;‘ ;} evan to the ‘crimson teint vhich
would be ledd on a lady's iips'*. Dryden also conforms to

this views In His Prefage to Annus ﬁir_@ﬁbilig {1667} he

dividen the poets' thought into three stages, viz.,‘ invention
or finding of the thought; deriving or scalding of that
theaght, and'elocution’ or the art of clothing or adoring [—
the thoughi. In the sighteenth century, Ssmel Wesley
recognizes style ag 'the dress of thought' (quoted in Leech

and Short. 19817 p.18J).

This oxnanental poticn oOf séylm which scemetlmes is kuoun 7
as the 'theory of osnate form' (to use Croca’s terml,
implies the independence of thought £rom its linguistia
clothing, and regards style as an ornamsntal, commmica-
tionally optionsl manner of presenting content, something
like the !fizing on tha cake'.
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Different French critics also approach style from this -
péht‘ of view, The moat important among them istﬂmri
Bayle (Stendhal)s He holds that “stylg congists in edding
to a given thought all the circumstances calculated to
Produce the whole effect that the thought ought o produce”
{tzsns in Murry, 1922, p.3)s  More recent varimts of this
view are those of Ballys, (1951} and Ri,ffat@:‘:@ {1959) ¢

Voo

Bally belleves that style emsrges £rom the addition of &

gontenu affectif to expressiocn: He identifies style with \/
sxpressive or emotive elements in language which ls added to

the neutral presentation of the message itself. To Riffaterre
(1959), style is a Kind of ‘emphasie’ either fexprassive’,
tatfactive', or 'sesthetic'e This emphasis is “afided to the
information conveyed by the linguistic stmeture without

alteratiocns of meaning®™. He further states “that ianguaga o
aexpresses and style ptresses” (p,1585) g} ‘

The acceptance of the idea of style a8y an applied ornament
allows cne to egnqeive of &n utﬁafance without étyl@ Such a
concept is not uncommen in litersry criticisms Kenneth Burke
(1955, ﬁof.r instance, believes that manner and style ;ara
charecteristics culy of 'eloquent’ works and are not to be ‘//
fomnd in ‘uneloguent’ ones. Paul Goodmen (1954) too, holds a
similas view when he says "mostly in eonnets of Milton, thers
iz not _style™ (p«215).

-~

3
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This notion of style, t?iﬁugh widely pragtiseds may be ><,
challenged on the following growndss

Firagt, ',i.t assgames- the exia,t;m;:e of pre=linguistic thought
and styleless languages Such an ascumption is a matter of
ceatroversys Secondlys the definition of style as an added
omenent leads e £o hold that writing without omament is
writing without styles Bub guch a mxﬁpmitim\ does not
alwaya hold goaﬂ :Ln/ practical swﬁya There are many writers
who write admirably clean English witham omamentatiom
Nevertheless, theay are said to have atylaa of their owns.
Finally: according to this view, styla is a2 quality not
pregent in all utterancess It, however, does not say anything
mbout how one determines the criteria for indicsting the
presence or sbsence Of style in en uttersnce. In the shsence
of an objective framework, Judgements about stylea" ars likely
o ihvelim mich Of subjective decision,

2e4+2+ Style ag the meesling itgelf

The notion Of style as meaning, which is also knoown as the
orgenic theosy of style stands in shexp contrast to that of
style as the dzess of thoughts The former is based wn the
assumptian that form and content are insepayshle and hence is

w2 N
. /‘L::",a_‘(/(

Y

mondstic in approaqﬁ-‘ The latter, on the contwary. pPresupposss \

a dichotany betwsen ‘what to say' and ‘how ©0 soy #t%, and
therefore follows a dualist approachs ".ﬂmy literary critics

Lo
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snd linguists aslike. have subscribed to the orgenic vwiew of
styles But due to ﬁiﬁfmcam in thelr approachog. monism,

" fees, organic theory ©f style hag hed different menifestations.
One of the cariiest exponents of this view of style is
Flaubert (1857). Emphapizing the inceparsbility ¢f mesning
and style, he suggests that 230,13'6\ BNG g@:xaanﬁn like body and e
sml, are one end inseparebles The most important advacete

of this theory s, howsver, Croce (1909)a He says “EBvery
true intuition or representetion is aleo expreossions. That
which does not objectify itself in expression is not

intuition or reprasentotions but sengation and mere mental L 7
faots The opirit enly Intuits in mekings foming. expressing.
He vho peparates intudtion from speech nater sucgoseds in
renuniting them® {tr. Adnsile, 15587 pe8)« Unlika the
follovers of the idee of style as the wa#bal dress of
disanbodied thunght, Croge holds thot no intuitien has eny
reality until it hes resched expressions According to him,

- thers is no style at oll but only meaning and dntnitione

Marzy (19227, o, aceording to adlic {196%)s is "s
thorsughwgoldnyg 8rocean®, asprasses the epinion that style
in the cheolute scase "is a complete fusldan of the personal’
aad the vuiverzal®s It is, he continues, “tho higﬁh&mi:
pchisvenent of literamre® {(ps7) & quality not isolable b
#rom writing. Wimsatd (1%41) also adopting a monistic
" appxoach, belieave«;:& in tho dogtrine of identily ©of style and ‘
meanings k
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The linguists who subseribe to the organic theory of
style argue that gvery statement has its unicue styler no

two different utterances, thersfore, mean the same thing.

Bloomfield (1985) accerdingly asserts, "It is a wellstried
hypothesis of linguistics that formally different utterances
always differ in mesning™ (pPe253)a p

The notlen of inseparsbility ©f the conbtent and the
linguistic elements O0f an artistic creation may bs proved

by the fact that imeh of the sesthetic effect is logt when a

literary work is parsphrased or translateds The "Wew Critics!

accordingly reject the aualist’s distinction between content
and form and look at a literary creatlon as an autonomous
verbal artefacte Believing in the eautonony of a work of ark
they £ind monism a sultable spproech for gtudying literaxy
texts Adopting a monistic stence, Fischer (1959) also
emphasizes the unity betwsen matter and manners. He says
“content is not only ybat is presented but also hop it is
presented® (peidl)e That style and meaning are inseparxable
is élso ptressed by Beardsley (1966). Conforming to the
menist view of siyles he aatégorieally‘ states that Ma
difference of style is alwaye a difference in meaning =
though implicit = and =n important end notable differencs
of style is always a sizesble difference in meaning® (pe?).

e

’ - e
in /g:ffg moxe recent timeg, the monistic view of relatlone

ship between foxm and content is vevived by Roland Barthesgs

el

L

I'q
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Assuming the inseparasbllity of form and content, Barthesg
(1971) regards a literary text “as an onion, a construction
of layers (or levels:; or systems) whose body contains.
ﬁdnai.lé. no haarts no kermel, no sec:xsz‘;‘:; no irreducible
principle, nothing except the infindity of its own envelopes =
vhich envelop = nothing other than the unity of its o
surfaces® (ps10).

The organic theory of style, however, is criticisged on
the following groundst

To an organicist; who denies the possgibility of any seperas
tion between content and form, a study of style asppears
ixrelévmt. A work ¢f art, secording to this viem iz N 9
congidered a unified wholee. I, thereforers implies that

there is only meaning and intuiticn bot no style as s'.a«nalysable

entitiess Following this definition, one cannot study the ..«

richness and complexity of the style features of a literary
creatione This concépt of style, therefore, does not geem

40 be acceptable ¢n operational grounds.

2+4¢3, Style as a reflectieon of the pergonality

This iheery assumesg that there is an intimate connection
between a writer's style and his personality. VMili.é:» (1965) has
¢alled it the theory of *psychological moniam' orx 'the indivie
analist theory' of stylee It refars to the ﬁléct that_ every
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7

writer displays his own unique 'signature’ in the way he
usaes language whnich distinguighes his works £rom thoge of
any other. Milic (1967) alsc holds that this theory might
have sprung from Plato's conception of the Vir bonug,

meaning *the good man whoge goodness would express itself v

W

ecqually in graceful dancing and graceful expression'.
Leegh and short (1981), however, suggest the Latin tag
stilus virﬁm arggit.(meaningqthe style proclaims the ma;)
as the origin of the concept of style as a reflection of

the personalltye.

Seneca, the Roman playwright, in his Epistulae Morales,
holding this view, connects the degencracy of morals with L///
the corruption of style. Conforming to this view of style,

Ben Jonson in Timber says. it is lenguage that most shows a
mane No glasge renders a man's form or likehess so true as

his gpeeches

This concept finds its echo in Buffon's (1753) aphorism Lg
style, c'est 1' homr . the style is the man himself. Thig
emphasizes that the author's personality is reflected in his
linguistic ‘thurbprint's The personal idiosyncrasies of a writer
make hig atyle unique end inimitable. Golang still further, Scho=-
penhauer (1951) views style as *the vhysiognomy of the mind's In .-
a similar way. Herbert Read (1928) also remarks, "just as the

ldiom of one language cannot be translated into the idiom of



another without giving an impression of £alsity, so a
writer's idiom is personal o himself, cannot be copied or

assimilated by others" (p.178).

Leo spitzer (1948) has locked at style as a revelation
of a writer's perscnality. He adopts a ‘psychological’
method which tends t0 establish the connections between an L///ﬁ
author's mental make-up and his lenguagees To identify the
peculiarities of style and £0 trace them to their psycholo=-
gical 'radix', he has elaborated an interesting procedure
which is commonly known as the ‘philological circle's The
practitiocners of thig theory of style often tyy to discover
the perscnalit§ of the writer from his work. Sandman (1954),
therefore, rightly remarks that the study of style "searches l///”
for man behind language® (p.42). The notion of style as the
verbal manlfestatitn of the personality is also shared, among
others, by Lucas (1955). Believing that style is a reflecticn
of the personality of the writer, e states that "Literary
style is simply a means by which one personality moves otherss
The problemg of style, therefore, are really problemg of pergow -
nality = of practical psychology® (p.38). For him, style ®is
perscnality clothed in words, character enmbodied in ::spc%sec}-x“'(13.2»9).wys

Likewise, Herdan also (1956) conceives of style as 'the general

e——

characteristics of a person's way of expressing himgelf in

language's It is a subconscious factor which the writer cannot

~
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| Vv
but ocbey and which, thus, betrays the writer's inmer self.
Following this concept of style., attempts have been made

Honafels
to settle the problems of authorghilp. Such g/motf /><

AL
however, is not free from limitationg.

ne objection to this definition is that there is no
widely accepted framework which can be used in the study of
style to show the relations between the style and the ,
personality. Secondly., it raises the problem of isolating
the features reflecting the personality of the writer f£rom
thogse dictated by other factors, such as context, culture
and genre, Finally, this definition suggests a direct move
from the language Of a Qriter to his personality on the
basis of llngulstic factse But such a move, which may be

h 2 -
viewed as a jump £rom the domain of literary criticism to ey

that ¢f psychological or blological speculation, is too
ambitioﬁs and not always justified.

2«4+4. Style as the choice between altemative expressions

This is a comparatively new gpproach to style and is an
ocutcome of recent developments in the £leld of linguilstics.
Such a notion of style is based on the postulation that all
natural languages have certaln. sets of altemrnative expressions
from which a writer or gpeéaker can cheose anyone he likes.

It accepts the dualist's dictum = the dichctomy between ‘what

to say' and 'how %o say it' and goes one step further to
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suggest that the game ¢ontent may be expressed in different
linguistic formse

Hockett (1958) states that there arg different ways to
express the same thing and style lles In the selection of
one of the different avallable ways« He holds that "two
utterances in the same language, which convey approximately
the same information, hut which are different in their
linguistic structure. can be gaild to differ in style® (p.556).
Hockett here acknowledges that to convey the spproximately
same dnformaticn different gpeakers may use different

“linguistic structuress

Ohmann {1959), enother exponent Gﬁ this theory, remsrls
that "if s%;ylé dosg not have to do with yays of saying -
gomething, just as style in tennis has to do with ways of
hitting a ball, is there anything at all which is worth
naming style?t{p.2). Ohmax):\x‘ g remark pointg boward the fzet
that *something' which is the content is conttant and the
way Of expressing the conient, le.e., form, is varisble. It
meang that the content can be expressed in different 'forms’.
Following the model of transformational generative grammar,
he discusses style ns a makter of the selectiom of optional "
rrangformations. In his later work,Ohmann (1964) relterates
that words oo the pé‘.ga might have heen different. or

ﬁifferently arranged without a corgesponding difference in



meaning. He holds that of the two types of rules = optional
and obligatory = that relate a deep structure to a surface
structure, often, the optional transformational rulesg are
regarded as tools of stylistie¢ analysis. The leiga;cory
transformational mules which by definition offer no scops

for choice, do not characterize the style of a writer.

Warburg (195?), however, emphasizes that a writer's choice
lies in the selection of a particular word from the available
synonyms. He argues, *Good gtyle, it seems to me, consists
an choosing the apﬁ:roiuriate synbollzation of the experience
you wish to convey, £rom among a number of Wc:rds whosge
meaning-areq is rcughly, but only roughly, kthe same {by éaying
cat, for example, rather than passy® (p.50)}. For Warburg,
style is a matter of selection, nrct‘of syntax, £rom thé optional

transformations, but of words)from synonymse

winter (1964) -and Gleason (1965) diecuss 'choice' from a
broader perspective when they regard style as the patterning
of 1inguistié choices presented by the conventions of the
language. Chatman (1967) also subscribes to this view. He
defines style as the "pattern of choosable rec}“ments...from
the language's resorveir®™ (p.75). Viewed in this sense.
style seems to perform the same function as grammar. But it
is to be kept in mind that theré exlsts a characteristic
difference between the two. Grammar, as Shopen (1974) says.

attempts to define the notion tpossible ntterance' whereas
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style is concerned with the notion 'effective and appropricte L
utterance'. He uses the following diagram to show the
difference betwesen grammar and stylet

Pogsible Uttersnces effective and appro=
Style priate utterance

5
-

LY
L4

L XA

This diagram shows that a wri-bar ghooges the effective and
appropriate utterances £rom amang a host of gmmmatic:ally
possible wtkerancess Srammar, thus, "Provides input to style"
and’ #*a theory of style aim;s at deécribing and explaining the
criteria that speakers and writers use for choosing among the
vmims means Of mpreasing ideas provided by gramat® {p.777).

AT ‘,\’o\'y Uy I‘-

Appmach.inc; f\almg tha sene track. Sandell {1977) holds that )Q
“style 1s a characteristic way of making nonw-semsntic

linguistic choices® {ps5)s According to him; semantic cholces
are not stylistic in nature: Choices a:;:e sald to be stylistic
when they Ococur between two expressions vhich are almost egqual

in having a common referent and in appesring in the same frama.

For example; in the expressions

Ibought & z (& = shirk)

e

Ibought a 2 &= a'péi; of txousers)

the choice is not stylistic but semantice. But in the utterances

Zx (x = bought) a shirt
iz (x = perchaged) a paly of trousers

the ¢choice is nonegemantic and hencg stylistics.
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Znkvisgt (1964} criticises this theozy opn the ground that
there 1s no simple way to meag#m whether the Information
expressed by two different linguistic structures is eppro=-
priately the same or nots Secondly, it is not often easy
to digtinguish elements of astyle reflecting cholce from
those conditicned by other factors. & dlscussion of styles /
not based on the study of cholces constituting style, is v
likely to be futile in its judgements.

2«4:8¢ Style as deviations from the norm

The exponents of this view characterize style as deviations
or departures from the ‘nomm’. ¥he norm is constituied by
the totality of a particular léanguage systam. Such a stand
presupposes the exlstence of a normes A way Of uging 1&3&@&@9.
in this senseés is stylistic only in 80 éa’:‘: as it is deviant.
This concept seems to be an extenglon of the view of style as
chojce in that a writer, in hilg sttempt ab deviating £xom the
norm, ¢axercises his choleces Aaccoxding o this definition,
style is gometimes concedved of a8 a Ydeviance' a 'differenca’
or a *distance' frém the nomm and on individual woik is
aucordingly stixdieﬁ in terms of its departures from the

gtandarde

wellander (1948) beliaves that Ystyle, in the linguistig
Bensea, uazaaily signifles every special usgage ¢learly aontxéstsd
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against Yhe generale More glosely, style could be ﬁéfinéd/ R

as that way of presenting a subject which differs more or less
from the average and which is ;ﬁstiyated _k_ay th_e snmctar of
the subject, the puxpose Of t-:m Qx.eaentauma the feader's .
qualifications end the writer's personality® (trang, Bnkvist,
1564; p.23J. Siyle, according to this deﬁmiﬁimg’ ig the

difference or the motivated deviatione

A pomewhat similar view is expressed by Bemnard Bloch
(1983). According to him, "the style of a discourse lg the
messege carried by the frequency distribution and trassie
tional probabilities of its ugagu&ssme festuress; especlally,
as they differ from those of the same in the language as a
whole® (pe42), He suggests that norm ig a set of statigtical
facts sbowt language in general rather than In particulare He,
howevery Goes act say, in concrete terma, hew one can ascertain
the trensitlonsl probsbilities and fregquency distrionsions of
a natural lenguagas

The notion of style as deviations is supported, ameng
otherss by coritics like Guiramd '51953). Saporta (1960) and
Spiteer (196i). Saporta e:;p'ms‘;;s\;;ﬁ:;: postlic language ><
deviates from ordinary discmirse by meking such eptiomal
features as rhyme, alliteration, atc., Sbligatory, that is
ky imposing additional restrictiong not r:eqair.g& by gramemars
supperting the view of style as deviations: Stenkiewicz (1960)
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holds that 'deviations' £rom the aceepted norm are not only
tolerated but alse equally scoepted as they make the verbal
expregsion more petterned and orgenized. They are, he

_ falterctes, not 'poetic licence' or individual creations bug

®the result of méniﬁalatia‘ns of availsble lincuistiq material V
andé the skilful utilization of the posegibilities inberent in

the spoken language® (pp,75«76). Ieech {(1969) and Cluysennar
{1976} algo sdopt the same view Of style as devistiong €rom

the norm. Devistions are meinly of two types - style as
Geviation from grammaticality or grammaticsl deviation and

gtyle as deviatlon from normslity or stabtisgtical deviation.

The approach to style as deviations, however, raises the
central problem of determining a norm sgadnst which deviatims
are to be contrasted. M thelr stteupts abt determining a nomm,
exponents of this theory have suggested different solutionge
Riffaterve (1952) believes that stylistic context is a linguistic
pattern suddenly broken by an unpredictable element mnd tries
to establish ‘context® as nomm for measuring devietionge
Levin (1963, 1965) and short (1973); however. attempt to
resolve the problem by adepting a gtatistical norme Ieech
{1969) expressas the view that style should be gtudied in terms
of deviations fyom the ’eﬁerz}day language’s But he has not
suggested anything sbout how one c¢an define the t avexyday
language' and ‘degrees of deviations's While Cohen (1968)

suggests the language of seience as norm on the basis of its
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being ‘unmarked, devoid of formal elaboration?, Colgon (1978)
relterates that deppite practical difficulties, a statistical,
numerical pomm gppears to be the only satisfectory norm in the
stady of styles '

P
*

The Prague Sahwlfiingu«is‘cs alse have subscribsd to the N

view of atyle as deviations. They hold that the language Of
llteratzxa, l.e+, poetic language, i;% digtinot from tho
standard language dn its being déviante. The distinctivencas
of puetic la:xguagé is characterized by deliberate altsration

of the norms of standayd language. Such deliberate alteration,
' in many cases, amounts to ruleebreaking. The Jeviabtions in
poeetic language, they think, are necessary becsuse the ordinary
danguage fails to cagpture the real moods and feelings of a
creakive writere In Prague School Poetics 'deviation' is termed
as ! foregramdiag’ (the Inglish rendering of the Czech a?_g;ty_a;j,gc_:_et_.)
The term was first guggested by Faul L. Garvin (19G4). Fore-
graunding; which iz slso known as™esutomatizstion? sgainsi
the a&tamatizeﬂ‘ gtandard language, 18 used to describe certain

deviation which h%sak’tha function og/ bringing gome itam into
S U LA :
artistic emphasis 50 that it stends ocut from it surroundingse /.

aAccording o mké?ovsw {_196,‘53@ a prominent exponent of this

1
e

school, poetic (literary) lenguage ie the 'esthetically inten= L~ ¢

W

tlonal distortion! of standard language. Xt is this purposeful W
viclation which holds the serd of style and which gives a reader
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a fresh awarmesé off, and sensltivity to the linguistic
mediums Halliday (1973) describes *foregrounding® ag "z
performange that is motivated™ (peii3l.

Styles eccording to this view, is deviation from the
noxrms It, thergiore, £ollows that wz;i‘_r:e_rﬁ who do not deviate
from the standard, who strictly adhere to the noxm, have ne
style« Bub this ig not always trues Deviatlions camot be
the whele of a wilterds styles it is onl;r one aspest Of ite
Secondlys although not unvessonsble as a cancepts this
definition cften faces the problem of a norms It either
accepts ordinary language as the norm or mdopts a statistical

noime

Todoroy {1971) discards the £irst saying that "ordinaxry
language is the meetingeplace of a thousand norms and thus
‘normlens' in the trueat gense® {p.31). The second, in its
search for objectivity and qxza;ai:.igiga@;.m, oceasionally glves
undne Jmportance Lo methodology which tends t0 overwhelm the \/
subject. Further, svme suppOrters of thig view hold that a
linguistic element appears to be stylistic only when it ds
uged in excesss Bul the question One can reasomably railse
ig *exéess o vhat extent'? Since tﬁe:;'a is ne standard o
measure the extent it is not clear how deviant ;3 case ghauld
be to exhibit a style. Wellek (1960) egi}:;:'eif:%egé;ﬁt the }‘C
notion of style as deviation reduces styleeswmdy o a

'countergxymmar®s It leads to en extre~ordinary overemphasis

- -



™ pure innovations or tricks, or something that has not been
establlished in the language and hence is not te be accépted
as an official definicion of stylas '

2+:4,6. Style ag inten~sentence achesion

Style as inter-gentence gohesion refers to those formal
features which regulate the relstions existing beyond the
level of the sentence. This definltion emerges f£from the
conviction that sentences in a givenl paoasage Or work off art

insteesd of existing in isolation, establish interesentence

P

-

links which meke Aif en integrated vholes. Conforming to this
wview., Hill (1958} defines mtyle "ag all those relabions among
linguistic entities which ere relstable; or may be relatable,

in terms of wider spans than those which fall within the

limits of the sintence™ (p.406): HELl holds thek there are

many restraints and festures outside the sentence which eshibit
the style of a writers It dse in foot, the Inter~sentence
cohesion that distinguishes study of style from linguistics.

30k Saporta (,3;96@} accordingly writes “whersas the maximm

unit i linguistigs is the gentences & larger unit, the |

text, serves as the basis® for the study of style (p.88J.

Recent developmente in the study of style have made it
possible to study style features egross the senteénce biundarys

sypporting the study of inter-gentencercohesion, Weinrich (1971)
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cays, "there ls ne reason to stop syntactle research at the
ragic border of the sentence. Units higher than the sextenca
ava as mach syntactic as those lower, the former even having
a certain methudolegical priority becsuse they are cbtained
earller | in the segmentation process® (pp.221-222). He
regards inter-sentence cohesion as ‘textnal! or ‘macroe

gyatax® e

Following this definition, a trend has recenily developed
) swé\ig the stretches of language longer than the sentencas
Cxitics, such as Hendrickg (1973), Halliday & Hasam (1976),
Couithard (1977) and others deal with the ddstributions of
linguistic elements which 1ink sentences within a teut. This

/

/
trend which is popularly known as *disccurse analysis' after \//

an artlcle by Horrds (1952); holde that the total mesning OF
a literary work con be dlscovered only when it is taken as a

unitied whole.

although it gounds ressonable as a theorgbical concepl.
this definicion mistakes the part for the whole and as sﬁcn |
gives only a parbial view of style. Any study of style, o
be comprehensive, has to take inid ¢considevetion style
features appeaving both within and above the ievel of the

gentanc,

2.4.7+ Style as a set of collective charscterstics

This definition maintains that style is the regult of
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dﬂ.ﬁfemnﬁ linguistic #lements enployed by & writer if a work

of art. According to this view, the s&gnifiamaa of a glyen v
word :*.n & taxt is moasuted throwugh a juxtasposition with

| other wordgs It holds that: styleestudy, to be ﬁnqms:!va;

st be based on Observations made at verious levelss . .

Enkvigt (1964) believes that “the style of a text is the |
aggregate of the contextual proosbilities of its linguiscie
dtems" (pe28) . ¥For Enkvist, style is ¢oncermned with contexs

tnal probshilitiess He suggests that a consideration of

both ‘textual! and extre~textial contexts is eissen,t':&él for' )
pasping judgements shout the a%yié. of & texts A sméy of =
style, thevefors, should take into account the stylistic
_£eatures occurring both aw theé 'mierolevelty that is, withis

the sentence or units me.;m;er tha the saﬁi:eace. and at the
'micreslevel’, that is; beyond the sentenves Viewed in this
sense, style becomes something akin &0 eah%;'@nsge = a combined

] aftamh, xfs‘ im, then, & totality of form and stmat\ma -8

<

u:a:i.que and harmmdicug assemblage of sgversl xmra gmex:al
categaries within the pamtmlar wom*

A study, carried it along this line, inay give a more
conprehensive ides about the style of a work or an athor,
Put it remains to be said that such s definitioy seems to be
£06 wids to be followsd in practical analysis of the style
of a text sxceeding » gertain lengthe "I,t}, ig; thercfore, not
alwiys scceptable as & functional definition of styla.



Style, it is evident from the foregoing discussion, has
been looked upon differently by diffevent pacple ahd different
gohools of theughts wWhat style mesns to different critics, as
exenplified sbove, msy seem, on the face of it, not only
diffierent. ut i3 some cases even gpposed to sach other. None

of theaa &y m:&faima is :Ez'eﬁ £xom 3.m1mm=;§nd mm m h‘
PMQ\?@{. [n VIRV (u &Q:‘(( ) VY S,

1y adequate 40 a practical sénses Strle is not mereély the drass
of thought, a kind of verbal behwimr oucanioned by specifiic
the —writem Ag‘aﬁx_sg it is not wh&l@f the ms*&taer nimse:tf; i
im; rather, ™an i’m‘::é:tﬁm of writer « @ faneticn that
ceacasls the m,ﬁafauxé%y ag it reveals him" (Klann, 1968+
Fpe5=6)e While atyle aa deviations and jntex-sentencs links
give only partial views, sﬁyle ag the mmmgg on the othexr
hand, implies the rejeciien of the concapt dtselfe sﬁy).e as
collective characteristics le top widse a definition im accept
and style as choice postnlates that two diffexent linguistic
structures refer not to the same thing bt oaly W
the same things - For the present gtudy, which seeks to
conpare the styles of two wkﬁgm‘g who heve c¢hopen a nohe-native
ladguage as their medium of expresaicay none of the abova

. ¢defindtions is arceptedle wﬁ.tbmt medifications It is.
therefore, asssentia), -l mmuﬁ.atq dn the light Of the above
dimuasmc & wopking definitich of style which will provide

. anelytical Zrauework and guidelings
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205+ A WORKDIG DEFINITION OF STYIR

Syntheslzing the fundementels gommop to the views discussed
dhove, style may be given a brosdwbased defindtion which
will aveld confusions and contradictiongs Style may be

said to refer to some or all langnage habits of a writer.

The language hal;\ait of a writer, iice, the writer's choice

of linguistic features, ig, in fadt, conditioned by a

manker of interscting factorss Thesge factors méy be ¢alled

‘ ;"si&atimrial varigbles' (Crystal sné@ Davy, 19897, *contaxtual
parameters' {Enkvist, 1973} or simply *déterminants® (Ngaras
1962} Ngara (19282) has isolated eight such determinants
vhich ere medium, modes language/dialect, context, field of
digoourges participants, andience and personality or
personal factolfge Medium yeferg to the method of communis
catian, viz., spaken or written, dislogus or monslogues

Mode indiecates kinds of literatuxe, guch asz, prose, £iction,
poetry oxr dramas Lenguage/dialect points o the “macrocosmic!
level of a writerts linguistic choles, puch as dlaleet or
stenderd lenguage, native or nonenative languages While
context refers to the situation, sueh ag eultuxal, historical,
geographical or ideclogical, field of discourse distinguishes
particulay area of lenguage activity, vizs, law, s@vertising
or religien. Particlpants or participating agents include
both narrator, and Interlocutors or characters snd mudience
includes ths readers, such as children; old, etucated, comion
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mene. Finally. personality zeﬁera to the wg:&ter’s conpetance
in using the chogen lsnguags and his psrsonal idiosyncrasiess -
- Ageopdingly, style, hefs; will be ?ie%ﬁ as the Individial \// |
wtlter's creative exploitation of the lingiistic resources
made avallsble to him by the aitustional varishless In this
sense, it is the gaaliﬁaéim of language in text, or the use
of competance in actual verbal performaices It is a way of
making linguistic choltes which consistently distingmish |
cne writer from the others Styles thus. 38 & kind of
lfaguistic variaticne It is the difference or rather some
of the diffevences between two Or wore texts or writers, Such
s definitiod of style, cbvitusly. does not stand directly
28 a rival approach to eny discusssd aboves Xt refers to the
'&mﬁ#’ﬁi‘m in the use of language by individual writers and
alse allows scope for comparative study @fhlgﬁyxea of two o

more rexts or wrilters.
2e6. STLLISTICS o : \

Treditional study of style has been subjective and evaluative,
Ldterery acholars in this t.mdi.tim have viewed style &s toked T
YN e
mbsewient +o wider aseathetlc mtpases. They have zz- arated ><
dnpressiens of siyle f£xom mmiﬁiy@ readings Such inpressicns,
gongequently; lack sn dbjective bese, & quantitative confire
matdorie In thelr descriptien of styles, literary scholars
have used different sssthetic terma, such as ‘urbane!; ‘curt’,
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*luciaty *plaint, '‘emberent®, *grand’, *vigorous’s
tadmirable!;, ‘elegant', ‘decorative’, 'masical, 'mosaic' -~
which are not directly relatable £o linguistic facts.

There ars no ¢lear ways to ensure theoretical validity of
such statementss In the absénce of any objsctive basis,

1t ig often Aifficult to sy o what basils such styles ave
determinéd. As a result, two literary critice, bwc;ausm‘ of
thelr differences in intuitive perception end aubjecctive
Judgementyg, are sometimes fourd to arrive ab two different
atotenments sbout the style of a particuler writere As a
reaction to this subj éctive study ©f styles gradually, théere
emerges & tendency towards studying style more objectivelys
It téands to follow an epprosch which would be more chjcctiye
then mbjective, more descriptive than aesthetice The
davelopment of linguisticg as a distinet dlgeipline has
faellitated such en cbhjective study of style =~ which has
come to be known as aty, 1igk :Lg: »  Stylistics, towe, is a \
linguistic study of styles: It studles the formal features

of the work of a writer.

According to COED, the moun gtylistie eppeared dn English
as early as 1846 and 2tyidstics was first attested 14 1682~83.
In German, however., the term gtilistik. as Ullmepn (1957)
suggests, has besn in use since theé early nineteenth century
and gtyligtious in French Zirst appeared in lLittre's
dictionary in 1872.
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247« MNFLUENCES OF THE CONTINENTAL MOVEMENTS O SIYLISTICS
) N

Stylistices as e brench ¢f literary criticisms emerged in

. Gentinental Burcpe in the garly twentieth century. It waes
found to be in conformity with the critical thought of the
time. The nin@tésmh century, being characterized by
revolutionary discoveries ih the natural sciences and the
rise of social sclences, such as Sociclogy end anthropology
provided a suiteble atmosphere for the emergence of an
chjective and analyticel methed of inquizrys 8&tylistics is
the :wtaeme of the applicatlon of an objective and enalytical \/
method of inquiry in the field of literary criticigme. Viewed
in its historical perspecitive, stylistics may be s3id to

have beén influenced by the Continental movements, mainly by
the French Stylistione snd the Germen Stilforschung (Bustis.
1978)s The influences of Russgisn Formalism and AngléwAmerigan

New oriticism also are palpsble in Baglish stylis@i@ﬁa.

Ze7ele Ereuch Stylistique

French Stylisticue, in its tumn, waé anticipated by the
Explication de texter, Explication de bexte was a late
ningtesnth centuxy movam@.m:,-‘ It emsrged ag a reaction ©o

the axcessive litersry historicliem and enphasized the study

s

v’

of *lexicologlcal and syntactive featurea' Of a text. Az at
approach it gained wide curvency and becane the chief method
of literary instruction in French secondary and higher

etucation (Watt, 1960).
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The fextual eriticism that began with the Explication
de toxte, with the spplicaticn of advanced linguistie
theorlés turned into stylistics in the later yearss The
ccneept Of stylistics had its root in da Smussure's , \/
dietinction between lg lsngue (the code or the set of
cenventiong that constitute a given language) and nggg
(the Individual uttaranee or the way the eodé is used in \/

aotunal situasticnl)e

FPollowing Samssure’s distinction between lg lsngue snd
1g parole, his pupil Charles Bally {1909) concelved of
ls styliccicue as the study of the affective content
{contenm affectif) of the acmal expression in organized
lmnguages It was, in fadt, Bally who origingted the term
geylistigue. He was also the first linguist to systématically
investigave style Udeshon, 1972). Bally, however, ewcluded
lx.tez:ary laugudge frum the domain of stylistics on ghe ground
that a literary naxi; is a conseious use of language with an v
eosthetic DULPOSE. _Bat his discipie Marcel Cressot (1947)
extended stylistlcs to include literacy language. He
juétiﬁé,ed ‘tha inclagion by saying ﬁ;ha'; the wyork of literature
is par éxc@ lence the domain of stylistics, preclgely
because thare the &haica is more *voluntary® and mere

Logonacions «
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'Pméh W atterpted to describe the mmmﬁwy
gxaumutic!al and 1&1@3& systemae IL thus aaaaidmﬁ ;@a&@ﬂ' a
dlscipline contained within the realm of linguistios. With
strong linguistic orientetion it arrived st findings which
wire based m objestive facts: After Cressot, stylisticlans,
such as Sayce (1953), Guizend (1934) ‘ena Ylimann (1867). (%o
mention caly thres), aleng with otsha::m establiched the trend
of stylistic swéieu in Prences

T 2972+ Gérmen Sﬁﬁﬁarsc!mng,

German _mw arig.é«nazly energed ap a readtion %o
Seiptaschichtg = a amaﬁemm centusy intellectual movements
Selistepchichte held that he meandng Of a PoBRm was 10 be '
deternined by its sociowhistorigal milleus Accordingly. it
treated sny poetic text ap a historicsl document (Eustis,
1978)s The msin purpose behind Germen Stilforgchurg was to
bridgs tha gep betwem linguistics and literary history. It
ﬁevamped. & new approach to the study of ls.!:era::y tmu The
principal exponent of this school was Lao Spitzer (:M&h
Unlike Bally, Spitzer sccepted the totslity of & work of arts
Hé followed a *to end f£ro' movement between the ‘irm@k and
the outer forms of s work of art and attem‘mé 0 mamé the
sithor's spirit with that of his period and natimh His
method came to be known as the ‘philological ¢ircle's Tt was



concerned mainly with the psychélogical and sesthetie
problems raiszed by the pexsonal style of a uriter,

Spltzer was followed by Muerbech (1953). Dike Spitzer,
Merbach alsc assumed that literagy text reflected the
artist's socletys His Mimesds (1953): a widesranging work
of study of styles, covers a pericd of over three thousand
years beginning from Homefe The Germen School, however,
with its emphasis on the inner fomm, Often, ignored the
original linguistic observetions and tended to defy precislon
wi sclentvific methodologys In trying €0 link the literary
work $o the aushor's perception of his world and 4o the
cnltural tradition withiy which he Lived, it seemed to
become a kind of psychological bicgrephy or history of ideas
against which it reatted.

2e743, Rdgglan Formalism

kussian ‘Pormelism’ also mede positive contribution towavds
textual study of literary works. A great deal of work of
the Rusaian Fozmaligt School and the Frague Linguistic Circle
was directed towards the closs study of the verbal texture of
litorary texts. But approaching from a wméwhat diffei*ent
gtandpoint, the exponants bﬁ these schools regarded ‘plot and
motif' as structural un-ité and concentrated mors on the
analysis of theéa éompasitziqx;al units than on the application
of 3.inguifa§.ia principles to the plructure of literary textg.
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2.7e4e Anglo=samericen New Criticigm

The Continental movements - French Stylisticue, German
Stilforachung and Russisn Formalism, greatly influencgg the
LAnglo*américan ’ﬂew\Criticism'} ‘New Criticism‘ alsocg;érged ><\
as a critical revolution end it tried "to solve a simileyr

crisis in the humanltles, i.e., the Inadequacy of traditional
philology and traditional literary criticism® {(Lodge, 1966;

ps55). |

In England carly attempts at cloge study of the werbal
detail of works of literature were made by BEliot (1920),
Richards (1924 and 1929} and &mpson (1930). They tried to
replace subjective cxiticlism by a practical, analyticai
methods Such a method, they thought, would establish a close
link between the reader's respense and the words on the page.
The fundamental effort of thig attenpt was to free criticism

from lmpressionism and emotionaligme

Emphasiging the importance of an analytical gpproach,
Richards (1924) ststed that "what criticism most needs is YV
less poeticising and more detailed snalysis and investigation®
{p.364J). Richards was followed by a group of aAmerican
academics, such as Brooks and Warren (1938), Ransom (1941),
and Blackmuyr (3i957). They tried t0 reconstruct the meaning
of a poem through the study of formal featurese The critics
belonging to this group were known as the 'new critics' after

Ransom's The Newy Criticism (1941).
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But 'Hew Criticism’ was mainly concerned with poetry.
It was basically value~oriented and it tended to be impressicnie
stic in its methods It assvmed the in.sepaxébiliﬁg‘ between from
and contents and looked for the meaning of a work of art in its
formal structure. Hence, it almost Ignored the problem of
styles However: "New Qzﬁ;tiézism‘x; with its @aaitiviaﬁ approach,
interest in verbal texture snd importance of .;matmmy of text
gave a fregh dimension to literaxy sppreciation. It studied
a text oa the baglg of imagencmstaté@ plurisgignation,
amblgulty, parador aand ironys and thusg, it offereds; as Powler
{1966b) says, "an admirsble environment for the écntr.%.}mitim
of linguisties to the literary ewxiticism® (p.154).

2.8, BMERGENCE OF STYLISTICE AS A LINGUISTIC STUDY
OF STYLE

Linguistic study Of styles lesss gtylistica, in the real
gsense of the herm began in the nineteen f£iftiess It was
heralded by Harold Whitegphall's j(ii?ﬁz,) revolupitidnary assertion
that “as no scilence can go beymaé mathemsticsa, 'nb'c:ritiaiéﬂi y /"
can go beyond its linguistles® (p«713). It worked under the
bgs‘i;s assumption that creative writing is a varbal exercise, \//
Supporting this view, Hall and Hil} (1953) suggested that "a
work of litersibure. whether a fullslength novel or merxely a
triolet, is an ukterance fully contained in the uiherances

whichh make wp humasr lainguage. A plece of 1iterature is v

therefore a language acet:; like other lanhiguage astse bug’



differentiated £rom them by characteristics of its own®
(0:.489) s The ;mel:i,aai;ion here wag that the languzgse of
Liceratures like om:maxy language, cxuld be profitaoly
malysed with the help of linmuilstic theordese Such an
analysiss; it was exwpacted, wiuld reveal a close relations

ship betueen a writer's sf:.yla and his visiony Stylistics Lo ]
is ah attempt at describing a writer's style on the basis

of the analysig of his :L:axxgixage{ The development of
linguistlops as a distinet 8iscipline, therefore, inevitsbly
ayouses @ great desl of Interest in stylistic problemge

Recent linguistic theories ﬁag,ilita’fcé an adecquate dgscripe
tion of style with a morg atcourate and detailed vogatulary

or vocabulariess They alse provide a theoretical basgis

for the individual view of styles Doherty {(1966) hag rightly
suggested that it is “the applicetian of linguistic methods
to the study of gtyle® that ®has come to be called styliestics®
{pe303). It thus follows that a stylistic enalysis is a
Iinguigtice oriented study. Cne of the central doncemns of
stylistics has bean tha contrasgt of the language system of

a work of art with the general usage of the time. Stylistics.
therefore, as pointed cut by Wellek (1973). “cannot be pursued
successfully without a thoraugh grounding in gemeral linguie
stics® (ps177).



36

‘Linguistic study of a literary text can provide a desper
ingsight figéwgizd the appreciation g;ﬁ‘ 8 work oOf arte. Freeman \
{1970) points to the importence of this assumption saying
that "a good critie is petforce a goed linguist® (pe3).
He goes still further to suggest thet "linguistics gives
literaty criticism a thedrgticel underpinning as necessary
to that undertaking as mém&métiﬁa; is to physics®™ (pe3)s
211l this polnts to the fabk thet slylistics appearg on the
gritical .ac_z/én_e as a reactlion %0 the sabjectiviiy and n

arbitraringss ¢f the literdry critige' impression of stylee v

Btylistics, as opposed to traditional study of atyls, is

“armed with the cbjoctive methods of linoguistic emalysis snd

perhaps reasongbly proud of its hardewon Sci@nmﬂwi orienta= -

tion to language stady" (Hasan: 19752 P.49).
% s The main purpose of stylistics »i§ to replace Wxaasimisﬁig \// ‘
tgr_@igaggieg used w describa the style of a writers It is an\//\
attempt at making some statement on the baals of an investi- -
gation of the way 1angx;éga g used In A téxtu Referring to
its cbjective base and scientific approach Fish (1973) writes,
geylistics was bomm Of a reaction €9 the subjectivity end
impreasionian of ui,era,xy ghudiege For the apéreaiat;.va
reptures of the impressionistic critic stylistictisns purport
to substitute precise end rigorous sclentific descriptions
and to proceed f£ran these descriptions Lo Mte;pmﬁatians for
which they cen claim a mecasure of objectivity. Styiﬁ.stics, in
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ghort, is an attempt to put criticism on a sclentific
bagis® {pp.69%=70),

| Stylistic study is baged on the formal tools of “‘analysis'
and reliep on numerical datas In ita deseription of facts,
it eonforms to the modern sclentific method of investigatiom. V7
Referzing to the relevance of gtylistics to the present agea
Tallentive {(1971) remarks, “Today's reader of literamy
criticism has been conditioned by a computerized world to
gcoept objective mnelysis asd is lems apt to be satlsfied by
conjectureg, For litsrary critloilem %@ pa acgoptad as a
respectoble ;iigcip;;ﬁ.ne in modem times., its quality Judgements
must be corroborated by fagts" {(pe973). stylistics, belng
en fhjective approach, provides cbzervable facts to verify
stax,t@mam;sggcut style and thereby restraing a literary ernitic
from hurzying to aubjectlive, arblirary decisionu. v

7

2.8, STYLISTICS AND ALLIED DISCIPLINES

Stylistica,s o quote Enkvist (19?1'); is an *eclectict approasch
to literatures It incorporates elementsg from different
diaqiglinéa and henes ie linked to other subjects, eéspecially
to linguistics end litarary criticign. Nevertheless, there
are both theotetical and procez;’iuxa; diffetonces between
stylistics azzi linguistics on the dne hand, and between
$t¥listicé end litecdry criticisn on the othex.
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249:1s Stylistics end Linauistics

Stylistics and linguisticg are 50 closely related to each
other that the former, gometimes, is regarded as & brench
of the latter. But stylistics, as Ullmeap (1957) points

cut, "is not a branch of linauistica"; it is, d.n fact, "a
parallel science which examines the same problems from a

different point view®. Stylistics. in thisz senser mey he
sald to have "the sane subedivisions as linguisticg®.

such as phonologicale laxical and synbactical (p.10).

Another digtinction between lingudstics and stylistics
is thet the former Qeals with the relation within a
gentence and‘ the latter trangcends the boundary of the
sentence and constructs what may be called 'text grammar’.
RHill (1952) categoricslly points cut that while lingulstics
"dpgoribes itgms within senibecnes™, stylistics belongs to
a “larger aves of langudge gtudy which is not bownd by the
iimits of the sentence™ {p.6%). It iz thus e‘.vic}rent\ thet
abylistics, in sone way oF ofbhag, ‘:f.s, aoncarnad with lanouage.
In studying the formal features it dnvestlgstes the way

language is used in a texb.

It is thé development of linguistic theory during the
lagt three decades that has made Yastylistics a centxal wopie

in linguistics®. ii:xguiatic,;s destiviben langusge and sghows



39

how it wozkss Stylistics: on the other hand, is that part of
iinguistics, which, & quote Turer {1973}, “Concentrates on
variation in the use of language, often, mubt not exclusively,
with gpecial attention to the most conscious and complex usga
of language in Literature®™ (pe.7).

2,9.2. Stylistics and Literary Criticiem

Stylistics may be viewsd gs a b&?.?demliné gclence hetwesn
linguistics and literary crirticimhe It "might perhaps be
censidered as s link betvaen the solentifig goudy of ianguaga
end the literary study of style" {Sayce. 19537 pe3). wWiddowson
(1975), too, sharés a similar view. Thab sqylistics‘involvea
both literary criticism and linguistics is evident from ite
morphological make-ups. Widdowson suggests that while "geyle!
component rolates * s‘aylia:i&:i.i@;’* to litecary eriticism, the
'istics® component refers to linguistica.

-

Stylistics takes the language as primary: and artistic
values are regarded as incidental to linguistic degeription.
Lilterary criticiem, on the other handa at‘héchea;é g;ezater
Importance to artistic valuesg and réfers to 1angue_zg§ in so
far as it serves as evidence fox aesthetic assessment

(Widdowson, 1974).

It iz true that hoth siylistics and literary critiglem

acknowledge the ifmportance of contexts They, however;
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differ in their ides of context. In literary criticism
context is the individual text whereas in stylistics it is
the language considered as a wholes Stylistics, in
comparison to literary eriticilem, sppears to be less
diffuse, morg single-~minded and more mechanicala

Stylistics is descripsive but literary critilcism iz
esaentially Interprotativer and evaluwatdva. Literacy exities,
therefore, argue that "what goes under the name of stylirs'tsims
i, at best. conly perlpheral to the sﬁudy of l‘iterature ag an
aesthetid chject® (Huzsan, 1975f pedd).

Litersinre iz prinerily concorned with valuese Since
vzlues are not amenable to scientific method of investigation,

Ca-I P
styligtics kazxdly gls;imé to be a compréhengive method of \’

AN

s

litersey criticism. It is jugt one way of appreciating a work

of litezaiures

2+10, SIYLISTIC ANALYSIZ OF POBRTRY

It is dmporfent %o note that sarly atitempia in styl ist:i;c
analysis mainly concemed poebiys The reasong Lor this are
1ot hard o findes Fuoelic &;amaxaa was congldersd to be
fthe most idiosyneratic! and !tha least redundant' of all
us;és of languagos "ﬂw langusge of poetiy was baken to be

M ehe most highly Eraught with ambigaliy® and also the most
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complex in its phonglogical, Yexical and grammatical
pattemings (Levin, 1962). with thess assumpticons, critics
cmﬁmaa thelr attention laygely to the linguistic snalysis

Of poetrye. The works of Hill (1955), Chetman (1956}, Hymes
{1960), Halliday (1964), Miles (1964) ceteblished the trend

of appliyiag linguistic techniques to the study of poetry.

Hore recent memp?’{inzi ﬁt Vilf field of 1inguism$ hava |
dntxoduced useful terminologies such as ! aurﬂaca strusturet . \<
'deep strueture', !foregroandingt., ;"xankwshift% PR -2
grammar', "cohesicn® - which I;év_@ been effsctively applied

in the linguistic analysis of poetry. These Wﬁﬁigﬁig;;i;s B
provide tools for s more methodical and inbensive study of
the language of literary kexis. Sowe notsble exanples ars
the works of Leech (1965), sinclair (3966), Chatmen (1968),

Rodger (1268}, Freeman (1981}, Keysey (1981), Burnett (1981),
Zelle STYLISYIC ANAIYSIS OF FIODIGN

The language of fictlion does not seem to have recelved as
much attenticn as that of poetry. The maln reasons behind
this are perhaps twoe Flrst, until recently, it hag been a
commen ballef that s:inc:a the lenguage of figtion usually

is not as avbiguous and complex as that of paezlt‘rya a stylistic
ptudy of fiction often falls to provide any deeper insighte
Secondly, a novel text bmausa of ite large, unwieldy size,

sgems & to be unmanagesble for any detailed stylistic analysis.
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Supporting the first view, eritics; such as Bradbury (1967)
and Bateson (1972) qu@gg_%%nguistié study of £iction.
According te themy vgijctim is more & mattey of plot, stiucture,
charatter, etc. than of words and senténcess Bateson (1972)
states that the stylistic devices of prose ore less prominent
than those of poetry. Ha algd emphasises thab "more than
 Gther varietiss 0F ‘pmsae composition. it ds the novel that is,

ap a genres mogt remote from style® (p«100),

The other group, represented by Schorer (1948}, Booth
{1961), lodge (1966), Fowder (1977), and Leech and Short
{1281J, maintaing that fietion is esseatially a language act. L
Therefore, a close and rigorcus study of its languages often,
leads to a betber understanding of the wosk iltoelf as well as
the writer's arte They hold thab the structure of sentences,
clanges and Phrases, the gelectich of wordses the patteming
of the rhythm ond gound ~~ all contribute to the design of
£iction. Asg in life, 50 also ip fiction, pabternings of
lenguage distinguilsh one personalliy fram anotlier. The
ﬂi@:‘:/\ést differences of language dan provide clues Lo the :3{
understanding of the subtlest shilits in human eaotions andr
Perceptions. The verbal desion of fiction, then, provides
sources of pleasure and iunsight to a reader sensitlve to its 3/
language« Assuming fiction as a "literary art®; Schorer
{1948). contends that its eritleism “must begin with the base

of language® (p.33%). Booth (1961) suggests that an anelysis
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of the verbal texture of fiction leads to a fuller under=
standing of & writer's arte DLodge (1968) highlights the
:h:@qrtaric:é of the study of fictilonel prose by categorically

stacing that "the novelist*s meddiim is language? whatever e
he does gug novelist, he does in snd through language® (p:19).
Her therefore, concludes that. flctior detervées the game kind
of rigorous analysis that i normally reserved for DOLIY e
Stressing the need of sitylistie study of fictional prose,

Page (1972) states thet %it is now more widely accepted that
the lancueage of = novelist ig an asgpsct of his woerk that may
revard sericus and close attention® {p.1)s. TFowler (1977)
suggests that a careful study of the nm.felist‘ mandpulation

. of lenguage revesls importent facts regarding a wxiﬁg;’ s
vision. Leech end Short (1981) hold that to make progress in
understending the style of g fictionzl writer;, one has 0 make

use of sn explicitg maerstanﬂiag of his use of languzge.

The theoretical discussions in suppo:t:; of stylistic
analysis of fiction have aroused a great deal of practical
interest among crities and linguigts to analysze the language
of pirosee Q@nseqzenﬂy. duxring the last two decadea oxr S0
sgveral attemots ha\m heen made to investigate proge styless
Stmdies, mchdgg vl (1988), Craig (1959), Crow (1959), N
Zoellner (1959}, Higgg:ipscﬂ (1960), wWatt (1950), Ohmann {1962),
Corbett (1965), Milic (1967), Leascka (1970); Halliday (1971),

Page (1972). Chatmen (1972), Ringbom (1975), reveal the

7



importance and eppropriatencss of the stylistic study of
fictione These studies, of codrse, are nainly concéerned
with the examination of styles of individual authorse It
is geen that comparative analysis of style so far has
received very little attentione Howsver, works of Hayes
(1966), Kroéber (1971), Winters (1981) and Ngara (1982)
have alreac’iy paswﬁ tha way to this particula¥ arsa of

&uylismc study of §im.icn.
Z¢12. COMPARATIVE SIYLISLIZ ANALYSIS

‘It is imp@xtaﬁt to note hore that in comparing the atyles

of two or more writerss an analyst has to give special
consideration to situational varisbles, that, ng hasa been L7
sald earlier in this chapter, regulate the linguistie choices
of an individuals. I£ these Variabiea are totally lgnored,
comparison between two writers tends to bé a pedantic

exercige. It is often more appropriate Lo corpare the

aﬁyles of two Or mere cont@aporary novellsts, or puets or
txlawrights writing in the save 1angaajge than to ¢ompare,

Loz :in..manae* the style o> a}'f ,aiicailzy.fr\ag;t.‘i:sh*paet with that of 5\
a mataam French ncvelist, 80 in order to arrive at

tiﬁbgé&gxuhy results in conparative analysis of style, one X

has tc choose such writerg vwho share. at least: some

vaxisbles In common.
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2413+ COMPARATIVE STYLISTIC ANALYSIS OF
RAJA RAC'S AND CHINUA ACHEBE'S ENGLISH

The pregent study is concerned with a comparative stylistic
sralysis of Raja Rao's and Chinua Achebe's English. These
two wr;.taxs share the saue medium, mode and iﬁnﬁ"%gfi_}“
gther words. both of them are nop-native writeré of fiction
in Bngligh. Moreover, both of them write for readerg at
home and abrosd and hénce claim gn international readershop.
With regard to va&’iablesc guch as parvicipants and personality,
Raja Rao and Ch;xma’m@eba« like any two writers. dlffer £rom
each othex. Fleld of discourse, it is to be said, ig not
easy to define inh a vork of fictione The remaining verlable
is context which refers €0 eulitural, hdstoxicaff;{“‘ dideological /
situationss Both the writers = Raja Rao and Achebe — deal
with sociels cultural snd political aspects of life of thely
oun pecpi.g in India and Nigeria regpectivelye In this
cannection, it might be halpful to describes in brisf cutlines.
what thelr f£igtional works under investigatieon ate about zd
what kinds of participanis these works involve. Apart fxom
indicating the writers' preweccupations. this would also reveal
social background and intellegtual makesup of thelr principal
charascterss
i wlith cfereodeg st
Raja Reo's £irst novel Kenthepura (1938); interwoven-with ><

LR . .
* episodes in the Purenic tradition; dspiets political, social,
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snd religious aspects of commnity life i & South dian
villages A typical village grandmother here, natrates the

{} %(j"‘)g:’/lﬁ Lot v L

story of her village *Kenthapurg! = the rzd.czrcasccvyiq Indig =

which was passing through Gandhi's noneviclent. and nmwcm@pét’&#‘

tion movements in the nineteen thirtlese

Published twenty yeers after Zspthspurs, Raja Rac's Thg
Serpent and the Roos (1960). often called a 'metaphysical
novel' deals with the theme of illusion and réality‘ - a quast
for the knowledge of the self and *the Sternal Self's The
novel ls goncerned with the intellectual, social and religious
aspects of life of a westemweducated, contemplatilve hero.
Ramaawqrrywvmo marries Madelsine, & French lady. The way
Ramaswamy = 3 south Indisn Brahming walg:x;a?;;d in Iaatan o E
and Westesn civilizations: lays bace the Imeracst recassas Ff /<
his mind, gives the novael the complexity of a kind of gpiritugl
antoblography | |

She Cat snd Shokespeare (1965), subtitled a6 'A Tale of X
Modern India® i5 Ya metaphysical comedy' that concentrates
upon the social snd metsphysical experiences of Remakrishna
Pai, a Rgverme Clexk in Trivendpum and his ﬁxiénd govindan
Nalr =« @ clerk in the Raticn Office. The protagonistenarrator
Ramakrshna Pai while narrsting the events of his and his
friends® lives, 1&&'@@3& an mxessi@n ¢f his phillosophical bent
of mind, '
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Raja Rao*s gmg_é}_&iag (1976) Ya phims@ph&éa&?
0.4 LR g ’.'af‘»}

tragimcomedy’, traces the mahamx'phyais in the life of an X
intellectusl Scuthwindisn Brahmin, who, during his stey in
England, gonverts himself from Padmahdbhe Iyer = a.theoscphist
g =~ Qémr.-‘ade; Kirillov = a c;oﬁtmniaﬁ and once sgain succurbs |

to the powerful influence of 1“@16;1 ideals and philoscphy..

Some of the chort storios, especiallys the earlist tness
in the volume Tne Policemsn pnd the Rose (1978), depict Rsja
Rao's pre-occupations which ifxe ghared with the other Indian
writers of the thirtiess The l@r ohes reveal madnly his
religicus impulse and metaphysical dmaginations

while Raja Rao deplots the life 6f South Indian people,

‘ Chimza Achebe deals primarily with one group of people in

Nigeria. His Thingp Fall Apgrt (1958): like Raja Rad's
Ronthagurge is a villsge novels Set in traditionsl Ibe

vﬁ.l}.age commnity the novel deals with the impact of colondalism
on the Jbe people and shows nha braazt up Of a stable commindty
with the advent of the white mens mei:’mn.giom culture sud 7&
administrations Through the at:o::y of the life Of ﬂkmkwo, t:ha
ha.m and respeatsd J.eadar of his elen, Achebe hexs triaes O
dmstrat;a the wide differences that exist between pregat

day Rigerda and the late nﬁnetaenth c:em:uzy o saciaty.

’ {ﬁu 4@ { ) . 7
Set in en urban goene; bia second novel, No Longer At Eape /\

(1960) also resewblag Reo's Ihe
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with the .;‘.tfa of an individualistic heros Obi Cknokwe. Obi,
like Ramaswamy, is wagtemmn educated and is torn betwesn 'h:tg
inherited valites .,a;n& the western values that he has asgquired
through aducations The novel deseribes the sogial, politicel
and econcmic cc&:.a,txéaint,a p£ moderny, L‘fige:ia in the Says A
inmedlately beﬁom Independance in the late fifties.

Set in the period between hinas Fall Apest and No fongex
t Bases thet is the pericd when colonial mule wes already

Firmly xooted in Nigeria, Afrdw of God (1964) exploress mors
intensely, the congegmences of. colondal rule in Ibo Soclety
through the Life of the Protagonist Bzenlu = the Chief priest
o the Snake Culte Fhuz. Wa together with Thingg
Fall apaxt and No banger gt Base: ¥orms a trilogy wheke
Mhebe analyzas the ;a:ohlemg cinﬁrmtmg T ymng men in
xmaam Nigexia and re&éﬁ@s@zﬁé;%ﬁ}; t:ransé.ﬁim in. which /&y:
Qlﬁzar ve}.ue& no }.mger halci goads

A devastating political sstire, Mhaba\‘é n@val *W
Beoplo €1966) desls with Post-indspendence Nigerian Societys
It reflects contemporasy ﬁa&.@awal crisis, socisl mnd
religious situetions as they are revealed thraugh the caresr
of the central figﬁm 0dill = a university graduaté serving
28 saccnéaxy achool teaahar in the first decade of Mgaria‘s
fraaﬁan fram golmialism

Like his lenger ficticm achebe's ghort stories in the
volume Girlg at War (1972) describe his gocial, political
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end religious precccupationg. While some of the stories
show an aspect 0f the conflict between traditional and modexn
valuaz, some others deal with aspects of the Nigeria-Biafra

) .

WEL'.

2«14 CANCLUSIMN

Thug, it appears that the two writerg' works expreég nore or
less similar social, political and intellectusl precceupations,
depict both urban and sursl life and deal with roughly similar
typas of fictional personalitiese Raja Rao apd Chimaa Achebey
therefore, may be saig u;tf, iag?ﬁﬁlisﬁ bs.jlmfi.laritisa in geveral
Important regpectse It is on the gansideraticn off such contexw
tual relationghips that the present conparative study of their

English wasg andextéii;en.



