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CHAPTER XIX

METHODOLOGY

3.0, AIM3 OF THE SITUDY

The present study, as it has alresdy besen stated, ls an
attempt at éxamining the ways in which the two umﬁna‘i:ive
writers of £ictiom in Eaglish — Raja Rao from India snd
Chinua Achebe £rom Nigeris = have exploited the rescurces
of a foreign language for their creative purpose. The
main thrust of this study is to arrive 'at certain tentative
conclusions about Raja Rao's and Achébae's styles on the
basis of a description oOf gertaln formal features of thedlr
~Bngligh. It was assumed that the two writera' English

;,’;

being non-native varieties; wonld ghare certaixz fesatures in &7

Yhin Luwlil alos oo “ - A SRl sl L!f.’ Frand o M'm u.») beca gl wl-*?*" e W C?
comnon and differ in smua athers. The preesmt invast&aa?ima

P

secordingly., f_oc.umﬁ mainly on the following lsoues:

1)} what are some of the characteristic festureg which the
twe writers'! English shaye in common 7
i1} what are the different linguistic ﬁeamx:as in respect
-—‘,*' vl £t 3 (

of which the twd writers! mgl:f.,.h differ significantly

Erom ench 9thexr 2
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i14) since meny stylistic features are not elways consclously

" controlled, eny perticular author is not expegted o
axhibit identical valués of stylistic elemsntss. Morew
ovar, while certain stylistic tioamrcg‘ of @ aathor

. remain more or lese conatant; others ara likely to change
as his mbjeatéma,tta@« puxpoge, spsaker or hias swdience
changess Therefore, the prasent study also focused on
the issuat which of the two writers displeys . within
his oqun wrztméag a greater variation and at what levels

of 'analyais 4

; , /
The présent study. heing a linguistic analysis of style,

| wag not concerned with the interpretation or the aesthetia
evaluation of the li*lser;axﬁ' works Or passages mcaminea- Itm
m&n t_:‘@::éﬁn was with mvéiatmh and precise desoription of \ // ’
linguistic features which, am Halliday (1966) points out,
might remain undiscovered by a less #xacting end less intrie \'
cate examinations Thus, a linguistic atudy of style, in its
attempts at hesng"niom exacting and intricate, often,
includes some linguistic features which usiuslly claim little |
or no attention frem a literary critic. Fowler (1966a),
accordingly, holds that a stylistic snalysis of & literary
text ia likely to hy hars bﬁe formal st?ucwm- of the
lenguage in more detail than a literary eritic would want.

At the same time, it will be, of gourse, &1 exror to assume
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that a stylistic analysis of a literary text would necesgsarily
take into consideration all such lincquistic features which

gre of interest to a professional linguiste Cluysennar (1976),
therefore, rightly points out that the inveatigat@ﬁ: of &
linguistic study of style, for obviocus reasons, wants to omit
from his description many features properly deseribed by the
linguist and mentions others, to which, the linguilsgt, gugy
linguist, cannot justify giving special (ox perhaps any)

abtentlion.

1

3ele CRITERIA FPUR SELECTING INDIAN FICTION IN ENGLISH AND

NIGERIAN FICTION IN ENGLISH

The two writers, whose styles were investigated in the present
study, are from India and Nigeria respectively =~ thée two
coantries which shared a common experience in being colonized.
Both are ®countries with BEnglish as a gecond language (with
English in certain official functions)® (Gorlach, 1983; p.235).
Put in other words, Bnglish, in Indla and Nigeria (both being
maltilingual), enjoys almost a similar status and plays
important roles in the natioggg“;gg;;;s. In both the
countries English has an initlal adventage over the verxrnaculars;
it is not merely a medium for international commnication but P
also a meang of achieving ccheslon within the nation. In
addition, the tﬁﬁ %9untries have already made signifécant .
o P!

contributions to[ﬁbn~native variety of creative writing . /
\
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in English. and the two literatures = Indian English
literature and Nigerian Bnglish literature -~ may be said
to face the same basic questions about their existence

(singh, 1979).

Despite the warning "Don't write in English ... 8nglish
is not your mother tongue" {bas, 1965}, the Indo=znglians
continued voicing thelr *joys', 'longings', ‘hopes' in
English and already‘have‘succeeéed in producing a consi=
derable body ©f literature in that languages Similarly, the
African writer§f7too. did not submit to the éautianany remark
that africans writing in English and French would be merely
Mmirsuing a dead end which can only lead to sterility,
uncreativity: and frustyvation (Walil; 1963); The snswer
given by the african wrlters to the question “Can an African
ever learp English wall éncugh o be able to use it
effectively in creative wrlting?® is "certainly ygs“ {Achebe,
1975; pe21)e The significent body of Africen writing in
Enolish in general, and that of Nigerisn Writing in English
in particular, which, cver\ﬁhe years, has attalned global

recognition, amply substantlate this statement.

Today, theérefore, it is no more asked, ‘Why do Indians
and Africans wrilte in English?! Instead, the interest has
shifted from 'Why &o they write In Encglish?' to ‘How do they

write in Bnglish?' Such a ghift of attention is justified



on the ground that the success of a non=native writer
depends, 0 a great extent, on a masterful use of the { 7

- '63'*;»{rt,~/ L.
borrowved medium. Going to a—further extreme, an Afriuan\N

critic has'categoricallémégé;;é that lenguage is 'the

thing' by which the guccess of an author is to be judged
(Chukwukere, 1269). In their attempts aﬁ using Bnglish

for creative purposes, the non-native writers have to make
their characters speak in Bnglish in which nelther the v
writers themgelves nor their characters normally speak or -
thinke. In other words, they hgva tO expregs in Bnglish a
modet of feelinggiand experiencggﬂwhich are peculiar to
their mediume Brought up in a culture aifferent f£rom that
of their chosen medium, the non-native wri ters, it is said,
£ind themselves doubly exiled == culturally £rom the
gources and traditions of thet language and linguistically
£rom the lenﬁscapes and peoples they write sbout (Griffiths,
1978). Thus the greatest problem they face is certainly
the challenging task of remsking the borrowed language a L//’
£it medium for conveylng thelr oun feelings and sentimentse
50, in order to attain success in their attempts, the non=
naﬁive writers; as Walsh (1973) points cut. have to discover
and explodt new resocurces in the adopted language toO sult
“the necessities Of a sensibility remote in time and place

from that ocut 0f which it grew® (P.XVII).
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3.2 CRITERIA FOR SBLECTING RAJA RAC AND
CiiDNUA ACHEBE

The selection of thé two writers was dictated by several
factors. The most lmportant ones were their representatilveness
and stylistic innovativeness. Raja Raos; it is often sald, is
"India's most significant novelist writing in the English
language today® (Narasimhaish, 1973 p.1J). The Times Literary
Supplement also halled Raja Rao as 'India‘'s greatest novelist'
in Englishhe Of all Indo-English writers, Raja Rao is considered
to be the most Indian in hig senslbility and values. an
'India cbsessed expatriate', an 'insider cutside®’ Raja Rao, as
he himself has confessed, lives sbroad by force of circume
stance, purely accidental and sentimental”{(Raja Rao, 1977;p.30).
He is desply rooted in India and has successfully commnicated

Indian modes of feelingé and expressiané in Englishe His work

{

projects the essential India in her wholenesss The fountain=
head of his creative iwpulse is, of course, the rich Indian

culture, philosophical and religious heritage (Sharma, 1980).

Chinua Achebe, on the other hend, "is Nigeria's best-known
noyeliat and probably the b&gﬁrkaown writex of fietion in
English f£rom black aAfrica® (Killem, 19697 p«i). Like Raja
Rae, he too, is a committed writer and is centrally precccupled
in his writings with Nigeriae He believes in the sgcial

responsibility of & writer and has tried to uphold the view
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that African peoples did not hear of culture for the first
time from the Buropeans; that their societies were not minds
less but frequently had a philogophy of great depth, and
value and bemity, and that they had dignity (Achebe, 1964).
His works, thus, refléﬁt hig interest in thé history of the
Nigerian people, their culture and religious traditicnse

In so far as the questions of language and style are
concerned, both &éﬁa Rao and Chinua achebe are regarded ag
great experimenﬁalists. ;8?§3 Sﬁﬂ;§em were fully aware of
the. intrinsic problems 2;g2;§;§£§é:§n the process of creative
writing in a,ncn»native,language, in their case Bnglishs
- Realizing the Alfficulty of conveying his own spirit in s
language which is not his own, Raja Rao says, e cannot
write like the Bnglishs We should not. We cannot write only
as Indisns. We have grown to look at the large world as
part cof uss Our method of expression therefore has to be a
. dialect which will someday prove to be as distinctive and
colourful as the Irish or the american®” (Raja Rao, 19387
ppPe5=6) s Referring to the use of BEnglish for creative
writing by an Africen writer aAchebe algo has expressed the
viewy that 1t i1s neither necessary nor desirable for him to

be sble to learn English to use it like a native speakers

Instead, he "should aim to use Bnglish in a way that brings |

out his message best without altering the language to the L//

extent that iteg value as a medium of international exchange
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will be lost® (achebe, 19667 pp.19=20). It thus appears that
both Raja Rao and Achebe, In order to achieve their goal

through a proper languadge, have tried in their own way, to
fashiqn cut an English which should be at once universal

and able to carry their pacpliar experience = an English, the
body of which would be correct English usage but whose soul if’;/‘
would be Indian and Nigerian, respectively, ip colour, thought

and imagery.

Both Raja Rao and Achebe, have thelr own views about .
style and have maede consgcious efforts to evelve thelr own
styles in English =~ a style that could successfully repioduce
the apthentic rhythm of their pecple. thedr 1ife and thought,
ands, at the same time, gerve as an effectlve means of creative
seli~cxpreossion. According to Raja Rao, %Fhe style of a man =
the way he weaves word against word, intricates the existence\///
of sentences with the vilues of sound, makes a comng here,
Mte a Gash there? all are signs of nis inner movement, the
speed of his life, his breath (Prana). the nature of his
thought, the ardour and age of his soul® (Lhe Scrpent snd the
Rope, p.166). Similarly, a 'careful' artlst and 'sericus
eraftsman®, Achcbe is “in full control of his ert® and he
"disciplines himself not only to write regularly but to write
well? {(Ldindfors, 1968; pe3). Further, like Raja Rao, Achebe
also believes in “the integrity of words" (Achebe, 1975:p«34). v/
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Raja Rao is not a prolific writer. 8o far he has published
four novelp and two collections of short storiese His firat

-book, Ranthapura, g novel, asppeared in 1938. It was followed
by "Zhe Qow of the Barricsdes snd Other Stories, a collection

/

of sghort stories, in 1947+ His third book The Serpent and the
Bopes alse a novele was published in 1960. He then published
two novels, Zhe Cat and Shekespeare in 1965 and Comrade
Kirillov in 1976, Tn 1978, he breught cut his second collede
tion of short stories entitled 'The Policemsn mnd the Rose.

It gontains ten short stories of which seven sppeared in the

earlier collection.

Chinua Achabe, €00, 50 far has wrltten four novels. He
publisghed his first novel Things Fall Apart: in 1958. Siace
then he has brought oqut three moxe novels Ho Longer At Egsé
(1960Q) arrow of God (19643, and A Man of the People (1966),
two collections of short gtories == Ihe s@mgicig; Egq, and
Other short Storieg (1962) and Sirls at War snd Other Stories
(1972) which includes the gtorles of the esarller anthélogyg
He has also published a volume of poems entitled Beoware, Soul
Brothers {1972) and three children's books - Chike gnd the
River (1966), How the Leopgrd Got His Claws (1973) and Zhe
Drum (1977). His essayse Wﬁ.tteu at different times, on

2 S
. . ) AN
lit,erary and iganeral subjects, have been published bteogether )O
P Vet b ieat RS ‘

in Mornis et _on :don Day (1275).
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The present study was congerned only with the fictiomal
works of Raja Reo and Chimia Achebg » out of the gix books
of fiction published #0 far by each of them, £ive (four
rnovels and one collection of short atories) were s‘eie:’:;!ted.,
The earlier volumes “Ihe Coy of the Bayricadés snd Other

stordes by Reja Rao and The Saorificial Egy and Cthey shork
M by Chinua Achebe, were exciuded from the present

gtudys The specific reagon for thelr exclusioch was that
geven out of nine storles of Ih e . Bepricades an
Sther _Storieg have réesppeared in Raja Rap's The, Policoman
588 tho Rozey and all the stories of Chinua Achebe's Thé
Shork Stories are included in
h:&s latez: volume M Tt'ms; the taxts splected for
analysic were Kasthaours (), The Serpent gnd the Repe (SR)
Zhe Cat_end. Shokespesrs {es)@_ Somrade Eirdlloy (CK) and
MWM (ER} by Raja Rzo; end Things Fall
Aparg (TER), No Longer At Egge (NLAR), Arrow of God (a0S).
A.Mzn of the Pecole (ANOP) and @ipls at Wer (Gaw) by Achiebes

343+ SAMPLING PROCEDURES . .

A stylistic analysis of £ictions especially of a novel, is,
m‘m. beset. with the problem of a bid: unwieldy text
m*aaméng thwsanda of gentencess It ma;i'. sometimes,; be
pusaihla to invantiqam a particular feature of style; such

a8 ’ﬁms’cenae lengi;h’ or ‘intezheenﬁmaa cohasgion' from a large
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-eorpuss  But it ise Of course, inpracticeble o study a

nunber of dlstinctive features of style from a corpus é}éww(&‘j"
comprising several texts running to hundreds Of pagese -7
Such a huge corpas, often, does not allow sufficient room

for detalled e:-:amin'atim of different stylistic features

and thereby makes a satizgfactory analysis of piyle diff iculta

In guch & situation, the obvious resort, ﬁhamrora; is to
samﬁl:infg: za.doc{:ing a .aamming mathod enaolem a stylisticlan

to reducs a big corpus mta a limited, managa.sa e unlt and X
offers scope £or a more comprenensive and enlightaniag (

investigation of siyles

In stylistic studies diﬁf@z:ént. methods of sgampiing have
been employeds For Ingtanea, Watt (1950) has tried 49 give
an account @f Henry James's gtyle on the basis of ;ﬁéé’ analysis
of the £irst paragraph of The inbsssadors. Carroll (1960) has
studied prose styles oo the baeis of 150 sauple passages of
adbout 30D words éach Srom varioug sources ranging from British
@id American novels o sclentiflio pavexs, Inaluding such
categorles ar essaye, newspapetr festures and editorisls.
biographiss. textbooks, spenches, legal documentg: Sormons
and lowy~grads hi gh»schcol English compogitiong. Lane
{mentioned in Leagkas 1970) has investigated the style of
Dopothy Richardson selenting one chapter from each of her
anwvelse The mean length of each sample comes to 1340 words

approxinatelys Ieaska (1970) has worked on samples of B40 words



eache. In all, ghe has investigated the style of nine gamples
Ngaken from sections as early in the text as that narrator

£irst aeppeared® {(p¢23).

The sampling procedures followed in the studies eited
agbove, are not: however, f£res from subjective decisions.
Since in an empirical research an objective method is often
Preferred to a subjective one; in the pie,g@nt study a random
sanpling procedure was followed thinking that it would make
the selegtion 'entirely objective’ by providing esch znd
gvery item of the text (populaticn) aqual probsbility of
heing selected. Ten percent of the total pages of the five
books of each of the t:wo writers were selected using Plgher's
Table of Random Numberse Thus, the siza, of the entire
sanple of Raja Rao, (comprising the samples of five texts’,
came to 30,301 woxdg and that of Achebe conglsting of the
samples of his £ivé texts), amounted to 25,733 words. The texts
‘of ' Raja Rao and Achebe from which the samples were selected
wexe of the following editions:

Raje Rao
Kenthaoura,New Delhd; Orient Paperbackss 1971.

The S & the Rope, New Delhi: Ordent Popezbacks, 1968.
The Cat snd Shakespeara, Mew Delhis Orient Pgperbacks, 1971e
Comrade Kirillov, New Dalhis Orignt Paperbacks. 1978.

- Bhe Policemen end the Rosg, New Delhi; Oxforxd University Press.

1978«
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Ehinua Achebs

Thingg Pall Apert, New Delhi; Amold Heinemenn, 1975.
Ng Longer st Egse. Londony Arnold Heinemenn, 1981.
Arroy of God, Landon; Arnold Helnemenn. 1980«

A Man of the Peopley Londont Amnold Helnemanns 198‘5;:.{
Gigls st War, Londonj aArnold Helnemann, 1980,

Jadging f£rom the size Of the saxples of pome OF the earlier
studies, carcied out by Cayroll (1960}, datt (1960}, Leasgka
{1970} and wWinters (1981} the sizes of the sanples used in the
present study sppear to be feirly justifieds HNoreover, th'e

samples selected through random procedure might be taken '%3? ,
AT ST

be is‘:’ai.:ly representatlve of the two writers' Bnglishe It dsy ’ ><’
howevers 0 be mentioned here thet anothe¥ way of selecting

the sanmples would be to choose a continuous discourse of

eartalin lengtn from osch hooks Bub such a m;athﬁd« it was

thought, would invelve subjective decispions and the passages 7&;9,/”5’

¢hogen would not be truly representative of the textse
3.4+ SELECTION OF LINGUISTIC FEATURES

After the selectica of the samples; came the question of their
linguistic description. In this context one should keep in
mimi' that lsnguage i}:. a complicated and ngwuendad systems
Gbviouslys thersfores the ldst of linguistic features that

may ke counted from a literary text is indefinitely large.
Heace, it is not pogsible and algo often not desirsble, to list
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exhanstively all the features that mey be found in & kext,
Therefore, & stylisticlan, unlike & lingulst: hes to be
selectives He selects certaln significent features which call
for more ¢areful Investigatiin and ignores otherss Different
gtyi;stie, studies; accordinglyy have teken into consideration
geveral. charscteristic aspects of 1anguag§ of ‘a texts Watt
(1860}, for instances; hag cmﬁucﬁeﬁ his study on the examinae
ﬁi;m;oﬂ £ive feathres of style, vids (1) nen=tranaitive verbs,
(2) gbstract nams, (3) the word *thais's; {4) elegant wariation,
s (5) delayed specification of referentes Heyes (wss) has
studied styles of Gibbon &nd ﬂemingwa:f mmparing thelr pmm
in texms of nearly’ seventy Giffereént varisbles (transformetions)s
Mitic (1967) has analysged Swift's 8tyle znvastigat;ng a relaw :
tively few dimensions; such as geriation, comnectives verbals,
modifiers, introductory connectives; verbs plus auxiliaries,
nominaleverbal ratios, adjectiveeverh quotients, ar;ﬁ thyedw
word pattexnse While Cope (1969) hee based hes stady on the
snalysis of as many as seventy~two lenguage varisbles in. the
verbal output of gmp% discussionss ,«Hiaaél‘s;a (1970} has looked ><
st only seven featnres éﬁ; Virgina Woelf's prose and Sandell ﬁ
(1977) has examined twelve vorisbless A _ahylistiéiam thusy
ftudies only thosa :Eeatuxes of & tm which are atylistically
, significant = which cmnstimw spac:ial q;alicies of i;haa texk
and ignores those which are stylistivally neutrals

®he stylistically significant features are usually ealled
»style-maxkers® (Enkvist: 19645 P+34)+ But the questions one
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may reasonably ask ab this stage ave YHow can a stylisticlian
distinguish between the tsi:yla-markexs and the stylewneitrals?
Is there any definlte way to ldentify the linguistic Ffeatures
in terms of which style can be measured? Unfortunately,
therel.ts no single ways; no infallible technique and camaniy'

ot ag&zfgeft’i; cohereniy framework to gulde the progess of selecting \/
or identifying the style-markerse J:n. most casaes. however,
ghe selectlon of stylistically significant features from the
tlinguilstic f:‘ormat;‘ . that is, from the sum total of mimute
linguistic choicesy is dictated by ‘%he regquirements of
stylistic analysiss I other wors, the sélection depends,
largely on the alms and objectives ¢f the particular stylistic
study under invegtigation. Bub stylistic studiles, hitherto,
have been hegphazard without e gomnon goals Waat Hatafeld
sald as early ss 1855 5&’-{2;1:; “There is no agreement on the aim \:
of stylistic invescigation¥ and "¢ongequently there can be
none on the methods®, (p.&Q)?as been a-echaea in a mere A

reeent study where it has been stated that "atylistics, undere

stood in the general sense of cloge study Of aupects Of \
i“‘d,l"

linguistic detalls of a literary text; appears to be an area
of z:heoret;ic.al dndecision and eontradiction and mgthodolo-

gical a&l&/e?iess“ {Discourse enalysis nioniographs No«37 G

Literary Pestis, ELR Birmingham University, 1977, De1)s

It is, thereforé, not surprising that the ‘!.inguistic

¥
features which are regarded as gtylesmarksrs In one study may ‘/
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not sppear so in another with a different aims In the
o s ede ooty

abgence of any rigid order of procedure to gelect the charac W

teristic fatures: the technique often followed is subjective | ’ -
in natures Fowler (1966a) approves of such a subjective (//
method when he says that keeping in view the. aim of his

study, & researcher, with linguistic sophistication ﬂ’é;n\’

select for description certain features which he thinks to

be significmt“ {p+161)y WwWiddowaen (1974) also suggests

that in the tbsence of any rxigid order of procedure o

gelect the charecterdstic features, the technicus often

followed is to pic:}zzgn/features in the text which appeal to \/\\:

first impression as wnusgual or striking in some waye

Such a. ‘subjgctive‘ methad, often knowm as the * as-»ifwmadel."
(sendells 1977s p.13) is based on 'the heurigtic notion of
style-markers' (Leesh md short. 19811 p.§2)s It relies
largely on intuitive gpeculation or Yeducated guegswork" L,//
{to use sandellls (1977) term, p.115) and demands a sound
inowledge of linguistics tn the part of the investigators
Although not exheustive. thils hearlstic methed, In the shsénce
©f a better procedure. enebles & reseatcher o @lwt data >":
on a falrly systemstic basise This ls: perhaps. the peint,
where suljectivity and objectivity, as Wetherill (1972) remarkss t\/
join hands in quantitetive stylistics to “"fight sgainst
skipshod impressionism® (p.165). Thuss; in searching for

styleoenarkers £rom the lingulstic formabt a stylistician has
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to apply his linguistic training, his own understanding of

how a language works., so that he may not miss‘guﬁ%ignifi~ S&i
cant features of style. It, therefore, f£ollows that, there

are bound to be procedural and terminological differences

between individual studies of stylee

The linguistic format contains both linguistic features
proper, such as phonology, morphology, syntax and lexiss
and pars=~linguistic affective devices which comprise imagaryo
synmboligm, myth, allusion and allegory (Ngara, 1982). These
latter devices., however, are not analyssble in termg of
normal lingdigstic descripticon. Henéeo they have been excluded
from the present study. Among the linguistic features propar,
the asgpects consldered cover sentence length, sentence types,
clause length, clause types, structure of nominal group, vexb-
verbal ratlo, type=token<ratio, lexical farmgtion. inter=sentence

cohegion and some other characteristic features of style.

3

2.5+ GRAMMATICAL MODEL

Once stylistilc aréas t0 be investigated have been identified,
the next task before a researcher is to examine the selected
features of style. Since'all liierary texts are accessible
to analysis by existing methoﬁs of linguistics, a stylistician
can analyse his samples by sny particular linguistic model.
Accordingly, different scholars have drawn upon different

theories of linguistic structure. ©Chmann (1964 and 1966) and
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Thoxne (1965) for instance, have snalysed stylea applying

the Transformational Generative HModels. Milic (1967) has

based his analysis mainly on the grammariasn Charles Fries's

(1952) structure of English. Miles (1967) and Leaska (1970)

have followed the model of traditional grammar and Cluysennar
(1976) in her study has used Hallidey's *Scale and Cabegoxy
Grammarts It needs O be mentioned in this context that
although linguistics today claims to be an sutonomous -
digeiplineg, it is not a homogenecus omey it, in faob, enbraces

2 nurber of theoretical ste.ncéa and conseguentlys there are

many schools, theorises and methodologiese Furthemmors, it is

not wilikely that somé times s reseercher mey £ind s particular

model, by itself, insdecuate for the purpose of his oun

i

degcriptions In su ,@i@aﬂes. he can eithexr formulate a n}@d@l 7{
of his own ¢r sat up an eclectic method incorporating whatever
elerents he conziders useful f:‘rém the existing models of
linguistics« Recognizing this fect, Halliday (1962) alse

has suggested that although the linguistic study of literature

is not a ney branch orf a new kind of linguistics but the
application of the éxisting principles of lincuilstics €O

literary work, it may. however, require new alignments ox
groupings of descriptive categories o recognize gpécial proper=

tieg of o terbs
,‘!\/";}

~'i . . : )
The g:.‘an}{atical framework followed in the present study 1§

an. eclectlic ¢one and hence does not wholly conform to any
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particular model. Instead, it has combined elements from
traditional grammar, Transformationa}%éﬁaenerative Grammar, )q
and fggi‘e and Category Grammar. Thé use Of such an eclectic X
model could be justified by Enkvist’s (1971) statement that

the best approach to the linguistic description of styles

tends to be an eclectic ones. The eclectlc method was preferred
here because it offered a convenient way of adequately

describing different aspects afﬂﬁguage c:ho;en. Since "style )(
is indeed a matter of surface a;;pearance“ {Sandell, 1977:p.23),
the Transformational Generative Model, which relate ‘deep
structure' to !'surface strugture' proved 'less useful' in
isolatingm “the recurrent combination of lexical choices®, and
also in relating "these salient characteristics of cne text

o other texts® (Kintgen, 19747 p.821). However, in the
description of constituent sentences functioning as the nomm
phiases {NPs) of complex sentences, the TG model has been usad.
Scale and Category Grammar has been found more useiul in the
analysis of the structure of the nominal groups (NGs)e. In
studying sentence and clause typologies, traditional grawmar

has been usged.

No grammar of any language, is ever said to be complete ’
by itgelfs Like language, the linguistic medel, too, under=— \//
goes constont modificatione The descriptive framework, followed
here, accordingly, can have no claim to 'exhaustiveness'.

It is not intended to be a complete grammar of the English
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languagees But it has been designed primarily as an instrument
of stylistic descriptlon. It only pmvides a useful set of
reference points in relaticn to which the Yinguistic ﬁaat@as
of the btud writern' English heve been brought inm.fomm Té
be r;regisez;. it is .finsx‘; one way of enalysing language in <o
gtyllatic gtudy,

The investigator, however, hopzs that the framéwork hasg
served the purpose fox which it hag heen constructed gince it
has allowed an “easy recogniticn of where In & grammer the ,
stylistic distinctiveness of a text may ke sald to lis® \/

{Cxystal end Davy, 19695 p.40).

348, STATISTICAL METHODS

The style of a text (or of a writer), oftem, is charscterized
not by the 'choices in isolation® bul by those fentures which
cccur more freguently and helong to the text as a whole. In

other words, style is a pmbalitisme concept, a mearonce <)

[ e A or

for one or another mode ©F ex*amssi.m. It iss in famct, a \/
tendency that can be desoribed by probsbility distritution.

In his stylistic analysis, a researcher, accordingly, tries
to £ind out the fluctuation of stylistically significant
formal featureg by a process Of quantificatione In assessing
the role of a perticulayr stylistic device, such an approach,
that is quantification, instead of mentioning whether the
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oy
- device ceocurs once or twiee or 4 avery page, gives some X

/

indication about itg density and thus, as Ullmamn (1957)
halds, ﬁalp&? o avold "sericus errors of perspective” (p.30),
guentification reveals the giylistid stability behind the
verishility of 'conc:rete nanifestationg. Theraford; hy |
epolying specific statistical procedures, a gtudent of style
iz able to distinguish between inelgnificant Fluctuations
which nomnaily ‘do not affect the ba‘sic, character of a gtyle
and signifilcant fluctuations which sigmal differences in
styles or stylistic change" (Dolezel, 1269yp.11). Wetherill
(1974) also, n & similar wave éugg‘asﬁsa that statistical
findin /abmt authors “pawot: to a particular fact at any
particular moment In a text or to a fixed rigid habit, but .
rather to 3 tendency™ (p+160+1). Stylistic stud‘iexs; conducted 1/
along this line, have been found useful in determining

disputed agthorishipe Two important instances of such .studé;es

are Yule's (19382) *0n Sentence=length as a Stetistical
Gharacteristic of Style in Proze, with hpplication to fwo

cages of Digputed Authorship® and Mogteller and Wallace's

(1964) “Ing

In the present study, the tbservations nede fzom the
linguistic description of Reja Réo"s and Chinua Achebe's
English were quantified to determine the frequency of different
linguistic festures which vj:haxé&tariz‘ﬁ thg:l;aj: ¥aspective
linguistic cheicege In 'stylostatisticsts deewe statistical



study of style, the freguency of any particular observaticn

ig always counted in termg of a 'population’s A 'pomlation',

in stylistic sindy. is the total number of occurrences of any
particular lingulstic item within a text under ilnvestigetion.
¥ thus Jfollows . that, the one end the same text cen X
gerve ‘ag the gouxge of populaticn for dlfferent linguistic o
dtems the xveseercher Intends to investigatee. For instance.

in studying sentence typology of a text the poprlation iam

the total nunber of sentences within the text and In studying
¢lause typolegy of the sane text the population is constitited
by the total nusber of clausss octutring within that texts

/

Having worked et the f£requencies of different lingudstic
feztuves thé suylistician proceeds to present the resalis of
his analysis. He can present the rgsulis melaly dn two
disferent ways = in figures endlor with the help of graphse
In orxder to present the resulis in figures a researcher;
ugeally, follows the simple pexcentage systems bBut in some
more serious studies, where, as Cxystal & Davy (1969) hold,
the researcher is required to fumish more precise informaw
tion the use of certain more sophisticated statistical
methodss such ag Chisgguare (X" tost ©f statlistical slgnis
ficance becomes imperatives 8uch technigues ave found all
the more useful in comparing distributions between texts ox
authors and dotermining the extent to which they éiffer from
gach others Stylisticiens, like Rickert (1929), Ewbank {1931),
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Chatman (1967), Crystal (1972) and Fish (1973) have discussed
the prog and cons of quantification and the discussions of
quantification, applied to the problem of style, have
introduced and popularized several terminologies and
typologies, such as "the method of gtatistical analysig®
(Ewbank, 1931), "sStylogtatistics" (Posner, 1963) and “the
statistical approach® (Ullmann, 1964). The spplication of
gtatistics in stylistic analysis has been found useful in

the studies carried out by Yule (1939), Herdan (1960 and 1964),
Milic (1967), uwilliams (1969) and winters (1981).

Stylistics, from the above discussion, appesrs to be a
statistical u;dertaking. But one should not forget that the
use of statistics in stylistic studies i only "incidental
to the mode of operation, which is quantification” (Sendell,
1977; ps22). The use of statistics is merely a matter of
data desaxiptiun and reduction; it is not an end in itself,
but a means to an ende. Accordingly, in the appllicaticon of
quantification in the present study, great care was taken go
that the meaning of the da@a was not lost in the progess of
their nunerical transformation, classificatiom and organisa=

tione

In the present study, the Chimsquare (7*) test of
statistical significance has been used to measure the significance
of difference, if any, of the selected stylistic features bétween

Raja Reo's and Chinua Achebe's Bngligh. Since the data were
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nm=paramgtric, the Chiesquare (XY) test was found the most
relevant technigus. In some cases, the differences have

bean ghownt with the help of ratios. In showing the difference
within the individual writer, that is, the variations among
the five books of sach writar the simple percentage system
has been followed. In meamiring sentence length and clause
length statistical measures, such as mean, median, mode and

stendard deviation have been applia‘ﬁ:g_ﬂw*é’(

3y7. CONCLUSION

In nzny emplrical studleg, the msv.lté of aﬁiélysw ere uged
Lo accept or reject a nall hypothesis. But in a l:tngizieatia
research like the present cne. the gltuation is somevhat
differents although it is true to .say that the overall
linguistic habits of en individual are determined; az stated
earlicrs by several 'situational variables', it is @ifficnlt
to establisgh coharent relation ghips between such situatidnal
varisbles and linguistic features: The reason behind this

is the fact that "linguistic features do not usually cdrcalate

A ,
in sny neat meﬁ/ﬁo}z;me way with the sltuational verisbleg )(

in an extrawllgjgumﬁic contaxt® (Crystal & Davys 19697 pe62).
S;;:. it 4s, often, not possible to say wich gonfidencee and
Precision that the preseﬂeez of the facuor X is regponsdble for
the cholce of the linguistic festure ¥ in a particular literary
texts Because of i:hia noawpredictable nature of linguistic

features, any attempt at correlating them with situational
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variables, geem €0 lie beyond a stylistician's jurisdiction.
Hence, in the present gtudy, excepting a few occasiomnal

remarks, no such special attempts have been made.

The regultsg of the analysis héve been presented through
tables as well as with the help of graphs. Graphs have
beén found useful because they providse visual presentations
of the differences between the two writers' choices of
linguistic featuress In stylistic study the presentation of
results is also accompanied by ﬁiscussiéns viiere the stylle
stician mekes comments gsbout the style or gtyles under
investigation. That is to say., when the results are presented
the stylistician is in a position to make statements about
the overall stylistic features of a writer or of a texts
It needs to be mentioned here that linguistic science, even
today, is not in a position to "offer on extensgive, sgystematic \//
body of information which goes beyand description to inter-
pretation® {(Leaska, 19703‘pa129). In a linguistlic study of
literature, the researcher's chief concern, therefore, is to
provide linguisticfacts reflecting the style of a writer.
sccordingly., after the presentation and discussion of data,
the linguist's role is virtually complete, “The tasks which
then follow", to cquote Crystal and Davy (1969), "critiecal

terpretation and evaluation = are not his concern" (p.22),
and hence lie beyond the scope of an cbjective study like

the pregent onee



