CHAPTER IV

PINDINGS ¢ PROSENTATION AND DISCUSSION
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CHAPFER W

PINRINGS ¢ PRESENTATION 2ND DISCUSSIMN

4.0, PINDINGS s SYNTACTIC, LEXICAL AND INTER-SENTENCE LEVBLS

This chepter is devoted £o 4 discussion of the findings of the

analysiss

Language, ag Osgood (1966’) points Gut, includes both
cbligatory and varisble features at ail levels of analysis.
since obligatory features offer no cholces, stylistics, in
general, studies the vaxjia)i\l‘a features of language« But the
question is, 'What does this verisbility in language exactly
indicate?’ = Variability in languasge. it may be said, refers
to the degree of freedam in choosing different linguistic
featuress The choices made in spesking or writing are usually
clagsified into three categorles ~ syntactic, lexical. and
‘interesentences 7The framework of textual analysis, here. has
been accordingly divided into three levels =~ (1) syntactic

level, (i1) lexical level and {1il) interesentence level.
’ !
4e1s SYNTACTIC LEVEL

It has slready been gtated that languageé is a rulesgoverned =
aetivitys It is a set of elements which are organigzed into
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Benténces following certain specific rules in order to convey |
a mespages Though words usually have meanings. they, in

igolation, canndt gonvey g message; and henge cammot form
gentences or taxtss It ig, ap Bowden (1968) says, the

ordered group Of words that create texts or compositiomss |

But individuals often Aiffer in their ordering of linguistic
wlementg. lore ‘:ha# =|ys ¢ ¢raative wxitfai" ia naﬁaily found

t0 orgenize the set of linguistic elemsnts in his mm ways

A eagatopdn Anious Abvuf b\vLﬁVQ{"O‘% it Wgﬂ"g Jf’ ﬁvge;:;
In go dolng, @n-mmsiva writer evolves, for himself, a %% }Q et

particular styls ymich @hwaf;i;e:ﬁﬁf! his éwn linguistig
performance or "iﬁi@iéci;‘ « In other words, the ways )#nxwhich

a writer orders or organizes the basic linguistic elements

into larger units: such as phraééﬁ. ¢lanses, a&léwdeu‘t and ‘Z
zlso cad, certainly help, to a great m:tam, o éistingum

den a.(’,_?/mf I R I R Y o
big way of writing from that of another wmter.

It is worthwhile pointing cuts. Mmetz that all the
slemants in the organisation of a language are not of egual
importenges Nowotiny (1962) i of the opinion that smong
all the elements necessary. to mske & utterance measningful,
the most powerful is 'syntex', According t5 her, it ls syitex L
thet sefves as thé groundwork of & writes's art. It is often
argued that the art of & creative writer is lost and his
dasa and emotion ‘am replaged by a vold when the words are
lifted £rom the context ana@isjaineé from the synm:) Warfel 77
{1965), in a similar way, sugééa;k@ that *wWorda as words do Aot
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males Literature 4 syntax doss® 19»3633. L

Cw ».,@ Y
Such #h assunmption beers the mzwaum that @ study 0f X

the orgenisetion of the Minguistic elements in expressive
writing yields useful facts about the style of & writers
szer (19660) also lagit&mately holds that a stylistie

g malyai: of & uterary text must Joclude the atudy of :Lm

&i;ragaisw stoucture. He enphapizes that an analyeis of tha
#sructuxe Of seutence and its lowsrerank units, epart £rom

being a *procedaral neceasity®, serves as *a necessery foundas -

. tdony for éggiismﬁ*k (pe20) 4 mghlignmg the importonce of
. syotax in detemuining thé styles Stott ghal (1968) maintatn
that the style of 8 writer, aﬁm:w expresssd not only by

bis seloction of words, but alec by hip preferénce for the

nee of ym@&?@? types 0f grammeticel claimes and structuress 7
The same ides is slro shared by Crystal and Davy (1969). In
discussing the ucefulness of the study of gramstical structure

Of 8 text, they expréss the view that grammaf, which, accowxding L—
to them, cénsists of norphology and syntaxs *4s the central

part of linguistic statement™ and hence is of grest relsvence

to wtylistic study (poi8)s

It thus sppests thek the Linguistic stady of literary
textsy over the yoarsy hap sharply deviated from the atand of
he traditional study Of styles while the latter Lays much
énphasis oo the writer's cholce Of words, similes and metephors,

~
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the formex, however, concentrates primarily on syntax. With
 mach a shift of emphasis £rom *the choice of worde and
imagery' to 'syntex’; “literasy stylistica™ as Chapmen (1973)
rightly arguss, *is by nc means the loser® (p.44)s A study
of the syntactic complanities of language, certainly, provides
verifisble (cboervable) fadts on the basls of which thé style
Of a writer can be determined: subseribing %o this view,
Wetherill (1974) maintsing that the grammatical malysis of -\ —
Liceraty texts produces important results which sarve "as
ugeful correctives to the kind of impremsionism £oo many
eritics indulge in* (p.39),

The main purpesé hehind examining the gy;jmaeehia strictures
of the samples of Rajs Rao and Chinua mn-;be, was to £ing
snawers to the questimms = ‘What are the aversge ssntence
and clage lengthe®* *vhat types of sentences docour and in
what percentages?! 'what are the proportions of indepéendent
and dependent clanses?' 'What types of dependent clauses are
tavoursdd! 'What percentege of dependent clauses ate used as
ncun plzxaéaé {npg) 2! ?Mé the nominal groups (NGg) simple or
complex?t 'whers does the camplexity lie == in premodificaticn
or postmodification?t ‘what ave the proportions of verbs aﬁd‘
verbals?' The efforts have besn indtially to £ind cuts o
what @xtent, the two writers differ from each other in their
*eyntactical peculiarities’ and aleo to show how much gynkace
ma variation the two ﬁtitera reveal within their S works.

e
.
LN



$alels seagepcn ‘;eugth :!:;x words

Syntactic complexities at the J.eve‘ls of gentences, myy be
meagured In 2 murbey of diﬁﬁarem: weys. Gne traditional
: Crmbadlte g [ LorbenTor '
ut still popular way is the measura of }:he nusler of >
P RR RV SCW XN, ou {,gu,;\, N .
words per sentence, ‘Such & meagure, presumsbly becaiss of Pas
its eparatimal clar:ity and p:rac:uieal ut:;lity, has baen
froquently used ag & canvenienﬁ méthod of ptudying syatactie X

phenomena in stylistic studies.

The uwsefulness of sentence l@éﬁh as a criterion for
studying literary style has been discussed, among otharss
by Yule (1939), willlams (Jaséo)«,'xa;gaan (1960) angd Buch {1969).
aceopding to Dolé*»;’séi (1969); an exponent of quantitative
stylistics, sentence length 1z a popular and elementary styls
indicators ‘Ba.ﬁ.ey {1969) 4 too, shares the same views He
states thot sentence length is sn Important varisble thst
reflects indivi&aauty in writzng. it gj.vas cartain naeful
mfomatim sbout sn suthor's styles Thus, it follows that a

%VMVMV"M» 2
~-fmieasure Jof sentence length may prove partimlarly helpful in

/

e

& camparative study .14};3 the pregent one which intends to
Qifferentiate the style of one writer from that of the others

A santence, in thé pressnt study, has beén defined as a group

of words oppéeriig betweeh an initial capital letker and a \ -~
maxk of ené punctaation, or between twd successive inarks of

end panctuations, such as periods exclamation mark or intér=
rogatien marke A clause has been defined ss a groap of words
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having & £inite verb. Corbett (1965) suggests that “Deter+
mining the length of a prose sentence is mach like scanning

a verae® 1(;.’._33;), It was in this gense that s,hazmafz (1893)
studied aepatest length ay an indicator of prosas style as
early as 1892. Since then, sentence length measuxe has baéx
a ¢ommwon practice in the btudy of style. Xt needs to be
mentioned here that sentence length mey be measited in terms
of varichles like Wllablﬁaé words and clauses. Fucks (1952)
mnd Leaska {1970}, have meaaux*ed it in terme of syliablcs,
Yule (1939) and Williems (1940) have studied it In terms of
words and Sendell (1977) hae examined sentence length in
tormp Oof clmges. It m"ay»‘al_s_? bhe meagured in terms oOf
morphemess In the present astudy, vamt;mnea lefxg‘th. howaver,

| has been measured both in térms of words as well as clauzpess
since the c@eéﬁf&l”h@ﬁ'ﬁhﬁ% koen mainly to distinguish between
the two writers' styles, such a twosfold measure has been
found to be useful as it reflects the complexity _df‘ pentencas
“dn a bettar and more Maﬁiﬁeh ways Ik is to be memtioned here
that Raja Rao, as he himsalf eonfesaea; ig greatly influenced
by the apie¢ tradition cf India, He also believes :!n the
amtentim ‘that “We, in Indis, think qu:laklm we talk quicl;ly.,
2d when we move we move quickly®{1938,p.6). By contrast:

. achebe lacks a strong written trediticne. However; he is
infiluenced by a rich oral traditian. - It was, therefore,
gxpacted that Raja Reo compared to Achcbe, would write longer
sentences.
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‘For the present study the number of words and sentences /'
of the five smple‘s; eﬁg; of the two writers weres counted |
firste The aggreé;;; nurbers of words and gentences Of ﬁheé
Raja Rao and the Achcbe samples were calculated ssparately. 3
Then their mesns and standard deviations wei‘e conputed. The
gignificance ‘of the differences between the two writers
with regard to mean sentence lengthi was computed by aspplying
the *&! {tee) test. ihe data, thus cbtained, are presented
in Table 1. '

Taple 1 3 Sentence length in wosds :}cf Raja Rao's and
Achebe's English,

" Wrdters Numbar of Nunber of Moan Standard

sentences  words sentonce deviation
Length
Raja Rao 1970 30308 . 15,38 15467
Acheba 1893 25733 13.58 8«94 ‘

For Meang t = 4.4057 4&f = 38597 signif;cane at the 0.01 level.

One can see from Table 3 that In z0 far as the length of
gentence in words is concemed., Raja Rao and Achebe dlffer
fron eachk other. The meah nurber of words per sentence is
15.38 for Reja Rao and 13.58 for Achebe. This indicates
that an éverage sentence of Raja Rzo containg 1.80 words more

than that of achebe. The two writers are alzo fomd to differ



in thedsr standard deviations of sentence lengthse The

standard deviation of gentence length for Raja Reo is 15.67,
whereag that for Achebe iz 8.94. It is thus evident that

the valuos of both mean sentence length and standard deviation
of sentence length are higher in Raja Rao's Englishs The
differeacs, therefore, may be said to be in the eipected ‘
direction. The *t' i;%s%‘s’:\ of statistical significance show ”f\;::
that the difiference between the two writers® moans of sentence
length is significent at the 0.0 level. It thus follows that
with regard to mean sentence lengths, the two writers differ
siynificently from each other. Un the basis of the significant
differences with regar;} t0 their mesng and stendard deviations
of sentence lengths several observations sbout Reja Rac’s and
Achebe's English may be mades The higher pumerical value of
Raja Rao's mean sentence length indicates that the average
iéngth of pentences in Raja Rao's English is greater than that
in Achebe's. Thet is to say, between the two writers, Raja Rao
writes longer senkences end Achebe writes shorter sentences.
This f£inding about Achebe's senteice length also supports the
finding of winters' (1981} study that Achebe writes short
sentences. Winters further suggests that the short average
sentence length 4s an indicator of achsbe's plain styla. The
higher value of the standard deviztion in Raja Rao points to
the fact that Raja Rao's English displeys a greater variation
with regard to sentence length then zi;chebe‘s Eﬁglmh‘. In other
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words, Rajs RRo's ssatences are more veried in langth then
thoss of Achebes This SUGGRSED that Refa Rao, with regerd to
ssatance lengths shows & gieater choice, a gEsater desire £
wary s langih of m B CRCER

Some complexities of sentencs lsogth whidch afe not properly
zapresnted by averages Gan, howevass ba studied with the help
of cther messuies of chutral tendeacy sich as ‘oedis® ed
‘modets tdedion® s the middle iten of & series waen Lt iy
acrangsd in ssceading or descendlng oxder of magnitudes *Hode’
rafers to thet valus which occuxs nost Sruguently 42 o seciese
The aitven, sipsriposed upss ench other la ¥igure Iy show
the means {e): medims (0} and modeniz) of Raje Reo's and
. Achebe's sestencs lengthae

It is sesn that the Dess swnténce length for Reja Reo is
15538 words and thet for Achebe 18 1258 wordse The medim
valus oFf sentencs length for Raja BRao 18 11 and that for Acliabe
is 13 Hedtiane being the valae of the middle dtan divides
the series davo tw0 aqual pattes Ity therefore, follows that
Rafa Rao wedtss agasl susber of ssntences Below and abeove 13
word length snd Achebs Writes es maiy ssutences below 13 word
length as mong sbovee Yigure ) fureher shows that the mode X
vaiue of ssntwncs langth for Reja Reo is 7 and thek for Achebe
e3#c 38 T+ This indicates that in both Rafa Reo's and Achebe’s
Eaglish the Teward sentences Oceur with the highest Zrequencys
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it is gvident that both Raja Rep and Achebe writé more
sentencas which are shorter in length thas the average. The
percentage of gentences shorter then the average in Raja Rap
is 66455 and that inh Achebe is 58.17. This Indicates that
both of them display a common tendency tewar;’dé writing a
gfeater percentage ¢f sentences having shorter than the
gvarag2 lengths

When rapresenced wlth the help of a graphe this shows that

v ’ e
the distributlond of sentence lengih in both Raja Rao and
Chinua Achaoe are nothsymmegtrical: For both of them. s& oy

” Tiguze 1 showse the velug of mean is higher than the value

of wmedian? ogoin, the valug of median is h:;}gher than the valus
e modes Such digbribucionz of gentenca lewgth make the curves
in Flguxe 1 skew2d fo the xight and this indicates positive

shewnegs for both Rgja Reo and Chinuzs Achcehe.

It is, ﬁowwer. important Lo mvxﬁim here that ot of a
total of 1970 sentences Raja Rao uses 31 sentences with mora
than 60 words. whereas, Achébe's sample of 1821 sontonces
centaing only 4 sentences having mere than 60 wordg. 2 relevent
pro¢cadural resson for chogsing 60 words as the upper linmit of
sentence is that all pentences of Achcha excepting only 4, are
within 60 word lengthe. Between the $wo writers, Raja Rzo is
£ond to be more extreme in his varistion of sentence lengths
Thig polnts to the fsck that Rajs Rac shows a tendency towards

weiting both short as well as extremely lonhg sentences.
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he longest sentence in Raja Rao's sample stretches over
three pages (K, pp.67-69) aontaining more than 600 words.
With such long sentences, Raja Rao x@ag one of william (]’
Faalkner, who alsd occaslonslly in his novels, indulges in
writing what may be called *lsbyrinthine sentence® (to borrow
an expraession from Leech and Shorte 1981y ps22) extending
over peges: ‘But what is more striking to nots here is Raja
Rao's gkill in maﬁmulamg the longer-thanwisial sentencess
In hig L;;gq-uleng sentences, Raja Rao t.enda to display a
smefexence for cowordinations As a result, while going
through such page-icag sentences of Raja Raos sgain and again X
a reader feels that the sentence jJust comes to an ends But
W his utter surprise; instead of a ﬁaiz. atop or endmark
ﬁ\&:e, appeaxs ouly a semicolon, Or a commas; or a dash and the
gentence continues still further. Such goeordinated sentences
pre; in fact, accamilations of chort clmaea aezaamted by

14

colons or semicolonge When resd out Jﬁﬁg; the eax cean x

hardly tell that they are nét full stops. The long sentences

of Raja Reo csn easily be bhroken down into several smaller

wnits putting & pericd dn place ¢f comma or semicolona. Bacaisse
ohe cele ft by compredoviaanein

of this preference for cmardination, iné sowcalled lsbyrinthine

gsentences also do An::t 3.;_::;; claritys ..uch sentences: however,

are amspimm:; by their absence in Achebe’s Boglish. The

longest sentence recorded in Achebs's sample containg 82 words

and the preference shown is for subordination over cowordina-
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. N gefers &
At thig poiat it may not be out of place to makereferences

.*?—c ssntance lengths 0f gome native writers sbserved by
aifferent. studiess Willdems (1940) in his study hog-discovered
that the average length Of sentences £or Cike Chestertom, H.Ge.
Wells snd GeB, Shaw are 25+87, 24431 and 31.23 words respet-
tively. Butwick (1969) hes found that. Carlyle's average

sentence length is 32.7 wordss Compared to these native

writers, Raja Reo and Achebe writé mch shorter sentences.

8ince these native writers are not contemporaries of Rpja Rao

end Achebe, it is Gifficult €0 sy ob the basis of such  Tpi
can@aximﬁ that non=native writers, comparad to native onees

use ghorter sentences. In order 0 f£ind qut whether any such
difference really exists hetween native and nonenative varieties -
6f erestive English one hes to undertake a comparative study

Of the works of those native snd non-native writers who are,

more or less, conteémporsrys If, am Sunning (1964) holds, an
average sentence length of 17 words is 'weasonablat, then Raja
Rao's and achebe's gsntences moy he sald to be falrly reasonable
in their average lengths,

A close stidy of the sentence length variaticn within the
samples of the individual writer shows sore revealing featuress
The expectation here was that Raja Rao, who deals with a wide
fange of subject matier = from pulitics through philesophy to
' M@h?&iaa ~-— would exhinit a greater variation of sentence
l\eu.gth than Achebe, who wiites, more o iaﬁs‘ with gimilar
subjectemstter — the socivwpolitical aspect of Do life,



Given in Table 2 are the means and gtandard deviations
of gentence lengths of the different Rafa Rao and the Achebe
sampleses The mean sentence lengths within the samples of
Raja Rao and Chimia Achebe are visaally represented in
Figure 2. '

Tahle 2 : Meang and standard deviations of sentence
lengths of the Raja Ran and the Achcbhe sampleg.

Samples Number of Number  Meah sentende Standard

sentences of length in words deviation
words .
& 232 6682 28,80 33.89
SR 819 13560 16+58. 11.51
s 380 3385 8491 5473
e 140 2136 15.26 11,07
B 3% 483¢ 12.11 1071
Total 4970 30301 15.38 . 15.67
TFA 395 5306 13.43 6.95
NEAE B 4568 11.83 8.13
A3 625 8310 13430 Bedd
AMOP 278 4486 16.14 11426
cau 207 3083 14.80 10.69
Total 1891 25733 13.58 8.94

One‘ can sed from Table 2 and Figure 2 that the variastions
in Rsja Rao, as expected, are wider than thoze in Achebe. It
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is evident that within the Raja Ren sampless X standa apart
with the highést mean sgentence length of 28.80 words. This
sigxx.{ﬂcantly high mean menteénce léngth is indicative of the
fact that the style of Raja Rao's E is markedly different
from those of his other workss The stylistic difference of
& with regard to sentencéd length seems to suggest that this
'noval, uniike other texts Of Raja Reos is written in what
may be called a 'breathless style* of a villsge grandmother
uhﬂ inherits the tra&iﬂmal practice of telling m *fnterw
minadle ‘cala‘

-

@he. mean giem;mae lengﬁhe on the ether hando 35 the lowest
in g{zn, S5 being a ‘metaphyaical c;omeay ’ deals with abatract
ddenge Written 1n a praciasa and plain cmversatimal style,
the naval records .1!: short, simpla amtwcea the sbstract
spemlations of tna principal cnaz:acters.

The wide range of wariation betwéen the highest and the
lowest means Of sentence langth perhapa indicates that Rajs
Reo is equally skilled in writing both short and long
gentencess It aleo smiggéests that heé c;mgciquly varies the
length Of his aentences £rom ¢ne text to snother to muit the
tenwperament of his characters.

Achebey, In his ficticns on the other hand, deals more OFr
legs with similax themau ﬁfénsaqaéntlg. the mean &entence
lengths within the Achebe sarples de not aigplay & wide range
of veriatien. His two village novels — ZEA and ACG ~~ are



almost idantical dn their mean sentence lengthse Bowever,
variation does exish betwetn his two urban novels = NLAE
and AMO®: The mesh sentence lengthg within i;he Achebe
samples rangé from the highest 16.14 words in AMOP {0 the
lowest 11.83 words in NLAEs Obvicusly, such a range of
variatidn eppears to be mich narrower than that in Raja
Rao's samples. Nevertheless, it is worth mentioning here
that Achebe's latest novel AMOP, with the considerably high
;‘mmamcaljéélua of mean sentence length, appears to be stylie-
stically different from hls other works.

Thuss it appeaxs that the senterces in Raja Rao's books
are moxe varied than those in Achebe's workge It may be
sald thet with regerd to the length of sentencess Raja Rao
clearly writes in more than one style. The styles are so
wvarled that reeding side by side his two novels K and g8,
oné would tend to regaxd them sp works by two different
amthorse Howéver, the variations In sentence lengths in
Achebe's works are not wide enomich to give such \é-mm‘essicn X

0 his reader.

4212+ Sentence typology

although sentence lengith is waeful in dstermining the shtyle
of & writer, 1t is, by itself, not snough to determine
syntactical complexitieogs. Sentance leagth., 1t hag been

cbhgerved, depends as mich on what one wants 0 say as on how



one decides to say it (Crystal and Davy, 1969). Therefore,
the facts cbtained from the sentence length measure are
required €O be corgsoborated by evidence derived f£rom the
study of other stylistic varisbles for making more relisble
statenents sbout the style of a writer. From this point of
view, what seems 0 be stylistically mors important than
gentence length i.ss' sentence typologye Subscribing -t?: this
view, Chmann (1966} has mhaaﬂ.ﬁéd that "thé pro?er analysis
of styles waite @ & satisfactory analysls Of sentences®™
{pe361)e '

There ave, indeed, different ways of enalysing sentence
tyrologye Traditional study of style, it 1s tme, haz been
mors concerned with the rhe%:ﬁg&cal effects of an utterance,
and congequentlys bas studied sentences under categories.
such a9 *periedict. 'loose', 'halanced® and ‘antitheticall's
Linguistic study of styles ch the contrary, tends to lay
more enphasis on the grammatical structure then on the
chetorical effécts of sentencess The Dresent study, which
is linguistice orlented, intended to eéxsmine the structure
of sentences rather than thelr assthetic effects or rehtorical
iﬁiﬁli::ations. Accordingly., sentences, here, have been
analysed under £ive categoriles on the basgis of their internal
atmcturé. The categories are

(a) simple (sentencaéi:'wim only one f£inite verb)j

(v) compound(sentences with two of more independent clauses
* joined by co-ordinate conjunction, or simply
grapholagically linked)s



(e} Complex {sentences having one independent and one or

- more dependent clanses)y

(@) Compoundscomplex or mixed (sentences with at least
two Independent snd dne or more dependent
clanses?; and

{e) Incompléte sentences or sentence fragments (groups of
words punctuated a$ sentences, but lacking a
subject {excepting imperative sentences) or
a verb or bothl.

A study of gsentence structure along these lines revealed )
Amportant. factg gbout the stylesg of the two writergs Taoble 3 i
ghows the frequency and percentage distributions of sentences,
appearing under different categories, iIn Raja Rao's and Achche's
sanpiese RPerczemtége digtrivuiions of Qifferent types of
geritances are also presented with the help of a graph in

Flgure 3e

Teble 3 & Frequency and percentage distributions of types oOf
sentences dn Raja Rao’s and Achebe's samples
{vexrcentages are given in brackets)e.

ﬁritex:a Total sinplé Conpound Complex Compound Incoms

nunmber \ complex  plate
of sente«
sentenceas o ) nees
Raja Rao 1970 764 268 546 - 298 o9
(38.78) (13.60) (27.71) (15,13 (4.77)
Achebe 1891 713 645 199 89

248
(37.70) {12.96) (34.11) €10.52) (4.71)

7% = 29.6507) Af = 4y significsnt ab the Q.01 level.
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A glance at Table 3 and Figuze 3 geveals that thexe ave
both similarities ad diffexences between the two writers
with regard o sentence wypologye Ié is seen that both the
wrlters display a comnon preference for using simple
seatencess The percentage of simple sonteuces in Raja Rao's
English ig 38.78 and that An Achebe's 1s 37.70s Since the
difference is very ldttle it may be sald that both Raja Reo
and 2Achebe Bse almost an &c}:ual proportion of simple sentencesg
in thelr English. after simple sentences, the next higher
proportion dn both the samples is that of complex sentences.
But ihe two writeds, as Yable 3 and Figure 3 show, differ in
thelr use Of complex sentencess Achebe, compared to Raja
Ra®, uses a subgtantlally highex mmentaga‘ of complex
sentences. In go far as compiund sentences are concermed,
the two wéiters. onee agéino are found ©o be almogt identical
with very little differences Howgver, a fesl difference
exiats between them with regexrd o compound-comples sentences.
. Raja Rao's Englishs compated te that of Achebe, in charac-:
terized by the use of a remarkébly higher pexcentege of
gompoundecomplex sentancess Incompléte sentencess which
cocur frequently in dialégue and convergation, are vsually
the least £requent categoxy in £lctional proses As avident
from the table and the figure, incomplete sentences constitute
only 4«77 per cent in Raja Rao's English =nd 4.71 per cent
in Achebe'se. Thisg memns’ that both Raja Rao and Achebo.usa

incomplete sentonces cqually sparingly.
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The significance of difference between the two writex;s
in respect of the use of types of sentences has been computed
by the Chi~sguare test of statigticsl significences The
result of the test, which is significent at the 0.01 level
indicates that the tyo writers differ significently from
each other with regard to the use of different types of

sentencese

In order to fiind out from which particular category or
categories of sentences this significance of difference
‘ariges, the Chisgquare tests for two different categories
taken at a time, have been computed. The regults of the
tests ghow that only when complex and ccmpﬁuncl-ﬂcmiak
gentencas enter with ¢theXr categories, the wvalue iz aign&;*
ficant at the 5 per cent levels This points to the £act
that the significonce of difforence between the two writers
with regard to thelr useﬁ’f of different types Of sentences
arises meinly from the difference in the use of complex and

compouand=complex categories of sentencess .

With respect to the use of types of sentences within the
samples of the individual writer, the Raja Rao samples are
found to exhibit greatelr variation than the Achebe gsanpless
Table 4 gives the data regarding frequency and parcaitage
distributiond of different types of sentances within the five
samples each Of Raja Rao and Achebe: Pigure 4 repregents



vigually the percentage digtributiong of types of sentences

within the Raja Rao and the Achebe samplass

Table 4 ¢ Frequency and percentage digtributions of types
Gf sentences within the samples of Raja Rao and
Achebe (Figures in brackets indicate percentages).

Semples Simple Componnd Complex  Compounds .tncomplaté

‘ c:sam_plex ~ sentences
4 67 - 32 47 75 11
(28.88) (13.79) (20.26) (32.33) {4.74)
5 264 . 115 28¢ i35 25
.ﬁ ' <32¢33) (14&94) {34¢19) (3.5’*‘3:3) €3¢05}
g8 N7 % 93 19 20
{57.30) (8.18) (24.47) (5,000 (5.26)
€K 57 26 39 17 o1
(240,710 (18.57) (27.86) {i2.14) (0.71)
ER 159 64 a7 52 37
' (39.25) ({16.04} {(22.80) (13.087 (5.27)
TEA 144 0 147 a7 07
‘ (364457 (35.19) (37.28) (9.37) {1.77)
AN 175 41 - 02 32 36
| {45.34) (10.62) (26.42) (8.29) (9.33)
AGS 222 2 BO 221 i 25
(35.52) (12.8) (35.38) (12.32) {2.00)
ANDD 29 23 118 |36 32
o {32.01) (B.27) {42445)  (12495) (3.32)
can 83 41 57 17 09
s (20.10) {19.61) £27.54) {(8a.%1) {4.35)

e

Tt is evident from Table 4 and Figure 4 that within the

Raja Reo samples K stands spuart from all other works of
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Raja Rao with a remarkably low percantage of simple sentences
and a gignificantly high percentage of compaundw-complex
sentencess These characterigtics seem to confirm the view
that K is written in a style "wij;}.ch, has a kind of perennial
flow with innumerable ‘ands’, and with few punctuation marks®
(sharma, 1980; pXXXVI)e Although SR &isplays a preference
for subordination with a high percentage of complex sentences,
X:b‘; de, in fact, S8 which reveals the other extremg of Raja
\Raa“s styles With a remarkebly high pexcentage of simple
sentences and strikingly low perce&eag.eig\ of compound .znd
compound-complex sentences, C8s displays "a tendency towards
simplificstion® (Desai, 1974r p.30)s It represents a
relatively * p;aini ¢ ‘uncomplicated' and !straightforward’
gyntax saitable for the style of a 'tale’ which lg different
lﬁr.om K- and which, in fack, ig *a tale of modern Indaia’,
'a teasing fable%, Achebe, compared to Raja Rao, displays a
much less variation as regards sentence types. Nevertheless,
his AMOF clearly repﬁesants & substantial change in his
style. although Achebe, in general, uses morxe subordinhated
clauses than Raja Rao, he displays a stirikingly dominant
a;borainatiﬁg tendency in &9_3; With relatively small
percencags;ﬁ of simple and compound sentences, this novel
gppears ptylisticelly different, to a considerable extent,
£rom his other works &zm,; regard to typéa‘ of sentences used.

4ele3« Clause length dn words and sentence length in clauses

It is not often true to assume that a writer of longer
;o
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sentences necessarily indulges In writing longer clausese.
The reverge also is gometimes Observed. That is to say, an
author, usually weiting longer sentences, may also show a
tendency towards using clamses of ghorter lengthe The
shoxter length of clauses enables him to accommodate more
clauses In his sentences. Such a device while increasing
the number 0f clsuges per sentence, reduces the length of
clauses in wordss. This aspect of style of a writer may be
studied by measuring sentence length in claugeg and clause
length in words. The wmean clause lengths in words and the
mean sentence lengths in clauses in the Reja Rao and the
Achebe samples are shown in Psble 5 and are visually represented

in Pigure De

'

Table 5 & Mean clause length in words and number of
clauses per santence. V

Writerg Number of Number HNumber  Mean clsuse Number of

sentenges of of Jength in clauses
clauses words - words per
_ . L . . . scantggcg
. Raja Rao 1970 4309 30617 7410 2419

Achebe 1991 3511 25733 7.32 1.86

P

From Table 5 and Figure b 1t appears that the mean number
0§ words per clamse is 710 for Raja Rac an@ 7.32 for Achebes
This difference, by itself, does not seem 0 be highly

significante. But vhen compared with the two writers'
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difference In mean pentence lengths in words, it shows some
revealing feature{ Although the mesh pentence length in
words is higher for Raja Rao (Poble 1 )i the mean clause
length is higher for Achebes Several important observaticns
can be made on the basis of thie differences Raja Rao, who
writes, on @n average, longer sentences, in fack, ‘shcws a
¢lear tendency towards using shouter élauaas.* Achghe, despite
the shorter aversge length of his sentences: Drefexs writing
clguses longer thon those in Raja Reo's Englishe It may be
commented that Raja Rao's English is éharaataxwad:by longsr
gentences and shorker clanses, whercas ‘Aﬂhebg*\s- BEnglish is
characterized by shorter santences and longer t‘a}.auéesa it
now logically follows thet Raja Raos who writes longer sentences
#iﬁ—i ghorter clauges, would certainly accommodate more clauses
per gentence than Achebes . Ag Table 5 and Figure § show, the
mean number of cleuges pef sentence in Boja Rao's Tnglish is
2«19 and that in Acheba's iz 186+ It points to the fact
thet the average sentence in Raja Rao's English donpists of
more clauses than the aversge sentence in Achebe's. Englishs

An examination of the vaxriai:ims in mean sentence langths
in ¢lauges and mesn clause lengthg In words within the sanples
of Raja Rao and Achebe alse cen tell something sbout the style
of the individual ‘writere. It was expected that since Raja Rao,
' compared to achebe, showed grester variation with regard to
mean sentence lengths in words (Table 1)» he would slso exhibit

wider variations in mean sentence lengths in clsuses and in

4



mean clause lengths in woxdse Table € shows mean ¢laouse
lengths in words and mean sentenc‘.;é lengthe ih clauses wiﬁhm
the five samples cach of Raja Rao and Achebee« The mean
clsusé lengths in wozrds of Raja Rao's and Achebe's samples
are reprasented with the help of a c;f;ra;ah, in Figure 6.

Table 6 & Mean clause iamgths in words and mean sentence
lengths in clauses within the five ssmples each
Of Rgja Rao and Achebe.

Samples Number of Nunber Nunber Mean ¢leuse Mesn sentence

sentences g§aumas ?fgnﬂs éoeigghg i éﬁggg i
K 232 8es 6682 . 7452 3.83
- 819 1852 13580 7433 2026
cs 380 557 3385 608 1.46
K 140 271 2136 7488 193
ER 399 741 4834 Ge52 1486
Tetal 1970 4309 30647 7410 2.9
IER 395 754 5306 7+04 1,91
NIAE 386 612 4568 7«46 1+58
p.Xac) 625 11%e 8310 6494 1:92
ANOP 278 574 4486 7.81 2406
ety 207 373 3063 8421 1.80
Total 1891 3811 25733 7432 1,86

In 50 far as the nean ¢laise lengths in words are concemmed,
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as Table & and Figure § show, there afe ne great variations
within the samples of Raja Rac as well as within those of
aAchebgs The range of varlaticn is 1.80 within the Rgja Reo
sanples, and 1s 1.27 within the Achebe samples. Thus it
appears that though Raja Rao, compared to achebe, @isplays

a mch wider range of varlation with regard to mean gentencs
lengths, he does not vary s0 widely from the latter in mean
clause lengthse  This suggests thal Raja Rao does not vary
the mean clause lengths as widgly 28 he varies the mean
sentence lengths. However, (Whng downn the column of mean
nuriber of clauses per sentence in Table 6, one recoghizes
that the samples of Raja Ra0 clearly vary to a greater extent
then those of %@h&beq Within the Raja Rao samples K and £S
stand out prominent showing two extremes ©of his style with the
highest (3.82) eand the lowest (1.46)} nunber of clauses por

sentance regpectively. Within the Achebe samples, it is AMOP, -

vhich, with the highest number of clauses (2+06) per sentence,
glonals a substantial change in Aehebe"s style. Since the
range of vardation is widef within the Rajé Rao samples, ong
can say that Raja Rao's English, with regard to number of

¢clauses per sentence, 1s more varied thean Achebe’ e

4e1+4+ Clauge wgclm

Like sentefices, clauses also may e studied in aifferent ways
on the basis of thelr syntactic status, function end internal

gtructure. In the present study, clauses have been studied

K
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hoth on the bases ¢f their gyntactic status and their functicne.
On the basis of their syntactic status. claises have been
divided im;a two main categories
{a} Independent clauses == that can exist independently in
sentencesg, and

(b) bependent clauges = thak canhot exist independently,
but. ‘exist only in relation to
the independent clauses Iin
gentences. Depandent clauses,
in this sense, may be said to
be ernbedded in the Independent
clausess

The main purpose behind studying clauses along this line
was to examine the complexity of the glausal components; that
i, to see how mich clausal embeddings there were between and
within Raja Rao's and Achebe's BEnglishe It was, howevers
assumed that such an analysis of the claupes would provids
important stylistic information which would be helpful in

distinguishing the style of one writer from that of the others

It i3 observed that while some writers usuall:y dleplay a
tendency towards uaing e higher percentage of Independent
clauses, some others, however; tend to favour the use of a
larger proportion of dependent clauses. A writer, who usesg
a higher percentage of Independent clauges elther ag sinmple
sentences or as cod=ordinated independent clavsesg.in compound
smtences.\ ig, often, easy ‘tcx vnderstand. Conversely, a wrlter

using a greater proportion of dependent or embedded clauses is
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likely to put a greater strain on the reader's attention snd
consequently, tends to increase the difficulty in grasping
the idoas and following the progress of the sentences (Chmanng

19661
D

an attempt st studying the difficulty of Raja Rao's and g
achebe's English on the level of clausal embedding revesled
several important facts zhout theoir styless Given in Table 7
ara the fremency and percentage distributions of independent
and dependent clauges in Raja Rao’s and Achebe's English.
Figure 7 represents the percentage distributiom%\ of indepen=

dent and dependent ¢lauses of the two writers'! Engligh.

Paple 7 1 Frequengy and percentage dlstributions of independent
and dependent clauses in Reja Rao's and Achebe's
Inglish (Percentages axe given in brackets).

Hriters Total clauses Indepaendent Dependent
clauges clauges

Raja Rao 4309 25871 1438
{66.63) { 33.37 )

achebe B11 - 2280 123}
(64.94) { 35.06 )

Y> = 2445853 2 @f = 15 not significant st the 0,05 level.

It is evident from the above table that in both Raja Rao's

and achebe's samples, the clause structure displays predominantly

-
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4_;{‘,“ i;.;yll'al‘.g/., 4 bt
the independent types That is to say, botil_ga Eiffir English X
are characterised by higher percentages of independent
clausese This cheracterisgtic of their English may bs sald
%o indicate that neither of the two writers puts much strain
on the reader's atitentitn. One can also say that in 8o far
as clmusal erbeddings are concerxned, neither Raja Rao ngf it
Achebe writes in a complex stylee. Congequently, their Bnglish,
with smaller proportloas’ of dependent clmises or embedded
clansal eleﬁﬁmt@at lack clarity and pxesentg/ no greabd
difficulty in grasping the meaning and following the progress
of the sentences. Navertheless, differenceés, however subtle
they are, do exist betwoh Raja Rao's and Achebe's nglish
with regard to t.hé use ¢f independent and dependent clausess
As it sppears frem Table 7 and Figure 7. Raja Ra&' 8 Bngligh,
comparsd to Achebe's, contains a higher percentasgs of
independent clausaess The difference between the two writers,
however, as the K* value shows, is not statistically signi-
Eicant. One, therefore, cannot claim that Raja Rao and
A’chebe differ significantly from each other with respect to
clausal embeddingss With relative sparseness of dependent
clausges, which in high frequency ﬁeﬁoﬁeﬁ samsntic richness and
gyntactic complexity, both Raja Rao and Achebe may be said to

write in plain stylese.

although tine two writers do not differ gignificantly from
sach cther with regard to clausal smbeddings, they, however,

ghoyw different tendencieg in thelr variation of clausal



erbeddings within their samples. 'Table 8 shows the frequency

and percentage distributicné/of independent and dependent X
clanses within the sawples i:af Raja Rao and Achebes Figure 8
tepregents the percentage diati‘ibutien/é/ of independent and X

dependent clausges within the Raja Reo and the Achcbe samplés.

Table 8 3 Fregquenay ond percentage d:i.stributienf/’ of independent
and dependent clauses within the Raja Rao and the
Achebe samples {percentages are given in brackets).

Samplos ‘ Total Independent \ Dependent

clauses clauges - clauses

4 888 565 323
{63.63) (3637)

S8R 1852 1145 707
(61.82) (38417)

cs 557 412 T 145
{73+97) (26.03)

CiK 271 193 78

, {71.22) {(28.78)

ER 741 556 ’ 185
(75.03) (24.97)

TF, 754 502 252
3 : {66.58) {33.42)

NLAE 612 414 1928
(67 Oﬁﬁ} ("33035)

206 1198 775 423
: (64.69) (35¢31)

AMOD 574 336 238
T {58.54) {41.46)

GAW 373 253 120

(67.83) {32.17)
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From Table 8 and Figure 8, it is seen that within the Raja
Rao samples, PR has the highest percentage of independent
clausese Within the Achebe ssmples, the highest percentage
of independent clauses occurs in GAW. It is thus interesting
o notée that both the writers use the highest percentages of
independent clauses in their short storiese The highest
percentage of independent clauses within the Raja Rao samples
ig 6182 and that within the Achepbe samples is 58.54. Thusg,
with regard to clausal embeddings, Raja Raots SR and iachebe's
AMOP  tend to differ in style from the rest of thelr workse
The'dif;ﬁemnce batween izhe highest and the lowsst percentages
of independent clauses withix;a Raja Rao's samples ig 13.21
and that within Achebe's samples is 9¢29. Gn the other hand,
ehe range of variation of dependent clausesg is 12.14 f£or Raja
Reo and 10.29 for Achebes The greater variations within the
Raja Rao samples peim;' 0 the fect thak Raja Rao's English,
gonpared 4o that of Ac:‘gxebe. ig more varied with respect o

claugal erbeddingge

4+1.5. Sub-categories of dependent clauges

211 dependent clauses, evidently, 4o not peiform the same
function in sentences. Some dependent clavses operate as
subjecty some others gerve as adiuncets, dJisjuncts or

cenjunctss selll others act as adjectives or appositives.
accordingly, dependent clausesg, on their functional basis,

have been classified into the following subw-categories
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i) Nominal clatsgs = that function as eubjects,
objects, or complementsy

11) adjectival clauses— that sct as adjectives or
appositivess (thig category
also includes relative
¢laupas)s

4i1) Aadverbial clauses— that operate es adjuncts or
dlgjuncts? and

iv) Comment clmuses == that perform the function of
disjuncts or conjuncts: and,
often express the speaker's
attitude to the main clause
(Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973}

A cloge study of the dependent clauseés along these lines,
it was assumed, would provide information regarding functicnal
varieties of the dependent clases useds On the basis of such
information, it is often pogsible to make comparative stylistic
statements which reveal similarities or differences botween
the styles of two writérs and algo the variation within the
style of an individual writere. It has already been cbserved
that Raja Rac and Achebe do not differ significantly frxom each
c;'ﬂ'zer in their use of independent and da@dent clausess It
was also expected that in the uge of dlfferent types Of
dependent clauses also they would not differ substantiellye
Although it does not nécesexari.!.y £ollow that the writers who
are almost identical in thelr use of independent and dependent

clausess, would also display more or less similar tendencies,



with regard to the sube-categories of dependent clauses. The
expectation here, proved valide. A glance at Table © and
Figure 9, which ghow the pércentage distributions under the
four cateéories of dependents clsnses'in‘aaja.Rae‘s and
Achebe's samples, will make it clear.

Table 9 ¢ Frecguency and perxcentage digtributions of different
types of dependent clauses (Percentages are given
in brackets). -

writers  Total Nominal Adjectival adverbisl Comment
dependent c¢laiges clmises clauses claises
clauses .

Raja Rao 1438 654 170 552 22
(33.37) $16.10) (3.94) (12.51) {0.51)

Achebe 1231 532 241 433 25
(35.08) (15.,15) (6.86) {12.33) {0.71)

A= 32.33687 GF = 3 signiflcant at the .01 levels

Table 9 and Figure ¢ ghow that Raja Rac and Chinug Achebe
use almogt equal proportions of nominal, adverbilal and
comment clavses. The difference betyeen them under each of
thege categories ig aven less than 1 per cent and hence geems
to be negligibles. Moreovers in both Raja Rao's and Achebe'sg
sarples, the percentages of nominal clanges are higher than
thogse of any cther dependent clmugess The hichey percentages

of nominal dependent clzuses indicate Rajs Rao's and Achehels
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preference £or nominalization. It is, however; seen that the
percentage of nominal clanses is higher in Raja Rao's English
than that in aAchebe*se But at this level of analysis, as
Table 9 and Figure 9 shows what is more important is the
difference between the two writers' use 0f adjectival clases.
It is seen that Raja Rac uses 3.94 per cent adjectival clauses,
and Achebe uées 6486 per cent adjectival clauses. But the \3

. o7
higher percentage of adjectival clamses alone does not give ~, '

-~

.

3‘«5 i (‘(‘7
5 el

.

Achebe's Engligh any distinctiveness, any special fla&mr- %
However, as the Chiwsquare teét O ;sign;ﬁicmca ghowsg, the
difference betiteen the two writers ig significant at the 0,01
level. So it is evident that with regard to the use of
difﬁerent types 0f dependent clanses, Rajs Rav and Achebe
differ significently from each othere. In other words, they
digplay dlfferent tendenciles in their use of different types

of dependent clancome

An examination of the varlation In the use of dependent

' clauses among the samples ¢f Raja Rao end Achebe revezls

_ the £ollowing factse. UWhile Table 10 below ghows the £requency
and percentage distributions of different types of dependent
clauses, Flgure 10 visually represents the percentage distrie
butionsg of different types of dependent clauses omong the
Raja Rao and the Achebe gamples.



Teple 10 ¢ Freguency and percentage distriimtions of different
types of deopandent ¢lauses among the Raja Rao and
the Achebe pamples (Percentages are given in

brackets) . .
aaxwlés Total D‘if:«min&l Mj @atiﬁal Adverbial Comment:
nupher of clauses clagpes clanges wlausas
daepenident '
clanses
§d 323 170 40 109 04
~ {3637} {1918)  {4.50) {12:27) (0.45)
SR 707 326 76 291 14
{38.371} {17+60) {(g.1) (1571) {0:75)
€5 145 é6 2a 57 -
= (25.03) {11.85)  €3.55) (10,23} =~
£K 73 3¢ 10 34 -
(224+73) €12:,55) {3.89) {12.5%) -
o) 195 93 23 61 64
(z4.27) {13.22) (2.97) {8.233) {(0,54)
TH: 252 a5 42 124 01
& (33.42) (11.27) {8457 {16.44) {0,13)
NIAE 198 88 22 84 07
’ (32’*35) {13 099‘) {3.59) (3:3.67_2} {1 1d )
AT 423 195 103 130 05
s {33.21) {15442 (8.890) {10.85) (0482)
AMOP 238 133 42 59 06
- (41.46) §22,82) (7.33) (10428) (1.04)
SA 20 48 32 ‘ 06
_ﬁ‘“? %32*37) &;3033’ {8.567 %30583 - 1061)

It i3 evident from Table 10 md Piguxe 10 that within his

five sanples; Raja Rzo uses the highest 319414 per cent nomical
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clauges in X and the lowest 11.85 per cent in 8. Within
the corresponding Achebe samples, the highest percentage of
noninal ¢lauses is 22.82 and the lowest is 1127+ The
range of wvariation, éhus. is highex in Achebe's Englishe. It
indicates that Achebe's English, comparsd to Raja Rao's, is
more varied in so far as niominal clamges are concemede The
percentage variation of adjectival clsuses within Raja Rao's
sanples is very littles it varles from the highest 4.50 per
cent to the lowest 2497 per cent. Within the Achdoe samples
the range of variation, on the other hand, is again wider,
the highest and the lowest percentages being 8.60 and 3,59
respectively. So it may be sald that as regards adjectival
glauses also, achebe’s English varies to a greater extent
than Raja,RaS‘Sj In the uge of aﬂvétbial clanses, both the
writers, however, display more or less similar tendenciese
The renge of vaviation between the highest and the lowest
percentages are 7.84 for Raja Rao and 8.79 Sor schebe. Such
a differente seems 4O be negligible. It is, however,
fmporgant to note here that in two cut of the five samples
of Raja Rao, comment clausSes are entirely sbsent. In each
of the remsining three samples alsc the percentags OFf
gomaent clauses is less than cne. However, in all the
Achebe samples thers seems to be nothing remagkable either in

the range of differences or in the variation of percentagess



In the light of the above discussion. it .appears’ that
Achebe's English shows slightly greater variaticn in the
use of nominal, adjectival and comment clausess And Raja
Rao's Bnglish exhibits a slightly greater variation in the
use of adverbial claigess Accordingly, the two writers may
be gald to display somevhat similar tendencies as regards

the unge of different types of dep@dant clansase

4+1+6. Nominalized dependent clauses

another important way of measiring syntactic complexity at
the clausal level is to study the usze of dependent clauses
as noun phrase (NP} of complex sentonces. This, howaver,

requires some explangtion hercs

The ccncept of NP iz taken from Trangformational
Gmeratifre Gramuars This device of using dependent clauses
as the NP of complex sentences is lmown as '"nominatization®.
an extended discussion of differens ways of nominallzatlons
in BEnglish is found in Lees {1960)s It.is ssen that, somew
times, dependent claises are uvged o perform the function of
a noin phrase both in the pogitions of subject and complement
ia complex sentences. For example, in the sentence, znat he
ig sincere Jjg avident from hic sotivities, the depeadent |
clauge that he is éinc:e.m sexves the function of NP {gomething)
iv the subject slots That 1s to say. 'Someildng’ is ovident
from his setivities and that gomething is Ihgk he is sincere.
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8imilarly, in the sentence, Hg 2 o 14 _kn A0m

&iez;endenﬁ clauses :ha the reported speech togather function
a8 the second NP of He saids But it is to e noted here that
the first clause I should know is nominal, the second whom I
Should marry is adjectivél and the third yhen I am sway. from
my parentg is sdverbiels It is thus evident that hesideé
nominal ¢lauses, adjectival and adverbisl clauses also can
occur as part of noun phrases All dependent clauses which
are used in the NP slot, together may be termed as ‘nominse
lized ¢lauses’s What 1s gtill more important is the level
of subordinatlon of the nominalized clausess For example, in

W__g e the two a.djectival claupes "gzho gent us the
Brince Propagatore of the Holy Low znd gages and ihat gmote

the fire of darkneses of ionorguce show the occurrances of two
dgpendent clauses =~ one within the other—— at the subject BE

glot and indicate the subordination level e ‘(1]41) and level
two (102) raspectivelys Thus, the level of aaba‘z:dinatim' may

be sald to refer to the punber of dependent clauses which

belong to the same gmup {nominal, edjectival, or adverbial)
and which, abt the same time, are used one after the other in
the NP slote The dependent clamsss are, them, placed under
level, and 1&\!32.3_ according to their level' of subordinatione
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Thuss 1t appears that LZ ig a dependent clause representing
subordinaticn lovel, within Iy which is enother depéident
clanse representing the first level of subordinations. While
ghowing the level of suberdination, this device refledts a
kind of linguistic sophistication on the part Of its userse
A gtudy of the level of gubordination, therefore, may yleld
uszful information with respect to syntactical complexitiesn

of & writer, and hence, is of relevence in stylistic study. .

The samples. in the present study, however, showed no
subordination under nominalized adverblal clauses at level
two (&2). Also, no gubordinaticng were found at level
three (*LE) under the categories nominal and nominalized
adjectival claussse. Aaccordingly. subordingtionsz here have
been recorded at level e {Li) and level twe (Lz) of nominal
and nominalized adverbiél clausess The dats thus obtained
ara presented in Tablea\ 11 and 12. Table 11 shows the
number of nominalized clauses appoaring under different
categories. It also shows their regpective percentagese
The percentage distributions of noninalized clauses are
represented visually in Figufe 11. The percentages of
nominalized clauges have been computed as proportions of the

total number of clauisess



Table 11 ¢ Fregquency and percentage distributions of
nominalized clauses {Figures in brackets
indicate percentages).

Writers Number of Nominal adjectival Adverbial

nominalized clauses claises tlauses
claises
Raja ‘
Rao 84z 694 ]‘.17 a7
{19.68) {16410 Ze71) (0.86)
Acheba 761 532 186 43 ,
© £21.67) (154157 {5.30) {1.22)

A* = 33.0045; Gf = 2; significant at the 0.01 level.

Teble 11l and Figure 1i reveal tﬁat the overall percentage
of nominalized clanses in Raja Ra®'s English is 19.68 and
that in Achebe’s is 21.67« It iz thus cbvious that Achebe
uses a higher parcentage of dependent clauses in the NP
alsi than Raja Rao. Oub of the total 19.68 per cent nominge
lizcd wlauses in Raja Rav 1610 per cent are nominal clausess
2471 per ¢ent are gdjectival clauses and «86 per cent are
agverbial claasess By contrast, Achebe's 21.67 per cent
nondnalized dependent climises congligtas 0f 15.15 per cent
nosdnal ciaus.es, 5.30 per cent adjectival clauvses and 1.22
per cent adverbilal clanses. Alﬁ}t}ugh the percentage of

ncminal clauses is higher in Raja Rao's sample, adjectival
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and adverbial clauses ard highexr in percentage in Achebe's
sample. The higher percentage of nominalized adjectival
clauses in Achebe’s sample is in conformity with the use of

a higher percentage of adjectival clauses in Achcbe's English.
What appears ©o be morg lmportant here is that although the
total percantage ©f adverbial clauges in Raja Rac's English
is higher than that in Achebe's, the latter's English is
marked by the use of a higher percentage of nominalized
adverbial claugese. This suggests that Achebe uses mors
adverkial clauses along with the nominal clauses in the NP

8lote

The value of.X*, significant st the 0.01 level, indicates
that the two writers differ significantly from each other

wlth regerd to their use of nominalized dependent clausese

dele7e Luvel of subordination of nominalized clauses

The nominalized clauses, when placed under level one (ﬁi)

and level two (La23 according to their level of subordination,
revesl the following simllaritles and differenceas between the
two writers' English. Toble 12 presents the data concerning
the percentege distributions of nominalized clauses at
levels one and two of the Raja Rao and the Achebe gamples.’
The pereentsgge distributlong of nonlnalized clauses at
levelsone and two in the samples of Raja Rao and Achebe are

visually represented in Figure 1i..
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Tghle 12 ¥ Fregquency and percentage distribusviong of
nominalized clauses at heavell and E.:evelg in
Raja Reo's and Achcebe’s samples. (Percentages,
computed in terms of the total number of claunses,
are given in brackets)e

Writers m;gal R yg@; .. 5@;&%«,@ fﬁgg@}g&_
Do, fzed L, .k % “T
Slapes 1R h 2 M M2

Raja Rae 048 665 29 109 B 37 -
(19:68) {15.43) {0.672 {2:83) {0:18) (086} =

achebe 761 498 34 178 08 43w

$21.67)  (14,18) (0.97) (5.0%) (0a23) (1.22)
{ R .

o ")
K =36+8943; af @ /significant abt the U.01 mml ~ /(

From Table 12 end Figare 12. it ie seen that Raja Ra0,
ourmpazed $u kOhicbe, uses & hulgher percentage OF niminsl
claugas ak lawly But & 1@:&13, the Aifference in pencantage
botween them is almost negligible, baing 0,67 per cent and
Cu¥7 per caut tegiectively« However, in the use of nomiunslized
adjectival clavans at ;ezmlig the two writers differ conpls
derebly from each othels :%;; levalg of zdjectivel clmess the
difference egein is vesy slighte Neither of them is found
0 voe oy adverblal clawge et J,avelz&: The Chi-gguare valne
which 1z pigniflcont at the 0.01 level ghous that the two
gets of data, ag presented in Teble 12 and Figure 12, come
from tyo Aifferent populationse JIn other words, with regard
£o the level of subordinaticn of mominalized clauses. therm
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exists significant dlfference bhetween the two writers'
BEnglish. I£ the level of subordination réflects the
degree of linguigtic gophlstication, one can arrive at a W
tentative conclusion thab Achebe's Buglish, with a gigmie
£icantly higher percentage of nominalized clauses, displays
graater sophistication and grester syntactical complexities
than Raja Rao'se

44148+ Structure of nominal group {NG)

Syntactical complexities, as mentiomed earlier, ate also
discovered in the structhure of units gmaller than sentence
and clanties Accerdingly, after dlscussing the features
operating st the levels of sentences and clanses, an snalyst
of style umially examines the complexities of lower rank
unitss. It iz, therefore, loglcal o assume that an examing-
tion of certain dlstinctive gyntactic characteristics
operating at the level of group alsé gan reveal stylistically

relevant information.

-

& group 1s defined as a word or a group of words that
opérate as a particular word class in a clanse. At the
lavel ©f group, two fomtureg have been analysed in the pregsent
ptudye. These mre s (i) the structure of nominal group(NG)
and {i1) the verb~verbal ratio(VWR) in the verbal group.

1) Nominal graip t A nominal group is represented cither

by a single word or by & group of words that function as a



‘ | 191

noun or sabject in s e,imzém Nominal groups, on the basis

of thelr structure, f£all into two categories =— simple and
‘;ml%; A simple nominsgl gx:bﬁp ebntaina oily the headword(H)
which operates in the subject slot Qé a clauses such as nene
or guns A complex nominal groups on the etizer hands consigts
of the headworda(H) (which is dbligatory) end one o.;: nore
other worde which are depandent on the headword (and hence
are optionsl), such as g hoooy moen or tho bright gun o the sky.
The dependents thot go with the headword are primerily divided
into two groups == modifiers(M) =~ yords that preceds the
headword and qualifﬁ.effﬁ)f"‘* wordd that follow the headworde.
¥or examglc» in MM&W the headword gup ig
preceded by the and m and is followed by w
accordingly:. the and bright ave medifiers and w act
as a qualifiors ‘ | |

Modifiers, again, are divided into four gubgroips on the
basls of their pogiticn. The subgroups ave determiner(p),
ordinal{0), epithet(E); and noun(¥). For instance, in the
nominal group jhe five old city colleges the headword golleges
15 preéceded by four other wordss Among these four wordg, the
1g determiner(D), £ive is ordinal(0), gld is epithet(E) and
city 1s noun{N). In the present study. the words that
gecompany a nominal ‘gmupg, ac‘:cordinélf, have beén placed under
the categories Dy O Es Ny H and Q. ‘
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| te oleasee &{; Co'wf'&’fx Zjﬁf

The main concern here was to see how mach complexities ><{_

the two writers reveal at this level of analysis. Put more
gléar%gg the analysis of nominal group was undertaken with

a view to finding out how meny nouns in Raja Rae's and
Achebe's samples, function i thelf own without any modifier
or qualifier’ how many complex nominal groups contain
different elements of modification and how many Of them take
qt_ialiﬁieré; It is a common supposition that Indlans often |
write English with more complex nominal groups (Rachru, 1983).
Raja Rao, being an Indian writer in English, was ewpected o
use more complex nominal groups than Acheba.

In counting the nominal groups the following points were
consldereds Compound or coe-ordinated nominal group (having
two. or moxe subjects)s such as Schoolg snd ecolleges Or men,

yomen gnd children was cointed as one nominal groups Subject
having double or more predicates, such as wmm

2480 countad as oie naminal gmup.

The mikber of nominal groupe in the individual samples c»f
the two writers was counted £irste Then ‘the nominsl groups
in the f£ive different samples each of Raja Rao and Achébe wsra
added separately. Their percentages were calculsted in terms
of the total nunbef of ncm;\.nal groupes The data thus abtanzea
are preae;zteél in Table 13 Figure 13 fepresents the percenw
tage distributions of different elements of nominal groups in



Raja Rao's and Achebe's samples.

Table 13 3 Freguency and percentage distributions of
different types of nominal groups in Raje
Rad's and Achebe's samples. (Percentages are
given in brackets).

Writers Total  Simple ___Complox nominal qroups = Q
nominal nominal D Q " B N
groups groups

Raja Rao 3755 2730 703 18 125 80 89
(a.vo) (18+7228.48) - €3.33) (2.40) (2.37)

achebe 3024 1970 666 50 172 80 86
{65414) (zz.oz)(x.as) {5.69) (2:64) (2.84)

2 .
7<‘ =69.0672y df = 57 significant at the 0.01 levels

One can gee from Table 13 and Figure 13 that Rpia Reo,
compared o Achebe, uges s higher percentage of simple nominal
groupss The percentage of simple nominal groups in Raja Rao
i 72.70 and that Ia Achebe is 65.14. Achebe, however, uses
a higher percsntage of determinerg than Raja Rao. The
Percentages of complex nominal growps with Q,EM and Q also
aré higher in Achehe. $hme, it is gtriking ©o note that the
percentages of all the different types of complex nominal
groups are higher in Achebe's English than those in Raja Rao's.
The Chi=square (’7@’) test shows that the difference between
the two writers is éignificant: ‘atf. the 0.01 level.. It,therefore,
¢an be saild that Raja Rao and Achebe, In thelr uge of different
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types of nominal groups, differ significently f£rom each

other.

But the diffexence here is not found 0 be in the expected
wAgirections Raja Rao, whe was expected to use more complex
nominal groups, in fact, uses a predominently higher percenw
tage Of simple nominal groupss A high proportion of complex
nominal groups indicates syntactic complexity and aemaritd.c‘
richnegs. The presence of a stiikingly high percentage of
simple pominal groups in an individual's writing, ¢ the
other hand; is an indicabor of plaln style. The sgignificantly
higher percentages of simple ;’{amél groups, compared to those
of complex nominal groups in Raja Rao*s and Achebe's samples,
suggest that both of them, in general, write in plain style.
Bﬁt Raja Rao, compared to Achebe, uses a higher percentags

of simple nominal groups. This indicates the fact that Reja

Rzo's English, compared to Achebe's, is more plain and less

z{y‘w\f&{;@ ; .

omanenteds Thus, the finding of the present study does ¢

R —

not support the supposition that Indisn English has a strong

tendency toward using complex nominal groups.

a study of the variation in the use of simple end complex
nomingl graups within the Raja Rao and the Achebe gauples
also reveal stylistically relevent informations Teble 14
ghows the frequency and percentage Qistributlons and Figure 14

repregsents the percentage distributicns of simple and different

—
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types of complex nominal groups within the sanmples 0f Raja
Rao and Achebes

Tsble 14 1 Frequency and percentage distributions of simple
end dlfferent types of complex nominal groupss
(Pexrcentages are given in brackets).

Samples ﬁat.al 's.implé c

* . ' Q
nominal neminal P 7 O B N
o Groups grMps
764 547 157 11 21 15
& {72.55) (20.82) mm (1s46) €2.78) (1.98)
SR 1633 1203 62 43 43
o (73.66) (3.6.7&) (.49) (3.80) (2.63) (2.63)
c 502 N T 0 i1 7T 11
- 2 e P O dhe ader dhe
: 234 ‘139 17 8 13
oy (80402 m3.93> (.43) (7226) (3.82)  (5.55)
ER 632 470 114 24 11 7
4 * (74.37) (18.03) (,.95) (3.80) (1.73) (1.12)
Total 3755 5780 703 125 90 . @9
(72.70) (13.73) €.48> ‘<3._33) (24400 (2.37)
i@ 666 402 34 24 18
=2 ‘ {60,236) (za.ae) %z.w) (5.10) €3,60) (2.25)
BLAE 548 379 108 , 26 12 17
" - {69.36)  (19.71) tz_gs.a; (4.74) €2.19) a0
oG 1018 €78 221 2 83 24 21
= ’ (664600 €21.71) (2.08) (5.21) (2.36) (2.06)
AMOP 486 328 9% 1 s 7T 19
= (67.49) (19.38) 62} (7.20) (1.44) (3.91)
caW 306 182 68 4 24 13 14
SR G50 (zew) (e Gioe) s Usn
Total 3024 1970 666 50 172 80 _ 86
- (65.14) (22.02) (’1965) (5»69) (2.64) (2.84)
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It iz seen that with gregard to simple nominal groups
Reja Rao's samples vary £rom the highest 74.37 per cent
in PR to the lowest 59.40 per cent in EK. Achebe uges the
highest 69.16 per cent simple nominal groups i NLAE and the
lowest 5280 per ¢ent in GaW, Although thelr lowest percene-
_tages are very cloce o each other, the highest percentages
of simple nom:mal gz:cmpéxu fj;th in Raja Rao. This ig e
dudicasive of the fact that Rajﬂa Rad shows a wider ronge of
‘varistion in the use of simple mominal groups or unmodified
nouns. The two writers also differ with respect to dd.ffarent
typea-o complex noininal grovpse A Table 14 and B‘igur& 14 .

_g:fvgw &/f\.t \v'LJ c:z.f, Pty e (1 [ey { K }
ahowﬁ. Ac:hebe. compared t'.o Raja Raa. varies % 5 %0 a gx:eater x
it

exteht in the use of Mc Raja Raoci on the oigher

hand, ‘shows greater varlations with regard to E gnd g. Alsgo

‘striking is that 0, in Raja Rso's £8 are entirely sbments

However, dn all the five samples of Achebe O are present

and thelr pe:cwtagg‘s also are substantlally Hh:!.gher excepting
| sn AM0F, M.t-hough Ra;:a Rae: shows greater variation in the use
. 6f Bg, Achebe usegs higher percentages of Es in his semples in

géneérals This points to Achehe's tendency towards using

adj ecij.ive,s whenever possible to maiff his subjects. Such

a devigce aads detall and cclour to Achebe'a English.

431+9. Verbwverbal rat:lﬂWg)_

an examination of the verbal group as verbs and verbals reveal

snother stylistic dimension which can be useful for differen—
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tiating the two writerss This arxea of analysis is adapted
here from Lieaska (19?0). According Leaska, a study of the
proportion of verbs and verbals used shows ‘verb density'e.
Verbs refer to finite verb and verbals include non=finite
forms, such as participles, gerunds and infinitives. Verb=
verbal ratio is cbtained by dividing the nurber of verbs
used by the nunrber of verbals used« Verbs accompany subjects
hut verbals do nots S0 the higher the ratic of verbs in
relation to verbals, the more structured is the language
and a more structured language 1s always eagsy to £ollow.
Table 15 and Figure 15 show the verbeverbal ratio in Raja

Rao's and Achebels samples.

Table 15 3 Verb-verbal ratio in Rajs Rao's and Achebe's

samples.
Writers - Verhs Vekbals Ratio
Raja Rao 4184 820 510
Achehe 3511 865 4.06

" o :
K= 18.0951; &£ = 12 aff,gmifieant at the 0.01 level

fne can see from Teble 15 and Figure 15 that the Raja Rao
sample containg a higher ratio than the Achebe samplee. Raja
Rao uses one verbal for avery 5.10 veirbs. whereas Achebe uses

one verbal for evexy 4.06 verbs. Statistical analysis with
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the help of Chi-gquare test shows that the difference between
the two writers is significant at the 0,01 level. It ig thus
evident that Raja Rao's language with a higher verb~verbal

ratic is more structured than Achebe's. If a more structured
language ig éaslier to follow, Raja Reo's language, compared
o Achcbe's, is certainly soé Levin (1958) suggests that )
verhals fmmobilize action. Achebe,with a i.ower verp~verbal v
ratios accogdingly: may be said to exhibit a greater tendency

toward immobilizing verbs by transposing them into verbalse

As regards variations in verb=verbal ratio within the
sanples of Raja Rao and Achebe, the fellowing points can be
mades Variations in verbevecbal ratios within the suwples OF
Rala Rao and Achebs are shown In Table 16 and are repregented
with the help of a graph in Pigurs 16.

Table 16 3 Verb~verbal ratio within the samples of Raja Rao

and Achebes
Semples ' Verbsg ~ Vexbals Ratdo
K 791 176 . 4465
SR 1810 375 4.83
cs 569 86 6.61
CK 265 45 5489
B 749 148 . 5.20
Totel ' _ 4184 " 820 5.10
TFA ' 757 174 4435
BIAE 609 146 4417
208 1211 230 5426
AMOP 571 , 214 | 286
G2l 363 101 3.59

Total 3511 865 206
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From Table 16 and Figure 16 it is secen that the ratiog
within the Raja Rao samples, in general are higher than
those in the Achebe sampless The highest ratio in Raja
Rzo's 5 indicates that the language of £8 i1s the most
structured and cwnse(iaently iz the eaplest to understand
within the Raja Rao samples. Within Achebe's samples, AMOP
has the lowesi; ratio. It is, therefore. logiloal to assume
| t}*xaﬁ; the languéga of Achaba“s AMOP, compared to the language
of his other samples, ig iess structured and hende is
difficult to follows It is thus obvicug that with regerd
to verb density, Raja Rao’s CS. hwif:.h the highest verb=verbal
ratio, greatly differxrs f£xom his other woxks. Achcbe's AMOP,
with the lowest verb-verbgzl ratlo, repregents a marked
variation in Acheba's styles
4¢2« LEXICAL LEVEL

= henome o ( )
Compared to syntax which indeed 1s & complex yggggfs. lexis )Q
in any language”inxgenerale and in an snalytic one like
English in particular., is regarded as an ‘open’ grstem that
provides an area of wider choices. In other words: it is in
lexis that any user of language enjoys a greater freedem of
choice with less restriction. Tumner (1973). accoxdingly,
remarks that vogsbularly is ®the least \‘rigz;mualy ;ss}stematia 7
part of language® (p.16)« OFften, 1€ allows departures from

an accepted schere t©to produce novelty by‘ creative jump, and
thus, is especially subject to innovation and experimentaticn.
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That vosabulary provides a greater freedom of choice than
syntax may be ‘lllustrated by Winters' {1981) remarks that
“the novelist may pause to reflect on whether o uss the
word fagtherly or parental, hmuchty or zrrogsnt, but is not |
as apt to conglder whether a subordinating conjunction or a

relative adverd is asppropriate® (p.59).

 Liverature, generally. is m activity using words. A \//”
&ritera In the procesg of hia ‘creative self-expression’,
;arﬁteri, experiences:; what may be called ‘the intolersble
wrestle with words', {0 borrow an exprésaim from TaSe |
Eliot). Novertheless., a skilful writer. succeeds in imparie
ing exaciness and éffeat;vmess to his expression by mzking

a proper use of the potentlsl cholces. Thus. it ap@ears'

that it Is not only the words in the best order or organisa=
tien but also the best selection or choice of words, that
together gdnstitute a good work of literaturee The ways, .

in which a writer ghows the range of his vocesbulary by
varying his choices. coins new words, areajhfa% gompaund wnits
through processes of ¢ollocskion snd other lgcical formula~ ¢
tinng = ceztalnly reflect his _individualité/,. his stylistic
distinctivenesgs in writings 2MAn asnalysis of different

la;c';.c;al faatures, 9f course. tends '?:o offer po*i;en?ially

powerful stylistic differentiae at the the lexical level.

It ig true that a large nunbeyx of features may be
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investigated at the lexical levele One can, for instance.

make an inventory of varisbles by formulating questions,

such as ‘How wide is the renge of vocabulary of a writer?'

$1Is his vocabulary simple or complex, abstract or contrete?! . X
iWhat is the average length of word?* *Are adjectives and
edverbs frequent? 'Is there any use of rare or specialized
vouebulary?' ‘aAre eny particular morphological categories
noteworthy?' *Is there any significant use of compounds and
hyphenated wordg?t

Chviocugly enocughs all such varisbles are not of egual
scylistic importance in every studys Hence, a stylisticien
concentrates culy on selected features, relevant 60 his .
study. The lexical feastures examined in the present study can
be placed under two groupg, vizs, vocabulary measures and
lexical inaovations.

4.2.1. Voggbulary messures $ Typeetoken ratdo(TTR)

{mantitative stylistics: as a mabtter of fact, has been raoiaﬁly
aomcernad with thres types of vovabuluxy ueasures. These are
vosabulary variecbility, the use of sexceptional wordss end the
128 of key-vwordse Voosbulary varlsbility relabtes o the size
of a writer's active vocabulary. In other words, it refers

o his ability or willingness nol to repeat words but rather
seek synonymse Infrequent words, that is. words rarely used,

neclogicms and words of foreign oxigin, fall within the class
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'axceptional wordg', and the category ‘keyswords', or in
Pognex®s (1963) term mote=cles, includes the specific words
that an @uthor uses at sn unusual frequency, that is, the
words typical of a writers A keyeword, as Ullmann (1964)
suggests, is a purely statistical concepts It is a word
which occurs most frequently in the works of a writere. Yule, |
{1244), however, suggests thet it is not the exceptional
werds, but the keyeswords,s or the words used over and overn
again, that determine "the colour and flavouxr of g text® W
(pe2)s But one should do well to keep in mind that the
key~words, which sxpress the obsggsion of a writer, have

been found more useful in determining the questionable
authorship than in the study of style (Ssndell, 1977).

Anong different types of vocabulary measures, it is
perhaps the measure Of vogabulaxy Variabi;itg that hag been
more extensively studiede Carroll (1938), Yule (1944) and
Herdan (1960 and 1964), to mention a few, have discussed the
different measures of thig varidble in great detail. The
most comaonly used measure of variebility is probably the
type~token ratiolPfa). The TTR has proved itself an effective
neasure 0f wverxbal di{rers_ificaté.ona It has been suggested to
be *"a good index of lexical diversity® by Usgood (1960, p.298),
and a measure of concentration of vocabuiarg by Yule (1944).
Yulels study also falrly establishes the faek that a study of

vocabulary diversity can usafully rxeflect some asbeck Of
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stylistie distinctiveness of an individual writer.

Johngon (1244) provides an extensive dlscussiom of the
TER. 'Types® fefer to the number of different words. while
'tokens' refer to the total nunber of words nsed in a texte
The TTR; that is, the ratio of the total nunber of types to
the total number of tokens ls chtained by dividing the number
of different words by the total nurber of words used within
any speclfic psrts of speechs A higher ratic necessarily
represents a greater vocdwlary variety. In other words,
if the ratle of the total nunber of typeg £0 the total xiuréber
of tokens is higher, there will necesserily be less repstition
of vocshulary items within -f:h«a parts of gpeech. being congidered.

In the present study., TIRg were calculated for nouns,
verbs, adjectives, adverbag, prepositions and conjuncticnge.
In the vogabulary countis, the foliowing points were considereds
Proper pouns were includaé in the noun ccuiat» and modals
(eegetWill, *may*) were excluded from the verb count. Past
perticiples, used as adjectives, and nouns functioming as
adjectives were cuunted as adjectives. Adverd phraoses of
time, guch as 'all of g udden' mnd tover the years' were
counted as one adverb and the preposition ecunt did not tske
into zocount the ke bafore Infinitive. These counts were

based on a study conducted by Swzin (1975),
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Mention .‘ﬁ io be made here of the fact ihat. the enormous X
size éf:’ the entire Raja Rao and the Achebe samples appeared
unwicldy and posed precedural difficulty in counting all the
types and the tokens. S0,.for the sake of convendence, the
TTRs, in the present study, have been exa;*ainéd on a random
sample bagis taking 1000 wordg =ach f£rom Raja Rao ami Achebe.
The £irst 1000 words from the randomly selected pages from
ER congtituted the Raja Rae sample and the first 1000 yords
from tne randomly sslected peges from Gal £formed the Achebe
sample f£for the measure of TTRs in the present study. Given
in Table 17 are the %TRg ©f Raja Rao's and Achebe's samplase

Figure 17 represents visually the TTRs of the two writerse .

Table 17 t+ TTRs of a 1000-word sample each of Raja Rag and
' Chinua Achsbe. ' ' '

» e A el Chinua. Achebe
Parts of speech Type Toket Ratlo . Type Token Ratio |

Nouns 134 216 «62 142 211 67

Verbg - 85 178 +49 80 154 +52
Adjectives 33 40 +83 41 53 #77
Adverbs 30 52 58 24 31 W77
Brepositions 2t 78 .27 19 93 .20
conjunctions 05 29 »05 Q5 36 o14

Looking down the Ratio columns of Table 17 one can £ind

that differences, both small and great, do exlist belween the
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TYPE - TOKEN RATIO
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TPRg in the two writers' sampless The differences, as
'i'able 17 and Figure 17 show, are. however, smell in some
cases and apprecigbly greabt in otherss The TIRs for
adjectives and prepositicns are higher in the Raja Rao
sample than the ITRs in the corresponding Achebe sampla. - N
The higher mumerical val{xes of the TTRs for adjectives and
prepositions in the sample of Rajs Rso indicate that Raja N
Rao displays greatervxf%gﬁga( {:l'nlhis choiee?’ of adjectives b<l
and preposltionsg than Achebe. With the possible eéxceptions

of adjectives and prepositions, the TTRs £O0r the remaining

parts of speechs ave, hoyever, higher in the Achebe samples \;
This goes to indicete that in =0 far as the choiceg of L2
nouns, verbs; adverbs and ¢onjunctions g;e concerned, ha ;
Achebe’s prose displays greaster va&‘ietifeé in the choices ;
of voasbularys o — <4
It iz important o note here that between the two samples, s
the largest difference occurp with respect to adverbs (.58 f’;
¥8+ «77)e This indicates that the two writers differ greatly 3
£rom each other with regard to their choices of adverbss. It ;;\‘i
may, theyxefore, be sald that Raja Rao displays a tendency *‘:
- towards repeating the same adverb in his writing. But Achebe ”

seems to favour the use of as many different adverbs ag

rossible« As can be seen from Table 17 and Plgure 17, the
e“\-v X‘ n) \ \
two writers /igast diffexr with regard to their use of verbs :)\? L

{449 vae «52)-vhich means that both of them use almost an \
equal variety in ‘cheir choice of verbs. \%

e e - @ =8
e e e NSRS
e —— = -

, r VY.
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It is to be noted here that prepositions snd canjunciions
being the '¢loséd=-system items', (“glosed in the sense that
they cannot normally be extended by the creastion of additicnal
menbers®, (uirk gt al, 1973, p.19), provide less scope for
varietys Accordingly, the TTRs for prapasmiqis and conjune
gticns) compared to those f£or nouns, verbsy adjectives and

adve;bs., sre agsumed to be very low. The evidence in Tsble 17

H
H

and Figure 17 supports this assumptich. )Ql
' 2

With regard to the TTRs for conjunctions, am?xeqiabla
difference exists between the Raja Rac sample and the Achebe
samples A few mpox;tant points can be made on the basis of
this difference, First, as is ovident from Table 17 and
Figure 1;1. the ratio for conjunctions in Raja Rao ig .05
and that in Achebe is .14s The higher ratio in Achebe
indicates that his Engligh displays a greater variety in the
choice of conjunctions than Raja Rao’ss

Secondly, going one step further, one can also discover

that Raja Rao's vocabulary, compared to that of Achebaes is
characterized by the presence of a highar percentage of
conjunctionss The percentage of conjunctions in Raja Rao's

total vocebulary ie 9:9 and that in Achebe's i 346+ The I

use of a high frequency of conjunction words for joining a
!
series Of items ==~ worde =nd phrases together, gives the |
‘}

\

]
N

,-—.—-.«j.-
N o

inpression of slow timee It refers to a situation where
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things happen in a leigurely way+ Raja Raoc believes that P

T
~

patternings of language reflect the perscnality of the v
speakers He uses this device perheps to refer to the

mental makewup of his charscters who pass from one complex
thought to another as they speak or think.

Thirdly, a further gtudy of the typai of conjunctions
yields another impagtan*% fact ahm&i?ﬁ; Rao's gtyle. The
fact is that Raja Rao exhibits a predominant tendency >
towards using co=ordinating conjunction gnde In the Raja
Rao sample, amopy the 99 conjunctions usged, 234 ocaurs 86
times. In the corregponding Achebe sample, among the 36
conjunctions used, snd ocours ealy 24 times. The percentege
of zad among the total nurber ¢f conjunctions used in the
Raja Rao sample is 8627 and that in the Achebe sample is
6667+ This chaxaagélz;‘étic of Raja Raq’s English, that is, <
the frequent use of znds, reminds one of Hemingway's Englishe
Hemingway, as Levin (1958) c:lahr;s; gtrings nouns by means \
of ’conjunc:tionsg especially and« According to Levin, gnd A
is Hemingway's *key~word's For Raja Rao also, gnd, with its
unusual frequencys l.e., fepeated ﬁse, may be eéually
considered the 'Key-word!s The device of joining 2 seriles
of items, words and phrases together by gnd does not gtrain
the mind Of the reader o £i0d an order of importances And
being an equating conjunction, does not invite evaluagtion
{(Bunselmeyer, 1981}, aid thus facilitates 'the actial flow

of expecionce' in Raja Rat's workpe

-
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4e2e20 Lexicél contextualization

One of the most striking features of non-native variety of
¢reative writing i general is the contexituslization of
¢certain linguistic elements. Contextnalization takes plsce
at all levels of lingulstic snalysis, viz., phonology,
morphology, syntax and lexdse. But it is lexis, which being
cne of the leagt systematic parts of languages, provides the
no=native writer with the greatest possibility of lingui.stic

expe:imeﬁtat:!.cn .

Creative writing in a non-native languaye; as mentloned
earlier, involveg an éttempt at expregsing somethlng of the
writertia own way of life and experiencé. A non=native
writer, therefore, :m; deseribing local situations and native
temperament, uses certain contextual lexical itemse. These
itens are intimately réla‘tea to his nacive culture and are
always better understood in the context of that culture
only. These are ltems usually belonging to the writer's
native registerg of food and drink, £ashion and style,
festival and ceremenies, religlon end ritual =2nd social
status and caste-gystems They are often used “to glve local
colour and indicate features native to the country® (Williams,
19737 p.XIV). They recreate native conscloufmess, and reveal
native gituations, Thus, creative writing irn a nod-native
language, in gene&al, ig likely to be characterized by a

great inventiveness, especially, in respecw of lexical
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contextualizations A study of gontextual lexical elements,
thus, appears to bé of great relevance in stylistic studies.

Referring %0 this aspect, Winters (1981) writes, "as for

vocsbulary., I see great potential for a stylistic appralsal
of lexicon of a novelist writing in a second language®
(P-ﬁQ}Q |

Usually, a nonenative writer uges some local words in He o

0L Bapaly PM L
originale. He does so when he thinks that tne semantic

Asobnpia (ﬁ ‘) N

aimensien ‘of the terms wauld be legt in txanslatim» At ~
tmas: :n_-,teaa of using natlve words in original form, he

uges thent in translaticne These tranglated forms undergo

a process of semantic extenslens They cften imply something
more than what they nermally mean i the nabive situatlon.

A pon-native writer also usges certaein collocatiens which
include mixed lexical items both f£rom his native language

and from his adopted mediume One can £ind an extended

account of contextuallzation of Bnglish in India in Kechm
(1983).

In the present study, contextual lexical items have beén
studied under three main categories. The categories are
(1) local word v which includes native words used in original
form, (ii) lexical transfer = which comprises translsted
forms of local woikds or phrases. and (1ii) hybfidizeﬁ
coliccation we wﬁich conslists of compound forrr_;atime having

lexical items from é.he native language as well as from ﬁngl.ish.'



%!
Frowee
<3

The main ¢ondern at this stage of analysis was to see how
many different conhexiuaa. lexical iltems ogour in Raja Rao's
and Achebe's samples and what similarities and differences
the two writers exhibit in thelr use of thege itemss The
assumption here was that Raja Rao, who unlike Achebe; has
been greatly influenced by a rich written .l.‘!.taraxy ‘traditimgl
woald e}:hibit: 8 greater tendency towards using contextual
lexical elementss The frequency snd percentage distributions
of contextual lexical items in the samples ©f Raja Rac and
Achebe are presented in Table 18, Figure i8 visually
represents the percentage distributions of contextual lexical
items in the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples. In listing

the contextual items, collecations as well as phrases were
counted as single wordse. The éamé item; occurring more than

one time, was also counted as one iltem.

Table 18 : Frequency and percantage distributicnsg of different
contexinal lexical items in Raja Rao's and Achebe's
samples. (Percentages of contextual lexical items,
calculated in items of the total number of words,
are given in brackets).

Writers  Total Nudoer of Native Lexical Hybridized
nurber of contextual words  trans- colloca-
words lexical fers ticnsg

items :

Raja Rac 30301 144 75 49 20

{0.47) (Ca25) (0.18) ~ {0.07)

Achegbe 25733 93 54 28 i1

(0.36) (0,21) (0.11) €0.04)

x> = 0.8342; Af = 2; not significent at the 0.01 level
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(ne can sce from YTable 18 and Figure 18 that Raja Rao's
sample, compared t¢ thob of Achcbes contains a higher
percentage of contextual lexical items. It is seen that in
hig 3§3ﬂ1-waxa sanple Raja Rad hap uscd 144 different
contextual items. By contraste Aghcbe, in his sample OF
25733 wordgs has uged 93 different contextual woxdss The
percentage of dAifferent ommtexiual lexdical items in Raja
Rao is 047 and that in Achebe is 0.36« MNoreover, the
percentages 0f all the three categories of contextual lexical
dtems are higher in Raja Reo's samples than in schebe’s.
But the Chiwsquare test shows that the differcnce is not
significant at the 04,01 level. I, therefore:, £ollows that
with regerd to lexical contextualization, Baja Rso's Baglish
does not differ significently from Achebe's. The assusption

hers thus did not prove valid.

The breokenp 0f tha contextual items into diffeﬂent
categories also shows a similarity betwoen Raja Rao's and
achebe's Englisg. It ig é@aa that Raja Rac hag uged 75
rEtive vwords. 49 lexical tronpgfers and 20 hybridized collow
cationass aAchebe has used %4 notive words, 206 lexical ‘
trangfers and 11 hybridized cellocszticnse In this respect,
the twe writers show a common tendency. In both of them
the propoxtion of native words is higher than thet of
lexical trensfers and the proportion of lexical transfers

ig hicgher than that of hybridized collocaticonse
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. Furthermore, out of the 144 contextual lexical items
recorded from Raja Rao's samples, 64 (that 15, 0«44 per caent
of the total contextual fitems ocour iIn X alones Out of hix
93 contextual lexical slementg, Achebe has used 3@ (that is
0,32 per cent) d@ifferent contaxtual élemenf;s in TEA end
another 44 (0.46 per cent) in AQG. It is important to note
that no contextual lexical item has been found in Achebe's
AMOP. Thus, it appears that contextual lexical items sre
used more freguently fn the villageé novels than in the
novels with urben, cosmopolitan settings, The resscn for
this is that village novals, which depict native situstions
more faithfully, are nore culturesbound. |

It has also been observed that Raja Rao has explained
most of the native words he has used, elther by providing a
glossary as in SR and BR or with the help of footnotes as in
Ki €3 and CKs Achebe; toos has provided a glessary of Ibo
words and phrases in his IFhe However, in his other works, -
he has neither ettached a glossgry nor added footnotes to
explain the native tormse It ig worth menﬁim.tn‘g here that
most of the native words used in Raja Rac’s worka are not
italicised. But most of the Ibo words used by Achehbe sre
italicimed. By itelicising, Achebe perhaps intends to maka{_\

them congpicucuge | \
. |
Som@ of the contextual woris and phrases, such as mmy
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 174), chitrenna (€ 174), pownded rice (K 254) in Rafa
Rao's samples refer to food itemse In the Achebe sanples

algso one comes across names of common food itemg like Xam oo
foo (zEA 33), Mﬁ (a0G 116), Okro (ACG 211), Basni

(200 316), and @ Gari (Gaw 107)s ZLexical items, such as Dagarg
(K 35), bhalan (X 156) Eakhd (SR 156), arathd (3R 211)s

Durga Festival (ER 94), Gsuri's Festival (K 174), droning

Szum (K 156), Halzecuttingeceremony (K 65) in Rsja Rao's books
and Ifeoms (ZFA 116): gbuny €205 211), Eeast of the Ney ¥am
{TFA 33) in Achebe's books belmg to the registers of festivals
and ceremontiese Some translated items, like fHoly aphog (K 38)
Holy thread (K 107), gbgequial aimier (X 65), Funersl pyres
(SR 21) ia Raja Rao and Second burial (505 216), Funergl fesst
(a0c 216) purial fesst (aGG 216), purificstion ritep {GaW 33),
hyma=singing (GaW 35) in Achcbe refer to ritnasls. Both 6f
them have used ltems that refer to fashion and é:;'eaa; Exampiea
are Dhoti (K 24), Khadiclotheg (K 219), in Raja Rso =nd lapps
(a0G 211), Gostekin bag (IFA 65), end Jigide (TEA 65) in Achebe.
Bel (SR 366), bilvg (CS 21) neem gree (ER 35) in Raja Rao and
Palm Kernels (ZEA 24).Kolp nute (ZFA 116), iroko tree (TEA 40)
Scbu Treg (ACG 68) in Chinug Achebe sre names of t¥eas and
fruitse Raja Rén has also used certain shuse and swearewords
like progtitutewborn (PR 21), Sonkey's child (PR 71), daughter

£ g wi 91_; (ER 78), You monkey (ER 83) and gon_of g concubing
(,;1'{}_‘ 78). Thus, it follows that both Raja Rao and Achebe have

used contextwal lexical words and phrases to make references
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to foed, dress, rituals, ceremonigs and such other aspects

0f their native cultucas
4.3+, INTER-SENTENCE LEVEL

Until recently it was a gmméiams anong unguist.i and
stylisticizns alike that the seitence was the largest unit

of linguistic analysiss Assuming sentences as "ihe Hercules
colums of linguistics® (Wednrichy 1971, ps221), traditional -
linguistic theories generally tended to examine the structural
compléxities within the sentencé asnd hm overlooked relai;.imuv
ship ©f one sentence i@ its neighbqg;; i.ee, the importance

of sequence of sentences. Consequently, there vas hatdly

any linguistic model for studying the :péat’é.ems Qf my larger
unit beyond the sentence« FHowever, in regent years, linguists -
and stylisticians have come to realizé that units higher than
the sentencé are as mich syntactic as those lower, and
consequently, have felt the necessity of coming to grips

with veriocus lingulstic devices which are used to signal the
relatlonghips bsiween sentences o0& the interssentence cohesimme
#Coheslon® may be defineG gs the set of pogibilities that \/ i
exist in the langusge f£or making sentences hang togethex
(Hallidey & Hasan, 1976)s -

It was Harris (1952) who for the first time, systematically
:hve_stigated the connectedness oﬁ s‘enﬁencés,; He named hié \/
study ?d:}.seoura&a ‘analjsia!.; while the traditional sentence



grammar deals with the composition of many words into one
sentence, *discourse enalysis' proposes to discover the
pattemndngs of linguistic elements beyond the limit of the
s:enéenca, I digcovering the connecting devices, discourse
enalysis looks heyend the ind_iv!.ﬁﬁai- gentence to gee how it X/
£its in with ita neighbourse. Dlscourse malysis. thus, is
© @irected at jtf.i'xe isolation of linguistic f£eatures that
differentiate a cohérent serles of sentences (i.e discourss)
£rom & mers sgglomeration of sentencess But what exactly
constitutes a discourse? = A discourse may be defined as a
‘unit of lingulstie performance which stands.complete in —
itgelf. At the lower end of the scales it can be, as Chapman
(1973) helda» a single imperative ‘Stopl! == znd at the upper,
it may be of sny lengthe. . A discourse. in short, ‘iz.s -the '

;‘ effective* or ‘operational’ unit of language.

- e - 4

Following Harrls, others have expressed the view that a
study of the links between the sentences ls, indeed, relevant
and greatly important in any dgtaile& linguistic analysis of
style and accordingly, have wmed the diﬁﬁarenﬁ qmnect\ing
devicess Hill (1959) and Seporta (1960), for instence, while
discussing the importance of htemaentmce connection,
suggest that iinquistice study of literary text mist also take'r
into account those formal features Awhigh regulai’;é structural
relations sbove the level &f the sentences; The same view is
reiterated by Fowler (1966b) when he says that linguistic
study Of literature mist move forward from aanteﬁce structure
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to a consideration of formal devices which tend “to unify

or structure continmious texts" (p.5): A study of the deviges
operating beyond the level of the sentences in Fowler's words,
is "greaterethan~sentence stylistics® (p.18). ' o

Racent developrents in linguistic theories have facilitated
the descriptich of language beyong the sentence levals
Linguists, bedng equipped with these advancad ﬂzaﬁi&s. have
refuted the traditional contention that outside the gentence
there are no restraintse Instead, they have been gbla to
discover plfan*;y of guch constraints that link one éént.t’ts,cu o
znother (Palmer, 1971). In a similar weys welnrich (1971)
also stakes that "there is no reasca to stop ayatactic x:‘eaé‘amh

at the magie border of the asntmeé‘!* {pps221~222). He : v
introduces the concept of "textual or magvoesyntex® (p.221)
to deal with the units higher thean the sentences Paga (1972) .
axpresses the view that discussion of syntactic Qarhple:sity,
to be comprshengive, mast ingorporate an aaéaﬁnt ?ﬁm :lnterw , \ L

sentencé=coheslon. According to him, "the ansalyeils of prose
i

should be prepared to concern ltself both with structure within
the sentence-unit and with the ‘gross anatomy’ of the sucdsassicn

of sentences which make uyp the paragraph or other (generally
namelesgs) larger unit” (p«102). Treading along the same track
sinclair (1972) sleo subscribes to the view when he writes

that since sentences in a literary text are clearly mot indepen=

gent it 45 artifidal %o drew =n imaginary line at the sentence
N . l‘ '/

/
4
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(p.18)¢ ILike his predecessors in this f£ield, Tumer (1973)

also believes that "The links between sentences in discourse

may be of as much stylistlg interest as the links between
clauseg in a sentence® (p.104). For a discussion of style,
it is. therefore, usual to include a study of gtructural
tracts of language larger then a single sentence. The same
ldea has further been stresged by Chapman (1973). He says.
“In fact stylistics, whatever style is being investigated, L/
cannot proceed very far without recognition of units sbove
f\ the sentence® (p.200). A stylistic analysis that does not
include a study of sentence connecting devices, is. therefore,
likely t0 be limited In its scope. It is, i:};xus, obvicus that
over the years, the concept of !'inter-sentence relationst
has become a concern of iIncreasing interest in the f£ield of
linguistic analysis of literary texts. This concept is now
being usefully investigated under such varied names as
'discourse analysis', ‘hyper-syntax', !textgrannatik®, 'text
syntax'® *text linguistics's ">t‘.£anslmg‘uisﬁique’ and !puprasen=
tentlialwcohesion'« ‘These different gg;@li\qﬁlcgiea tend to point )<
L 4 to the fact that the interest in discourse a;”a;};sis is inter= ‘

S 1
A

/ ‘(- national in extent (Hendricks, 1973)

!

, 3
! \

| But whatever mey be said in favour of discourse analysiss ]
! , !

\ it 1s, of course, true that the description of linguistic

\\/ FE structure beyond the sentence level is not as well advanced as

}' :{j that of below the sentence. The essays and articles which sr)/g
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fer have appeared in this f£leld, however ‘Varieé and numerous.
have not yet been sble to set up a definite ‘;rendg' However,
among the Various attempts madé to describe and illustrate
those linguistic features which contribute to gohesion between
sentencesy mention may be made of the following.

In “his discussion of different devices used to achieve
inter+sentence cohesion, Sledd .(3,959) ;!nclhdes conjunctions,
sentence=adverbialg. pronouns, determiners, aux;us‘.aﬁes,
Parallel émcture. synonyms; and verbal repetitions as
gentenceelinking featuress Gleason (1965), on the other hand,
’grcups the features under two main categories. ' He ‘discusaés
the use of conjunctions and anaghaxic aubstitutes as the
principal gohesive devices.. Cwst.al and Pevy (1969) present
& more comprehensive framswork for studying inter-sentence
relstionshipse They suggest that t;hé’ dinportent relations
which regulate the clustefing of aentencég together in a text
can be naefully studied in terms of Variables. such as ellipsis,
anaphox:ao the use of concord, lexical features, adverbial
gontrasts and prosodic features. " Enkvist (1971) tantatively
groups the wide range of features cophected with inters
senténce cohasicn into three main sreas, iz, ‘topic*, *foeua’
and fiinkage“q tTopic! refers to the “{Eeamreg"pertaming to
the main subject of the discoursal unit, the cchesion of the
yvocabulary, and the £leld of digscourge® . *Focug' means “the

choice md marking of functien for words and word groups in a
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clause and sentence®. ‘Linkage' includes "the uéé of those
phrases, conjunctiéns, pronouns, instances of concord and
tense sequence and the like, which form the surface layer
of the formal marks linking each sentence to its discoursal

environment® (p.57).

Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) have discussed, in considerable
detall, various ways of achieving inter-sentence relationships
undetr seven heads. They are. (1) time and. place relaters,

(2) logical connecters, (3) substitutions, (4) discourse
reference, (5) comparison, (6) ellipsis ana (7) strugtuial

parallelism..

The concept of inter-sentence cohesion' has been exhaustively
and systematically studied by Halliday and Hasen (1976). They
assume that Inter-sentence relation “is expressed partiy
through the grammar and partly through the vocabulary® (p.5).
gccordingly, they have classified coheslon mainly into two
types =~ grammatical and lexical ~~ each of which has been

furthexr divided into &everal sub=-types.

Leech and short (1981) discuss and illustrate different
formal means by which connections between sentences are
signalleds. They place the features under two categories —
'cross reference'! and 'linkage'. Cross reference includes
difinite reference, substitutions, ellipsis, formal repeti-
tions, and elegant variatipds., ’Liﬁkage’ refers to co-ordi-

nating cenjunctions and linking adverbialse



4+3.1. Different types of sentence connectiveg

In the present study cohesive patterns have been analysed
following iargely the framework provided by Halliday and
Hasan (1976). The different linguistic devices used to
signal relationsghips betwéan gentences have been accordingly
divided into two broad groups — grammatical and)lexical.
The devices appearing under grammatical category have been
further divided into four sub~categories - these are
reference, substitution, ellipsis and conjunctionse Thus,
the five primary types of cohesion under which comnectives
have been encoded here are (a) Reference, (b) substitution,

(e¢) Bllipsis, (d) Conjunctions. and (e) Lexicale.

It is to be mentloned here that in the Raja Rao and the
Achebe saunples, as in any given texts, some gentences were
found to contain more than one linking feature or ‘cchesive
tie's And some others appeared without any formal cohesive
item excepting the grapholcgical marks. In the former cases,
the ®immediate' cohesive tie, that is, that cohesive item
which linked the sentenée with its imm@d;ate neighbour and

which appeared in the opening position, was taken into accounte.

It ls true that cohesive relations also exist within the
elements of @ sentence. But such relations., often, "attract
less noticesss because of the coheglve strength of grammatical
structure® (Halliday and Hasan, 1976; p.8J), and hence were
ignored. although 'seriation® and 'grammatical parallelism
are some times supposed to contribute to inter~sentence

cohesion, they were not discussed here under cchesive



pPattems. The reason for this is that such devices, by theme

selves, 4o "not make a string of sentences into a text" (Halliday
and Hasan, 19767 p.20).

The main concern in the analysis of gentence=linking devices
was to see what stylistic characteristics, if any, distinguish
the Bnglish of one writer from that of the other at the level of
inter-sentence cohesions It was thought that an analysis of the
two writers' ways of achieving inter-sentence eohesion would
provide important information en the bagis of which their styles

~

ccld be compareds

In Table 19 are given the frequency and the percentage distrie
butions of different types of connectives in the Ragja Rao and the
Achebe samples. The percentage distributions of different types

of connectives are presented with the help of a graph in Figure 19.

Table 19 # Frequency and percentage distributions of different
tyres connectives in the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples,

Writers Total Senten= Refepee Subsgti= Ellip= Conjun= -Lexical

senten~ ces with nce tution sls ction
ces CONN Q.
tives
Raja Rao 1970 1675 614 is 51 407 885
{(85.03) (31.17) (0.91) {(2.59) (20.66) (29.70)

Achebe 1891 1631 802 17 53 303 456
(86.25) {42.41) (0.90) (2.80) (16.02) (24.11)

A* = 55.68; Gf = 47 significant at the 0.01 levels
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¥rom Table 19 and Figure 19 it is seen that with respect
to percentages of sentenceg having formal connectives, the
difference between the sample of Raja Rac and Chinua Achebe
is very sméll. Ignoring thig little difference, which is
slightly more than one per cent, it may be sald that both
of them display almost a éimilar tenéenq§ towards using a
predominantly high percentage of formally linked sentencess
Qut of every one hundred sentences, Raja Rao uses sbout
fifteen sentences and Achebe uses about fourteen sentences
which are linked without any clear connectives. It ig true
that sentences without formal connectives make the readers
work and discover the implict connection or inferred
linkages If the sparseness of comnectives tends to
increase the difficulty in understanding a writer's work.
it may be said that both Raja Rao's and Achebe's English,
with the high proportions. of connectives, pose no
such problems for readers by compelling them to £ind
wut the implicit cannecticné. If, on the other hand. a
high proportion of sentences with formal linkage indicates.
as Winters (1981) holds, the 'densities 0f connectives',
then Raja Rao's and Achcbe's English may be said to be
characterized by ‘'heavy densities of connectives'. It has
been observed by Milic (1967) and Winters (1981) that £iction
requires less intense connection tﬁan non-fiction. Moreover,

Leech and short (1981) alsc observe that "the modern novelist®
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instead of using formal cohesive devices, "tends €0 rely

on inferred linkage" (p.250). But it is striking to note
that Raja Rao's and Achebe's works, with heavy densities

of connectives, point in the opposite dlrectien. Winters
(1981) cbserves that Achebe ™avalls himself of more gonnec-
tives® (p«63) than several other Nigerian writers in English
1ike_Blechi amadl, Cyprian Ekwensi, Chukumeuka. Ike, Onuora
Nzekwu and Wole Soyinka. Comparing Achebe with some
British and Americsn novelists, she alsc finds that Achebe
uses more connectives than some native writers in Znglish,
such as, Joyee Cary, Graham Greene, Thomae Hardy, and John
steinback; It is evident from Table 19 and Iigure 192 that
the statements which Winters (1§81) has made about Achebe's
English are equally applicsble to Raja Rao's Engligh. From
the findings of Winters' study, it seems to be an interesting

2 LAy

pursuit to undertake a ccmparative study to detexrmine to
what extent Raja Rao differs in hie use of connectives from
other Indian novellsts in Engligh. 'This task, however, 1is

left to the future research in this areae.

Although Raja Rao and Achebe display a close similarity
in percentage in their use of sentences with formal comnecw=
tives, they, nevertheless, differ in their use of different
types of connectivess The Chi~square test ghows that the
value is significant at the 0.01 levels This indicates that

in s0 far as the use of different types of connectlves are



concerned, Raja Rao and Achebe differ significantly from
each othexe. Further, the Chi=gquare tests show that the
significance of difference arises from the use of referen~

tial, conjunctive and lexical categories of connectives.

Ellipses occur mainly in dialogues and conversationge
They are not likely to be found in high frequency ian
fictional prose which tends.tc be largely narratives The
sapposition is proved valid by the low percentages of
ellipses in Raja Rao’s and Achebe'’s English. The' pércenf
tage of ellipses in Raja Rao iz 2459 and that in »chebe is
2.80. As for substitutions, the difference betwaen the two
writers again is very little. The percentages of substitu~
tions in Raja Rao is 0.91 and that in achebe is 0.90, Such
low percentages indicate that neilther of them shows a

preference for achieving cohesion through substitutionss

A more remarkable fact evident from Table 12 and Figure
19 is that Raja Rao uses higher perceﬁtages.of conjunctive
and lexical connectives; Achebe, by contrast, uses a
gubstantially high percentage of referentiazl conﬁéctiVes.
On the basis of such differences, the following statements
can be madé. The presence of a higher percentage of
referential connectives whiéh, uzsually, signal relationship
between sentences through pranaminéls; demongtratives,
definite article and comparatives, may be said to indicate

the writer's tendency towards avoiding repeti;ioﬂm n the



contrary, a greater fregquency of lexical connectives,
especially, ‘the same item connections, seem to point to the
repetitive nature of prosée Raja Rao, therefore, with a -
higher percentage of lexical connectives and a lower percen=
tage of referential connectives may be saild to write in a
repetiﬁive style, whe;:eas Achebe, with the reverse frecquencies
of lexical and réferenf.ial connectives, shows a tendency

towards avoiding repetition.

446324 Subn-categories of conjunctive connéectives

Conjunctive connectives: again, have been studied under two

" sub=~categories — And connectives and other conjunctive
connectives. It was expecte;i that Raja Rao wino was found to
use 'and’® more frequently for connecting words and phrases,
wald alse exhibit 2 prefersnce for using And to lﬁ.ka
sentencess Here alsos the expectation proved valide Table 20
and Figure 20 show the break-up of conjunctive connectives

into And connectives and other conjunctive connectivess

Table 20\3 Frequency and percentage distributions of And
connectives and ¢other conjunctive connectives.
{Percentages, computed in terms of the total
nurber Of sentences, are given in brackets).

Writers Total conjunctive and Other conjunctive

comectives cotinectives conr;ectives
Raja Rao 407 (20.66) 154 (7.82) 253 (32.84)
Achebe 303 (16.02) 43 {2.27) 260 (13,75)

’,(7';; 48.51; Af = 17 significant at thée 0.01 level.‘
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One can see from Table 20 and Figure 20 that considerable
difference exists between Raja Rac and Achebe with regard to
total conjunctive connectivess Although Raja Rao uses a
higher percentage of conjunctive connectives, it ié lmportant
to xiote that the difference between the twe writers, with
rega{rd to ﬁ' other conjunctive connectives' is ind:eec’i) very
littles The difference, as Table 20 and Figure 20 show,
is slightly less than one percent, and that also points in
the reverse direction. This indicates that although the
percentage of conjunctive connectives ls higher In Raja Rao's
Ehglish, the percentage of other conjunctive ccn,néctives is
higher, however slightly, in Achebe's English. Thus the
significance of difference, cbvicusly, lies in their use of
'and' connectives, the frequency of which in Raja Reo's
Bnglish, compared to Achebe's, is almost three timese It is
this significantly higher percentage of And connectives
which‘ certainly lends a distinctive characteristic to Raja
Rao's English.

The probable reasons why Raja Rao favours the use of and
connectives are not hardA to secks One reason. as Raja Rao
himself admits, would be to give an impression of 'inter-
minableness' == a quality of Indian mindgs ‘; :?Sgng;}r. the
use of ‘9&@5 for linking sentences perhaps }%35:9@. +o the ,\’\
fact that Réja Rao who deals with the metaphysical aspect 0f
life, espegially in his later novels, is more intéreated in

the presentation of facts and ideas than in their strict
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sequential order. another reasen for Raja Rao's beginning
a sentence with 2nd, as DPesai (1974) points out, is to
reduce the length of the sentence. According to him, “If
the sentence thregtens to0 become a little too long, Raja |
Rao puts a full stop and begdns the next sentence with
tang'* (p.23J.

-

Whatever may be the reasons for the use of and ih the
sentence opening position, it mgy be said to convey a sense
of ;ontiﬁuity ¢f thought =~ an impression similar to that
created by‘thé run=cn quality of blank-verge in Milton's
Paradige Loste Such a device seems to sult the 'Oxdinary
style Of «..story telling' giving an impression of intere
minablenesé in RKenthapurse. A general purpose link And is
regarded as "the vaguest of connectives" (Lesch and Sherti
1981, p.250). It does not emphasize any logical ccherence,
causal connection between sentences. Instead, it helps
connecting ideas and facts together wilthout any strict ardér
of sequence. Such a device seems to suit the philosophical
bent of mind of ﬁaja Rao's principal charescters who often
move £xom one abstragtion to another, from oné thought to
another higher in SR as well as in the later novels. The
device of linking sentences together with-conjunction *and'
is rhetorically known as polysyndeton (Levin, 1958). With
his preference for joining sentences with And, Raja Rao

comes very close to Hemingway, who. ag Levin (1958) claims,
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“approxiﬁates the actual flow of experience® with “thexb(w
childishly simple habit of linking sentences together®
{pp«331=332). This device tends to suggest that things
happen cne after another without any necesgary connection

between thene

4e3e3e¢ Two adjacent connectives.

At the level of inter-sentence cohesion, another important
dimension ¢f style which can be usgefully investigated, is
the measure of 'two adjscent connectives'. In such cases,
one of the two comnectives often is neutrals In the present
study, this area of analysis was adapted from Winter's
(1981) “an Objective Approach to Achebe's Style®. The
measure was Getermined by counting the number of seitences
having two adjacent connectlves ih the sentence=opening
position, such as 'And.So', %S0 when®, *And therefore'.

Aand 1£*, *And then' and *and howevers The percentages were

computed in terms of the total number of sentencese

It was found that out of his i970 séntences..kaja Rao
usged 61 sentences with twe adjacent conneatiyes; n the
other hand, in Achebe's 1891 = sentence sample, 40 sentences
had two adjacent connectives. Table 21 shows the frequency
and percentage dlgtributions of two adjacent c ectives in

w@\. ;) A}{,é" ( 2 3
Raja Rao's and Achebe's samples. Figure 21 visually represents \U ¢
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the percentage distributions of two adjacent connectives in’
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Table 21 & Frequency and percentege distributions of two
adjacent connectives in Raja Rac’s and Achebe's
samples. (Percentages, computed in terms of the
total number of sentences, are given in brackets).

Writers Sentences with ' Sentences with two

. connectives adjacent connectives
Raja Rao 1675 (85.03) 61 (3.1)
Achebe 1631 (86.25) 40 (2.11)

Table 21 2nd FPigure 21 show that the percentages of
sentence with two adjecent connectives in Raja Rao'g sample
is 3.1 and that in Achcbe's semple is 2.11s Winters (1981)
observes that Achebe's novels, in addition to using a predomi=
nantly high percentage of connectives, also "discloss a
preference for two adjacent connectives® ﬁpqﬁé). It is
evident from Table 21‘and.Figure 21 that the percentage of
two adjacent commectives in Achebe 1ls less than that in Raja
Rao. Thuses it is true that Raja Rao's novels exhibit a
greateyr pQéierence for tﬁn‘aﬁjacent connectives which consti-
tates heavier densities of connectivese If heavy densities
of cwunectives; as Winters (1981) holds, “render Acheba's
Engli;h less direct and possibly less colourful® (p.63), it
goes without saying that Raja Rao's English, with heavier
densities of connectives, is certainly more so. That is to
say. Raja Rao's English is still *less direct' and 'less

colourful's If the heavy densities of éonnectives increase
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clarity and coherence at the cost of economy, it may be
equally argued that Raja Rao's English is, of course, more

ccherent but less économical than Achebe's English.

A study of different types of connectives used in the
individusl samples of Raja Rao and Achebé reveals wide ranges
of variation. Percentage variations of different types of
connectives among the samples of Raja Rao and Achebe are
éhovré in Table 22. PFigure 22 re?resents the percentage
distributions of diffarent types éf connectives within the
gamples of Raja Rao and Chinua Achcbe.

Leoki‘ng down the second column of values, one notes that
within the Rsja Rao samples, PR has the highest percentage
and CK has the lowest percentage of sentences with connectives.
The range of variation between the two is 1559. withih the
corresponding Achebe samples, the highest and the lowest
percentages of sentences with connectives occur in 2MOP and
NIAE respeetiVely' and the range of variatlon is 7.89s Thus,
as a conaeguence of the first observation, the range of
variation ig higher within the Raja Rao samplese. This
indicates that Raja Rao's BEnglish displays a gréa‘c.er' variety

with regard to inter-sentenceé connectivess

It has already been observed that Achebe favoursg the use
'of a comparatively high percentage of referential connectives.

He also shows a greater variatlion in the use of referential
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connectives within his samples. With regsrd to substitution
and ellipsis, no variation, however; appears to be remarkable
excepting the fact that ellipsis doeg not occur at ail in

Raja Rao's EK.

The greater variation, it is evident, lies in the use of
conjunctive connectivess. Within the Raja Rao samples, the
conjunctive connectives == both 'And connectives'! and other
conjunctive connectives -~ are the highest in K+ The
presence of this remarkably high percentage of ‘And
connectives' in K may be said to refer to a typical charac-
teristic of oral folk narrative = which follows an *ordinary

style! of story telling. Thus, the preference f£of connecting
. \

|

volubility™ (Rajan, 19747 p.86) of a typical Indian village

sentences with and in X seems to indicate the "excited

Rt
.,
N

N\
5

grandmother who, according to Narasimhaish (1966), tells a
“breathless tale® (p.249). | i
The percentages of ‘2pd connectives® in Raja Reo's othex

samples come down to a remarksble extent indicating that

the style in his later novels markedly differs from that in
his first novels. This change of styleé, perhaps, réeflects

the change of theme as well as the change of personalities
of the principal characters in his iatég.ﬁaééiés Achebe's
samples, on the other haﬁda'as Table 22 and Pigure 22 sghow,
display a comparatively stable tendency with regard to the /

uze of conjunctive connectives.



In go far as lexical ccnpet:;t:ives are ¢onceined, Raja
Rao's K has the lowest percentages But the percentages of
lexical connectives in h;{g £8 and PR are compafat.ively very
high being 34+21 and 34.33 respectively: Within the Achebe
sampless the pefcentage of lexical connectives suddenly
- jumps from the lowest 15:80 in NIAE to the highest 37.41 in

AMOP. This indicates that Achebé's prose in AMOP is
- ¢haracteristically different from that in his other samples.
Thus, it may be said that both Raja Rao and Achebe introduce
variations within theilr reaspective étyle by warying the
proportion of lexical connactives.

4+ CONCLUSTION

The present study, as stated earlier, is an sttempt at
exemining the ways in whiéh Raja Rég and Gbimié Achebe have
exploited the resourdes of {;.he English language in their
ﬁi::f:,iqzz& writinge The concern here was to f£ind out ,similas-
rities or differences botween the two writers® Engllsh aad |
not to explain the ‘uhy! of ‘such ﬁijﬁigreﬁces or similarities.
The spproach, accordingly, was not evaluative but: deseriptive.
No agttempt was made to establish the superiority of me \
writer over the others. Evaluative judgert;ex;tg of thig sort..
it wae thoughts, would be futlle and arbitrazrys 'm:eever, in
the absebc‘a of any rigid procedures: lees, éhegretical basisg,
it is difficult to say that the English of one writer is
bétter or werse than that of the other. It is true that
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different writers favour different grammatical structures,
use different linguistic devices and prefer different
syntactical complexities. Hemingway. for instance, writes
short séntences while Anthony Powell uses long oness But
the femér is not praised for his short sentences, nor is
the latter condemned for his long oness Again, Bertrand
Russell uses clear connectives, whersas Géorge iMeredith
omits theme But it is not said that Russells English,
for that matter, is better or worse than Mersedith'ss Both, //
bbb
however, attract the reader's attention in thelr own ways.
From the lingulstic analysis of the samples of Raja Rao
and Achebe in the present study, it ls evident that Raja
Rao's and Chinua Achebe's English are similar in a few
respectse. In many respects the English of one writer
differs significently from that of the other. Both of them,
hovwéver, have exploited the resources of the adopted medium

in their own wayse It has also been observed that the two

;-

/

writers have greatly va;‘ied their styles. 7They have introduced

wide variations in their use of BEnglish from one hook to
another. The wide variations point to the fact that both

\
Raja Rac and Chinua Achebe aré great experimentaligts In s0 S\(f! B

X

far as the use of the English language ls concermeds (,ff,'»

The Ezzglis}{ ‘of Achebe's village novels LFaA and AQG is
markedly different in several respects from that of his NILAE

and &MOE = the novels with wrban settingse Again, his

{
A
X
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English in AMOP is significantly different from that of his
other workse Referring to éuch- variationg in Achebe's English
Lindfors (1968) states that Achebe has developed not one
prose style - but several, and in each novel he is careful

to select the gtyle or styles that will begt suit his subject.

Compared to Achebe, Raja Rao has clearly int:':ca&uced wider
variationg in -his use of English. In other words, his
English ig more widely varied than Achebe's. It is evident
that the English of Raja Rao's X is significantly different
from that of higs SR. Wendt (1965) perhaps points to these

wide ranges of differences dn Raja Rao's use of English when

. v
he says that Raja Rao, who was writing like a Babu in K has \\\ /

become a Sahib in SRa

Again, as one tuxns from R to Q_S_.' one f£inds that the
English of his €S is markedly different from that of his
previous two novelse Thus, the English of X and CS may be
said to represent the two extremes of Raja Rao's prose stylede
The changes in his use of English, however, are in conscnance

with the changes Of his subject-matter and interlocutorse

It is often said that Indian English novelists 'edit' ,
their characters' speech. As a result, the characters, £‘
irrespective of their social origing and educational backs:
ground, tend to gpesk English of the same impeccable kind
their suthors do (Ramakrishnalsh, 1980). But Raja Rao's

characters, as the present analysis shows, gpeak Bnglish
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which reflects thelr true sentiment, betrays their social
origin and sdueational background. ‘Tlhey do not speak the -
same English which their asuthor doese This shows that Raja
Rao has been able to introduce variations in the use of

English to gult hig purposecs
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