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CHAFfER w

findings t. BREsmiATim and discussion

4.0. FINDINGS — mSmWJBf LEXICAL AND INTER-SENTENGE LEVELS

2hls chapter is devoted to a discussion of the findings of the 

analysis*

Language# as Osgood (1960) points oat# includes both 

obligatory and variable features at all levels of analysis. 
Since obligatory features offer no choices# stylistics# in 
general# studies the variable features of language* But the 
gjaestlon is# *Miat does this variability In language exactly 

indicate?* Variability in language# it may be said# refers 

to the degree of freedom in choosing different linguistic 
features* The choices made in speaking or writing are usually 

classified into three categories — syntactic# lexical# and 

inter-sentence • She framework of textual analysis# here# has 
been accordingly divided into three levels **'* (i) syntactic 

level# <li) lexical level and (ill) inter-sentence level*
t

4.1* SYNTACTIC LEVEL

It has already been stated that language is a rule-governed L 

activity* It is a set of elements which are organised into
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Btwtesnees following certain specific sales in order to convey r 
a mmage*, Thou^i words uwuslly have meanings# they# in,
Isolation# cannot convey a message# .and hence cannot form 
Sentences or texts*' it. is# as Bowden <1965) ssys# the 
•ordered group of words that create- texts or'coHpositions* v

Bat individuals often differ in their ordering of linguistic 

elements* More than any# a creative writer is usually found 
to organise the set of linguistic element* in his own way.*' , ,

2h no doing# aa-expresaive write^eVolves* for himself* a ^r/\\' H'x- 
particuler style which characterises his own linguistic 
performance or "•idiolect4# In other words* the ways in which 

a writer orders or organises thebaaie linguistic elements’
Into larger units* such as phrases# clauses# sentences# and 

also beyond# certainly help# to a great extent# to" distinguish
his way of writing from that Of another” writer*

A ' ,

ft is worthwhile pointing out# however* that all the ' 

elements in the organisation of a language are not of egjtiai 
importance* Nowottny <1962) is of the 'Opinion; that among 

all the elements necessary to maHe m utterance meaningful#
.the most powerful i* * ayntex4 * Accenting to her# it is syntax 

that staves as the groundwork of a writer’s art. it io often 
argued that -die art of a creative writer is lost end his 

idea and emotion are .replaced by a void when the words are. 
lifted from the context and/dlsjolaed from the sjjmtax*) Warfel 

<196S)# in a similar way* suggests that "words as words do not
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•mate© literature i syntax does* (p.262> *
CAAMZ OSuch an aaiumptisn bear*' the implication that a study of v; 

the orgsaisetden of the linguistic ©leraeats in expressive 
writing yields useful facte. about the style of a writer* 
bonier (1966b) alee legitimately holds that a stylistic 
analysis Of a literary text met include the study of its 
linguistic stcuoture# -He emPbasiaee that m analyele of the 
Structure of sentence and its lower^rante units# apart from

i

being a '"procedural necessity"# series ss "a necessary founder - 
tion- for stylistics* (p.20) * ^ Highlighting the Importance of 
eyntax in determining the style# Ec'gtt st. s|. (196&) maintain 
•that the style of c writer# often, is expressed not only tigf 
hie 'selection of words# tout also by tile preference for the 
Use of particular types of gcasKietieel clauses and structures* ^ ' 
D?he same idea Is. .also shared by fiyetal and Pavy <1969)# %
discussing the usefulness of the. study of grammatical structure 
Of n test# thay eatress the view' that gfanp'af*. which# according U-" 
to them# coaeista of morphology and syntax# "is .the central 
Part of linguistic statement* and hence is of great relevance

tt thus appears that' the linguistic study of literary 
texte# ever the years# has Sharply deviated from the stand ®£ 
the traditional steady of 'Style# while the latter lays much 
Smphasis on. teie writer** Choice of words# similes and metaphor*#



140

the former# however, ecncentratea primarily on syntax. with 
each a -shift of ecphteie from *the choice of words «nH 
imagery* to ?*yntax4# '"literary stylistic*"# m Chapman (1973) 
rightly argue*# "i* by no mem* the loser" <p*44). A study 
Of the syntactic complexities of language# certainly# provides 
Verifiable (observable) facts on the basis of which the style 
of a writer cm be determined* Subscribing to this view# 
Wetherill <1974) maintains that the grammatical analysis of v 
literary text* produces important result* Which serve "as 
useful correctives to tie hind of impressionism too many 
critics indulge in" (p.39).

The main purpose behind examining the syntactic structures 
of the sample* Of B*|e Aao and Chinua Achcbe was to find 
answers to the question* *What are the average sentence 
and clause length*?* *wh©b type* of .sentence* Occur .and .in 
what percentage*?* * what are the'proportion*' of independent 
and dependent clauses?* *what type* of dependent clauses are 
favoured?* *What percentage of dependent clause* are used as 
noun phrase a <NPj)?* *Afe the nominal groups <BGs) simple or 
complex?* * Where does the complexity lie *— in preabdlficaticn 
Or postmodificaticn?* *What are the proportions of verbs and 
verbal*?' The 'efforts'have been initially to find out# to 
What 'extant# the two writers differ from each other in their 
* syntactical peculiarities* and also to show how much syntac­
tical variation the two writer* reveal within their own work**
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4*i*i« Sentence length in words

Syntactic conplexities at the levels of sentences# mey be 
measured in a affl^er of different ways* cue traditional 
hut still popular way Is the meaeurement of the number of 
words per sentence* Such a measure# presumably because of
its. operational clarity and practical 'utility# has been

- ■ .fpX •

frequently used as a convenient method „©£' studying syntactic X 

phenomena in stylistic Studies*.

The usefulness of sentence: length as a criterion: for 

studying literary style has been - discussed* .among others* 
by Yule (1939)# Williams <1940), Herdan (i960) and Such (1969) • 
According to bole^sel (1969)* an exponent of quantitative 

stylistics* sentence length Is a popular and elementary style 
indicator* Bailey (1969)* too* Glares the came view* He 

States that sentence length is an irrgjortant Variable that 
reflects individuality in writing* It gives certain useful 
Information about m author*© style* Thus* it follows that 

-measureJm sentence length' may prove particularly helpful in 
a cooperative study like the present one which intends to 

differentiate the style of one writer from that of the other*
A sentence# in the present study* has been defined as a group 
of words appearing between an initial capital letter and a x^- 
mark of and punctuation# or between two .successive, marks Of 

end punctuations# such as period# exclamation mark Or inter­
rogation mark* A clause has been defined as a group of words

'^c



having a finite verb* Corbett (1965) suggests that, “Cater** 

mining the length of a prose sentence is ouch Ilka scanning 

a verse* <p.83). It was in this sense that Sherman (1892) 
studied sentence length as .an indicator of prose stylo as 
#ariy as 1892* Since then*, sentence length measure has been 

a common practice in the study of style* It needs to be 
mentioned hero that sentence length may bo measured in terms 
of variables like syllables# words and clauses* fucks <1752) 
and beaska <1970) have measured it in terms of syllables*
Yule (1939) and Williams (l$40) have studied it in terms of 
words and Sandell (1977) has examined sentence length in 
terms of clauses*. ' It may also be measured in terms of 

morphemes* In the present study# sentence length* however# 
has been measured both- in terms of words as well as clauses* 
Since the concern hem has been mainly to distinguish between 

.the two writers1 styles* such a twofold measure has been 
found to be useful as it reflects the complexity of sentences 
in a better and more distinct way* It is to be mentioned here 
that Re|a Rao# as he himself confesses# is greatly influenced 
by the epic tradition, of India* He also believes in. the' 

contention that "We# in India# think quickly# we talk quickly# 
and When we move we move quickly* (1938# p*6). _8y contrast* 

Achabe lacks a strong written tradition* However# he is 
influenced by a rich oral tradition# > It was# therefore#
expected that Raja Rao# compared to Acbebe# would write longer

{ * "

sentences* -



For the preseat study the number of words and sentences r 
of the five samples each of the two writers were counted 
first. The aggregate numbers of words and sentences of the

i
Baja Rao and the Achebe samples were calculated separately. ' 
Then their means and standard deviations were computed. The 
significance of the differences between the two writers 
with regard to mean sentence lengths was confuted by applying 
the *t* (tee) test. The data# thus obtained# are presented 
in Table 1.

Table 1 * Sentence length in word©/of Raja Rao*s end
Achebe*s Saglish* /

Writers Huirber of 
sentences

Number of 
words

Mean-
sentence
length

Standard
deviation

Raja Rao 1970 30301 15.38 15.67
Achebe 1891 25733 13.58 8.94

For Means t « 4.405? d£ * 3859? significant at the 0.01 level*

Qua can aee from Table 1 that in so far as the length of 
sentence in words is concerned. Raja Rao and Achebe differ 
from each other* The mean iiurribar of words par sentence is 
15*38 for Raja Rao and 13.58 for Achebe. This indicates 
that an average sentence of Raja Rao contains 1*80 words more 
than that of Achebe* The two writers are also found to differ
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in their standard deviations of sentence lengths* The 

Standard deviation of sentence length for Raja Rao is 15.67# 
whereas that for Achebe is 8*94* It is thus evident that 
the values of both mean sentence length and standard deviation 
of sentence length are higher in Raja Rao*s English• The 

difference* therefore* may be said to bo in the expected 
direction* The *t* tests ©£ statistical significance show ^ 

that the difference between the two writers* moans of sentence 
length is significant at the 0*01 level. It thus follows that . 

with regard to mean sentence lengths* the two writers differ 
significantly from each other* <3» the basis of the significant 
differences with regard to their means and standard deviations 

of sentence lengths several observations about Raja Rao* s and 
Achebe*s English may be made* The higher numerical value of 
Raja Rao*e mean sentence length indicates that the average 

length of sentences in Raja &ao*s English is greater than that 

in Achebe*s* That is to say# between the two writers# Raja Rao 

writes longer sentences ana Achebe writes shorter sentences. 
This finding about Achebe*© sentence length also supports the 
finding of winters* (l98l) study that Achebe writes short 

sentences* Winters further suggests that the short average 
sentence length is an indicator of Achate*s plain style. The 
higher value of the standard deviation in Raja Rao points to 
the fact that Raja Rao*s English displays a greater variation 

with regard to sentence length than Achebe*s English* In other
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word*# RM* tantancoo mm mm oaadod in langtt* than 
thoao of J&haba* ifcia mm**m that Oaja »an* with tagait to 
•aatanco iaagth* about. • eraaior dhoino* a groattr daair* to 
warr tho iao®th of .hit aaaioaoot*

dant ctwpioxitiea of 'mmtmcm ioofith which mem not proparljr 
rtj?£aii*htt& by otaraga* oaa# ho atadiad with tho haip
of etna* uwaaoraa of oimtfoi ««ah at ’nadioi* and
•jaoao** ^hafiio1 in tho itata of a aarioa man it la
arrangad in oteaftdlng or 0oac*idin$ osdar of smsnituda* ♦ifeli1 
cofaft to that waloo which occutra «oat ffogamtly In « tarlat* 
fho mmmm* aupaslqpoaod upm each otshot In fig***# I* mow 
tho asaant i%h aoSiaao <*tf toil jaoio*4»} of Raja hao*i and 
Aahatoo*# mmtmm iangtha*

it it taon that mo naan amtaneo iangib for holt Boo it 
i5*$8 warda and that for Aohatot it ii«li word** tho anditn 
Moo of aantaftoo length for Raja »ao it II and mat. for Aehabo 
it if* hadian# haing mo otlat of tho middle itaaw dlvidat 
tho aorioa into two o#iol parta# it* tharofaro# soilowa mat 
halt nan writ** «<gi$i missfcar of mntanooo halo* and ahoro it 
tuned length and Achat* writot to nan/ tantanoat baiow II word 
length as wmjf mmm rignro i format' mow* mm tho wooa X 
va&tto of tantanto longati for &aja aoo it t «nd mm$ for amatoa 
alto it ¥ * shit. iadfoota* mat in noth a»j* o*»*a am Achaba** 
iogliah mo ¥*woxd ■mmtmmmm mm with tho hightat ftoqnanor*
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It Is evident that both Raja Reo and Aehefoe write more 
sentences which are shorter in .length than the average* The 
percentage of sentences shorter than the average in Raja Rao 
is 66*55 and that in Acheba is 58*17* This indicates that 
both of them display a common tendency towards writing a 
greater percentage of sentences having shorter than the 
average length*

When represented with the help of a graph# this shows that 
the distribution$ of sentence length in both Rsja Rao and 
Chirms Achate are ivot^yamiatxicai * .‘for tooth of them* as x
figure l shews# the value of mean is higher than tie Value 
of median? again# the value of modish is higher than the value 
Of mode* ouch distributions of sentence length make the curves 
in SMgura 1 skewed, to the right and this indicates positive 
skewness for tooth Raja Rao and Chinua Achates.

It is# however# important to mention here that out of a 
total of 1978 sentences Raja Rao uses 31 sentences with more 
than 60 wards# whereas# Aehefoe*s sample of 1891 sentences 
contains only 4 sentences having more than SO words* A relevant 
procedural reason for choosing SO words as the upper limit of 
sentence is that all sentences of Achates excepting only 4* are 
within 60 word length* Between the two writers# Raja Rao is 
found to toe more extreme in his variation of sentence length* 
This points to the fact that Rajs Rao shows a tendency towards 
writing both short as wall as extremely long sentences.
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The longest sentence in Raja Rao*s satnple stretches over 
three page® C|^ pp*6?#*69) containing more then 600 words#
With such long sentences. Raja Rao reminds one of William ^'

Faulkner# who also occasionally in his novels# indulges in f

writing what may he called * labyrinthine sentence* (to borrow 
an egression from x»eech and Short# 1981i p*22> attending 
over pages# But #iat is more striding to note here is Raja 
Rao*# skill in ms&lpulating the longer-than-usual sentences*
2a Isis page-long sentences# Raja Rao tenas to display a A

preference for co-ordination, as a remit# -while going 
through such page-long sentences of Raja Rao# again and again * 

a reader feels that the sentence just comes to an end# ait 
to his utter surprise# instead of a mil stop or ehdmark 
there appears only a semicolon# or a comma# or a dash and the 
sentence continues still further# Such co-ordinated sentences 
are# in fact# accumlaticsis of -short clauses separated by 
colons or semicolons* Whan read out loudly* the ear can ^
hardly tell that they are not full stops* the long sentences 
of-'Raj a Rao can easily be broken down into several smaller 
units putting a period in place of comma or semicolon# Because 
of this preference for co-ordination, .the so-called labyrinthine

ft
sentences also do not -lack clarity# Such sentences# however# 
are conspicuous by their absence in Achebe*s English# The 
longest sentence recorded in Achabe*$ sample contains 82 words 
and the preference shown is for subordination ever co-ordina­
tion*



At this point it may not be out of place to make-refersnce* 
to sentence length© Of tome native writer* observed 'fey 
different studies* Williams (1940) in nip study hafe^lseovered 

that the average length of sentences for e*K*. Chesterton# H*G« 
wells and g*b* shaw are 2§*s7* 24*11 and 31*23 words respec­
tively* Berwick (1969) has found that Carlyle* a average 
sentence length is 32*7 words* eonpared to these native 
writers* Raja Rao ana AChebe write much shorter sentences*
Since -.these native writers are not ©^temporaries of Raja Rao

1 ' tana Achefee*- it i© difficult to e©y- on the basis of such ~ /**• 
comparison that non-native writeups* compared to native ones* 
use shorter sentences* In order to find out whether any such 
difference really exists between native and non-native varieties - 
of creative English one ha© to undertake a comparative study 
of the work© of those native and non-native writer© who are* 
more or lees* contemporary* If*. as Gunning (1964) holds# an 
average sentence length Of 17 words is * reasonable1 # then Raja 
Rao4'© and Achebe’s sentences may fee ©aid to be fairly reasonable 
In their average length©*’

A close study of the sentence length Variation within the 
samples Of the individual writer show© some revealing features* 
She expectation here was that Raja Rao# who deals with- a wide 
range of subject matter —» from politics through philosophy to 
metaphysics would exhibit a greater variation of sentence 
length than Achabe# who writes* more or less with similar 
subject-matter —• the socio-political aspect of 3bo life*
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Given In Table’2 are the means and standard deviations 
of sentence lengths of the different Raj a Rao and the Achebe 
samples* The mean sentence lengths within the samples of 
Raj a Rao and Chinua Achebe are visually represented in ■ 
Figure 2*

Table 2 s Means and standard deviations of sentence
lengths of the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples.

Samples Humber of 
sentences

Humber
of
words

Mean sentence 
length in words

Standard
deviation

£ 232 0682 28.80 31.89

M 819 13580 16.58 11.51

cs 380 ' 3385 8.91 5.73

M 140 2135 15.26 11.07

M 399 4834 12.11 10.71
Total 1970 30301 15.38 15.67

TEA 395 5306 13.43 6.95
NLAS 386 4568 11.83 8*13
AOG 625 8310 13.30 8.44
AMQP 278 4486 16.14 11.26
GAM 207 306$ 14 .8 O’ 10.69
Total 1891 25733 13.58 8.94

One cm see from Table 2 and Figure 2 that the variations 
in Raja Rao* as expected, are wider then those in Achebe. It
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Is evident that within the Baja Rao samples# JC .stands apart 
with the highest mean sentence length of 28 #80 words* This 
significantly high mean sentence length is indicative of the 

'fact that the style of Raja Rao* a K, is markedly different 
from those of his other works* The stylistic difference of 

J& with regard to sentence length seems to suggest that this 
novel# unlike other tests- of Raja Rao# is written in What 
may he called a 'breathless style* of a village grandmother 

who inherits the traditional practice of telling an •inter­
minable tale' *

The mean sentence length* on the other hand* la the lowest
» » 1 ' 'in Cjg># £§# being a ‘metaphysical comedy' # deals, with abstract 

ideas* Written in a precise and plain conversational style# 

the novel records in short* simple sentences the abstract 

speculations of the principal characters'*

The wide range of variation between the highest and the 
lowest means of sentence length perhaps indicates that Raja 

Rao is equally Skilled in writing both short and long 

sentences* It also suggests that he consciously varies the 
length of his sentences from one text to another to suit the 
temperament of his characters*

Achebe# in his fiction# bn the other hand# deals more or 
less with similar themes* Consequently# the mean sentence 
lengths within the Achebe samples do not display a wide range 
of variation* His two village novels —* TEA and ACS' -*—■ are



almost identical in their mean sentence lengths* However* 
variation does exist between, his two urban novels '"5— NIAS 
and AMOf** fhe mean sentence lengths within the Achebe 
samples range from the highest 16*14 words in AMQP to the 
lowest 11*83 words in NhAE» Obviously* such a range of 
variation appears to be much narrower than that in Raja 
Rao*s samples* Nevertheless* it is worth mentioning here 
that Achebe4 s latest novel AMOP- with the considerably high 
numerical value of moan sentence length, appears to be styli­
stically different from his other works*

Thus# it appears that the sentences in Raja Rao*s books 
are more varied than those in Achebe* © works* It may be 
said that with regard to the length of sentences, Raja Rao 
clearly writes in more then cane style- The styles are so 
varied that reading side by side his two novels K and eg, 
on© would tend to regard them as works by two different 
authors* However# the variations in sentence lengths in

£aK-i
Achebe* s works are not wide enough to give such impression )< 
to his'reader*

4*1*2* Sentence typology

Although sentence length is useful in determining the style 
of a writer* it is* by itself* not enough to determine 
syntactical complexities* Sentence length* it has been 
observed * depends as much an whsfc one wants to say as on how



one decides feo say it (Crystal and Davy# 1969). Therefore# 
the facts obtained from the sentence length measure are 
required to be corroborated by evidence derived from the 
Study of other stylistic variables for making more reliable 
statements about the style of a writer* From this point of 
view# what seems to be stylistically more important than 
sentence length is sentence typology* Subscribing to this 
view# Chmann <1966) has emphasised that Bthe proper analysis 
of styles waits on a satisfactory .analysis of sentences* 
(p*36i)*

■Shore are# indeed# different way© of analysing sentence
typology* Traditional study of style# it is true# has been
mors concerned with the rhetorical effects of an utterance#
and ccmsequently# has studied sentences under categories#
such as' * periodic*# * loose*# * balanced* and * antithetical* *
-Linguistic study of style#, on the contrary# tends to lay
more emphasis csn the grammatical structure, than on the
rhetorical effects of sentences* The present study# which
is linguistics oriented# intended to examine the structure
of sentences rather than their aesthetic effects or rehtorlcal
implication s• Accordingly# sentences# here# have been
analysed under five categories on the basis of their internal
structure* The categories are

(a) Simple (sentences, -with only one finite verb)?
<b) €ompcund(sentences with two or more independent clauses 

joined by co-ordinate conjunction# or simply 
graphologically linked)?



(c) Complex (sentences having one inbeiaendent and one or
more dependent clauses)|

(d) Compaund-eoiqplex or mixed (sentences with at least
two Independent aid one or more dependent 
clauses)i and

<e) Incomplete sentences or sentence fragments (groups of 
words punctuated as sentences# hut lacking a 
subject (excepting imperative sentences) or 
a verb or both)*

A study of sentence structure along these lines revealed ^
inportant-facts about the styles of the two writers* Table 3 
shows the frequency and percentage distributions of sentences# 
appearing under different categories# in Raja Rao* s and Achebe* s 
samples* Percentage distributions of different types of 
sentences are also presented with the help of a graph in 
figure 3*

Table 3 i Frequency and percentage distribution© of types of 
sentences in Raja Rao’s and Achebe*s samples 
(percentages are given in brackets) •

Writers Total simple
number
of
sentences

Compound Complex Compound
complex incom­plete

sente­
nces

Raja Rao 1970 764 268 546 298 94(38.78) (13.60) (27.71) <15.13) (4.77)
Achebe 1891 713 245 645 3.99 89(37.70) <12.96) (34.11) <10.52) <4.71>

rtt« 29.650?* df « 4?- significant at the 0.01 level.
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A glance at -Table 3 and Figure 3 reveal© that there are 
both similarities and differences between, the two writers 
with regard -to sentence typology* It is seen that both the 
writer© display a common preference for using single 
sentences* The percentage of simple sentence© in Raja Rao*s 
English is 38*78 and that in Achebo* s is 37.70* sine© idle 
difference is very little it may be said that both Raja Rao 
and Achefoe use almost an equal proportion of simple sentence© 
in; their English. After single. sentences* the next higher 
proport.icai in both the samples is that of complex sentences. 
But tiie two writer©, a© Table 3 and Figure 3 show# differ in 
their use of complex sentences. Achebe# compared to Raja 
Re,o# uses a substantially higiier percentage of complex 
soafences. 3h so far as compound sentences are concerned# 
the two writers* once again# are found to be almost Identical 
with very little difference. However# a real difference 
■exists between them with regard to compound-complex sentences. 
Raj a Rao*s English# compared to that of Achebe# is charac­
terized by the use of a remarkably higher percentage of 
compound-complex sentences, incomplete sentences* which 
occur frequently in dialogue and conversation# are usually 
the least frequent category in fictional prose, as evident 
from the table and the figure# incomplete sentences constitute 
only 4.77 per cent in Raja Rao*© English and 4«7l per cent 
in Ach&ie*s« This means that both Raja Rao and Achebo.usa 
incomplete sentences equally sparingly.
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The significance of difference between the two writers 
in respect of the use of types of sentences has been computed 
by the Chi-sqpar© test of statistical significance* The 
result of the test, which is significant at the 0,01 level 
indicates that the two writers differ significantly from 
each other with regard to the use of different types of 
sentences*

3b order to find out from which particular category or 
categories of sentences this significance of difference 
'arises* the Chi-square tests for two different categories 
taken at a time# have been computed# The results of the 
tests show that only when complex and compound-complex 
sentences ©iter with other categories# the value is signi­
ficant at the 5 per cent level* Tills points to the fact 
that the significance of difference between the two writers 
with regard to their uses? of different types of sentences 

arises mainly from the difference in the use of complex and 
compound-complex categories of sentences. t

With respect to the use of types of sentences within the 
Samples of the individual writer# the Baja Rao samples are 
found to exhibit greater variation than the Achebe samples. 
Table 4 gives the data regarding frequency and percentage 
distributions of different types of sentences within the five 
samples each of Raja Rao and Achebe# Figure 4 represents



Visually the percentage distributions of types of sentences 

within the Raja Rap and the Achebe samples#

fable 4 $ Fre<2ueacy and percentage distribution© of types 
of sentences within the sample© of Raja Rao and 
Achebe (Figures in brackets indicate percentages) •

Samples simple Compound Complex Compound-
complex

Incomplete
sentences

H 6?
(28*88)

32
(13.79)

47
(20.26)

75
(32.33)

11
<4.74)

SR 264
<3®*23)

115
(14.04)

28#
(24.19)

135
(16.40)

25
(3.05)

m 317
(§7.10) (Iu6) 03

(24.47)
10.

(5.0O)
20

(5.26)

ss §7
(40.71)

26
(18.57)

39'
(27.86)

17
(12.14)

01
(0.71)

jgt 150
(39.25)

64
(16.04)

87
(21.80)

52
(13.08)

3?
(9.2?)

TSh, %At&
(36.45)

60
(15.19)

14?
(37.21)

57
(9.07)

07
(1.77)

175
(45.34)

41(10.62)
102

(26.4®)
32

(a. 29)
36

(9.33)

AQ3 222 ' 
(35.52)

80
(12.8)

221
(35.36)

77
(12.32)

25
(4.00)

AfiQP 89
(32.01) (8.2?)

lie
(42.45)

36
(12*93)

12
(4.32)

GMl 83
(4O.10)

'41
(19.81)

5?
(27.54)

1?
(8.21)'

09
(4.35)

It is evident from Sable 4 and Figure 4 that within the 

Raj a Rao samples K stands apart from all other works of
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Raja Rao with a remarkably low percentage of simple sentences 
and a significantly high percentage of compound-complex 
sentences* These characteristics seem to confirm the view 
that £ is written in a style "which has a kind of perennial 
flow with innumerable * anda* # and with few punctuation marks"
(sharraa# 1980* p.RXXVl)* Mthouah SR displays a preference

' *

for subordination with a high percentage of complex sentences# 
|,it is# in fact# £§► which reveals the other extreme of Raja
tRao9-® style* Kith a remarkably high percentage of simple 
seatmc.es and strikingly low percentages^ of compound and 
compound-complex sentences# CS#' displays "a tendency towards 
Simplification" (Desai# I974j p.30)» It represents a 
relatively 9 plain*# ‘uncomplicated* and * straightforward* 
syntax suitable for the style of a ‘tale? which is different 
from K and which# in fact# is * a tale of modem India9 #
9 a teasing fable9# Achebe# compared to Raja Rao# displays a 
much lesb variation as regards sentence types* nevertheless# 
his AMOP clearly represents a substantial change in his 
style* Although Achebe# in general# uses more subordinated 
clauses than Raja Rao# he displays a strikingly dominant 
subordinating tendency in, amqp* with relatively small 
percentage^ of simple and compound sentences# this novel X 
appears stylistically different# to a considerable extent# 
from his other works with regard to types of sentences used.

4*1*3* Clause length in words and sentence length in clauses 

It is not often true to assume that a writer of longer
/
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sentences necessarily indulges in writing longer clauses*
The reverse also is sometimes observed* That is to say# an 
author# usually writing longer sentences# may also show a 
tendency towards using clauses of shorter length* The 
shorter length of clauses an ables him to accommodate more 
clauses in his sentences* Such a device while increasing 
the number of clauses par sentence# reduces the length of 
clauses in words* This aspect of style of a writer may be 
studied by measuring sentence length in clauses and clause 
length in words# The mean clause lengths in words and the 
mean sentence lengths in clauses in the Raja Rao and the 
Achebe samples are shown in Table 5 and are visually represented 
in Figure 5*

Table 5 » Mean clause length in words and number of
clauses par sentence.

Writers Number of Number Number Mean clause Number of 
sentences of of length in clauses

clauses words ■ words per
. . - sentence

Raja Rao 1970 4309 30617 7.10 2.19
Achebe 1891 3511 25733 7*32 1*86

From Table 5 and Figure 5 it appears that the mean number 
of words per clause is 7*10 for Raj a Rao and 7.32 for Achebe. 
This difference# by itself# does not seem to be highly 
significant. But when compared with the two writers^
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difference .In i«ean sentence lengths in words# it show© some 
revealing featur^ Although the mean sentence length in 
words is higher for Baja Bah (Table i )# the me^i clause 
length is higher for Aehebe* Several important observations 
can be made on the basis oil this difference* Baja Rao# who 
writes# 'On. an average# longer sentences* in fact# shows a 
clear tendency towards using shorter clauses*'' Aehebe# despite 
the shorter average length of his sentences# prefers writing 
clauses longer than those in Baja Rao*s English* it may be 
commented that Raja Bao* s English is characterized by longer 
sentences end shorter clauses# whereas Achebe* © English is 
characterized by shorter sentences aid longer clauses* Xt 
now logically follows that Baja Bao# writes longer sentences 
with shorter clauses# would certainly accommodate more clauses 
per sentence than Aehebe* As Table 3 and Figure 5 show# the 
mean number of clauses per sentence in Raja Bao*s English is 
2*19 and that in Aehebe*© is 1*83* It points to the fact 
that the average sentence in Raja Bao*© English consists of 
more clauses than the average sentence in Aehebe* s English* ;

An examination of the Variations in mean sentence lengths 
in clauses and mean clause lengths in word© within the samples 
of Baja Bao and Aehebe also can tell something about the style 
of the individual writer* It was expected that since Baja Bao# 
compared to Aehebe# . showed greater variation with regard to 
mean sentence lengths in word® (Table l)* he would also exhibit 
wider variations in mean sentence lengths in clauses and in



mean clause lengths In words* Table 6 shows mean clause 
lengths to words and mean sentones lengths to clauses within 
•toe five samples each of Raja Rao and Achebe. The mean 
clause lengths to words of Raja Rao*s and Achebe*e samples 
are represented with the help of a graph to Figure 6*

Table 6 i Mean clause lengths to words and mean sentence 
lengths to clauses within the five samples each 
of Raja Rao and Achebe*

Samples Humber of 
sentences

Number
ofclauses

Number
of
words

Mean clause
lengths to 
words

Mean senteac 
lengths to 
clauses

K 232 888 6682 • 7.52 3,83
J|R 819 1852 13580 7*33 2.26
<3§ 380 557 3385 6*08 1.46
CK 140 271 2136 7*88 1.93

J& 399 741 4834 6.52 1.86

Total 1970 4309 30617 7*10 2,19

TF& 395 754 5306 7*04 1,91
MIA E 386 612 4568 7*46 1,58
AQG 625 1198 8310 6.94 1*92

mop 278 574 4486 7.81 2.06
QAM 207 373 3063 8.21 1,80
Total 1891 3511 25733 7.32 1.86

to so far as the mean clause lengths to words are concerned#
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as Table 6 and Figure Q show# there are no great variations 
within the samples of Raja Rao as well as within those of 
Achebe* The range of variation is 1*80 within the Raja Rao 
samples# and is 1*27 within the Achebe samples* Thus it 
appears that though Raja Rao# compared to Achebe# displays 
a much wider range of variation with regard to mean sentence 
lengths# he does not vary so widely from the latter in mean 
clause lengths. This suggests that Raja Rao does not vary 
the mean clause lengths as widely as he varies the mean 
sentence lengths. However# looking down the column of mean 
number of clauses per sentence in Table 6# one recognises 
that the samples of Raja Rao clearly vary to a greater extent 
then those of Achebe*. Within the Raja Rao samples JC and cs 
stand out prominent showing two extremes of his style with the 
highest (3.83) and the lowest (l.46) number of clauses per 
sentence respectively • within the Achebe samples# it is ftMQP# 
which# with the highest number of clauses (2*06) per sentence# 
Signals a substantial change in Achebe* s style* Since the 
range of variation is wider within the Raj a Rao samples# one 
can say that Raj a Rao* s English# with regard to number of 
clauses per sentence# is more varied than Achebe's.

4*1*4* Clause typology

like sentences# clauses also may be studied in different ways 
on the basis of their syntactic status# function and internal 
structure* 2h the present study# clauses have been studied
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both on the bases of their syntactic status and their function# 

Cfc* the basis of their syntactic status# clauses have been 

divided into two main categories

(a) Independent clauses —^ that can exist independently in
sentences# and

(b) Dependent clauses —- that cannot exist independently#
but exist only in relation to 
the independent clauses in 
sentences# Dependent clauses# 
in this sense# may be said to 

' be embedded in the independent 
clauses#

The main purpose behind studying clauses along this line 
if as to examine the complexity of the clausal components# that 
is# to see how much clausal embeddings there were between and 

within JElaja Rao* s and Achebe* s English# It was# however# 

assumed that such m analysis of the clauses would provide 
important stylistic information which would be helpful in 

distinguishing the style of one writer from that of the other*

It is observed that while some writers usually display a 

tendency towards using a higher percentage of independent 
clauses# some others# _ however# tend to favour the use of a 
larger proportion of dependent clauses* A writer# who uses 

a higher percentage of independent clauses either as simple 
sentences or as co#*ordlnabed independent clss ses-in compound 
sentences# ie# often# easy to understand • Conversely# a writer 
using a greater proportion of dependent or embedded clauses is



likely to put a greater strain on the reader's attention and 

consequently# tends to increase the difficulty in grasping 
the ideas and following the progress of the sentences (Qhmann; 
1966).

cO
/

An attempt at studying the difficulty of Raja Rad's and ^ 
Achebe* s English on the level of clausal embedding revealed 

several important facts about their styles* Given in Table 7 

are the frequency and percentage distributions of independent 
and dependent clauses in Raja Rao's and Achebe' s English#
Figure 7 represents the percentage distribution^ of indepen-'■i ■

dent end dependent clauses of the two writers' English#

Table 7 s Frequency and percentage distributions of independent 
and dependent clauses in Raja Rao's aid Achebe's 
English (Percentages axe given in brackets).

Writers Total clauses Independent
clauses

Dependent
clauses

Raja RaO 4$09 2871 1438
(66.63) ( 33.37 )

Achebe 3511 2280 , 1231 %
(64.94) ( 35.06 )

"X’- » 2*4535; df « l; not significant at the 0.05 level.

It is evident from the above table that in both Raja Rao's 
and Achebe* a samples# the clause structure displays predominantly
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the independent type* That is to say* both of their English >< 
are characterised by higher percentages of independent 
clauses* This characteristic of their English may be said 
to indicate that neither of the two writers puts much strain 
on the reader’s attention* One can also say that in so far 
as clausal embeddings are concerned# neither Raja Rao nor 
Achebe writes in a complex style* Consequently# their English# 
wish smaller proportions of dependent clauses or embedded 
clausal eleronta do not lack clarity and present^/no great 

difficulty in grasping the meaning and following the progress 
of the sentences* Nevertheless# differences# however subtle 
they are* do exist between. Raja Rao*s and Achebe* s English 
with regard to the use cf independent and dependent clauses*
As it appears from Table 7 and Figure 7# Raja Rao's English# 
compared to Achebe* s# contains a higher percentage of 
independent clauses* The difference between the two writers# 
however# as the ~)C' value shows# is not statistically signi­
ficant* One# therefore* cannot claim that Raja Rao and

i

Achebe differ significantly from each other with respect to 
clausal embeddings* with relative sparseness of dependent 
clauses# which in high frequ©00^ denotes semantic richness and 
syntactic complexity# both Raja Rao and Achebe may be said to 
write in plain styles*

Although the two writers do not differ significantly from 
each ether with regard to clausal embeddings# they# however#
show different tendencies in their variation of clausal
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©ntoeddings within their samples* Table 8 shows the frequency 

and percentage distributions of independent and dependent '
i

clauses within the samples of Raja Rao and Achebe, Figure 8 

represents the percentage distributions of independent and <* 

dependent clauses within the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples*

Table 8 * Frequency end percentage distributions of independent
if

and dependent clauses within the Raja Rao and the 
Achebe samples (percentages are given in brackets)*

Samples Total
clauses

Independent
clauses

Dependent
clauses

K 888 565 323
(63.63> (36,37)

1852 1145 707
(61.82) (38,17)

CS 557 412 ' 145
(73.97) (26.03)

<3K 271 193 78
(71,22) (28.78)

PR 741 556 105
(75.03) (24.97)

TFA 754 502 252
5 (66,58) (33.42)

BIAS 512 .414 198
(67.65) (32.35)

ACG 1198 775 . 423
' (64.69) (35,31)

amop 574 336 238
(58.54) (41.46)

GAM 373 253 , 120
(67,83) (31,17)
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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 

clauses* Within the Achebe samples# the highest percentage 

of independent clauses occurs in GAW. It is thus interesting 

to note that both the writers use the highest percentages of 

independent clauses in their short stories* The highest 

percentage of independent clauses within the Raja Rao samples 

is 61*82 and that within the Achebe samples is 58.54. Thus# 

with regard to clausal, embeddings# Raja Rao*s SR and Achebe*s 

AB3R tend to differ in style from the rest of their works* 

The difference between the highest and the lowest percentages 

of independent clauses within Raja Rap*© samples is 13*21 

and that within Achebe* s samples is 9*29* On the other hand# 

the range of variation of dependent clauses is 12*14 for Raja 

Rao and 10*29 for Achebe* The greater variations within the 

Raja Rao samples point to the fact that Raja Rao*s English# 

compared to that of Achebe# is more varied with respect to 

clausal embeddings.

4*1*5* sub-categories of dependent clauses

All dependent clauses# evidently# do not perform the same 

function in sentences. Some dependent clauses operate as 

subject? some others serve as adjuncts# disjunct© or 

conjunct©? still others act as adjectives or appositives. 

Accordingly# dependent clauses# on their functional basis# 

have been classified into the following sub-categories
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Nominal clauses **— that function as subjects#
objects# or complements!

Adjectival clauses—* that act as adjectives or
appositives? (this category 
also includes relative 
clauses)'!

Adverbial clauses— that operate as adjuncts or
disjuncts; and

comment clauses — that perform the function of
disjuncts or conjuncts# and# 
often express the speaker1 s 
attitude to the main clause 
(Quirk and Greenbaim# 3.973).

A close study of the dependent clauses along these lines# 

it was assumed# would provide information regarding functional 

varieties of the dependent daises used.. On, the basis of such 

information# it Is often possible to make comparative stylistic 

statements which reveal similarities or differences between 

the styles of two writers and also the variation within the 

style of an individual writer. It has already been observed 

that Raja Rao and Achebe do not differ significantly from each 

other in their use of independent and. dependent clauses. It 

was also expected that in the use of different types of 

dependent clauses also they would not differ substantially* 

Although it does not necessarily follow that the writers who 

are almost identical in their use of independent and dependent 

clauses# would also display more or less similar tendencies#

ii)

ill)

iv)

1)
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with regard to the sub-categories of dependent closes- The 
expectation here# proved valid. A glance at Table 9 pad 

Figure 9, which show the percentage distributions under the 
four categories of dependent clauses in Raja Rao*e and 
Achebe* s samples# will make it clear.

Table 9 $ Frequency and percentage distributions of different
types of dependent clauses (Percentages are given 
in brackets)•

writers Total
dependent
clauses

Nominal
clauses

Adjectival
clauses

Adverbial
clauses clauses

Raja Rao 1438(33*3?) 694(16.10) (H94) 552(12.81) 22(0.5l)
Achabe 1231(35.06) 532(15.15) 241(6.86)

433
(12.33) 25(0,71)

» 32*3368# df *= 3# significant at the .01 level.

Table 9 and Figure 9 show that Raja Rao and Chinua Aehebe 
use almost equal proportions of nominal* adverbial and 
comment clauses. The difference between them under each of 
these categories is oven less than 1 per cent and hence seems 
to be negligible* Moreover# in both Raja Rao*© and Achebe*s 
samples# the percentages of nominal clauses are higher than 
those of any ether dependent elm see. The higher percentages 
of nominal dependent clauses indicate Raja Rao‘s end Achebe*s
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preference for nominallsation. It is, however, seen that the

percentage of nominal clauses is higher in Raja Rao’s English

than that in Achebe* s. But at this level of analysis, as

Table 9 and Figure 9 show, what is more important is the

difference between the two writers* use of adjectival clauses#

It is seen that Raja Rao uses 3*94 per cent adjectival clauses,

and Achebe uses 6#86 per cent adjectival daises. But the ')
. ,• "7
higher percentage of adjectival clauses alone does not give S
Achebe* s English any distinctiveness, any special flavour#

However, as the Chi-square test of significance shows, the

difference between the two writers is significant at the Q.Oi

level# So it is evident that with regard to the use of

different types of dependent clauses# Raja Rao and Achebe

differ significantly from each other# In other words, they

display different tendencies in their use of different types

of dependent clauses.

An examination of the variation in the use of dependent 

clauses among the samples of Raja Rao end Achebe reveals 

the following facts, while Table 3.0 below shows the frequency 

aid percentage distributions of different types of dependent 

clauses, Figure 10 visually represents the percentage distri­

butions of different types of dependent clauses among the 

Raja Rao and the Achebe samples.



Table 10 * frequency and percentage distributions of different 
types of dependent classes araqag the Raja Rao and 
the Aotobe sables (Percentages are given in 
brackets)*

Samples Total
nuirtoer of 
dependent 
clauses

ttominal,
clauses

Mjeetivai 
^ clauses

Adverbial
clauses

Comment
clauses

323
<36*37)

170
(19.14)

40
(4*50)

109
(12*27)

04
(0*45)

707
(38*37)

326
(17*60)

76
(4.10)

291
(15*71)

14
(0*75)

ii 145
(as,os)

66
(11.85)

22
(3,85)

57
(10*23) m

m

CK 78
(23,78)

34
(12*55)

10
(3.69)

34
(12.55)

mm
mm

PR 185
(24*97)

98
(13.22) n(2.97)

61
(8*23)

64
(0,54)

252
(33,42)

85
(11.27)

42
(5*57)

124
(16.44)

01
(0*13)

Mias 198
(32*35)

as
(13.89)

23
(3.59)

@4
(13*72)

07 4
(1*14)

423 v 
(35*31)

195
(15.44)

4«3 .
C© .60)

130
(10.85)

05
(0,42)

ABO? 238
(41*46)

131
(22.82)

« ...
<7.32)

59
(10*28)

06
(1.04)

QM? 120
(32.17)

46
(13*33)

32
(8.58)

(1.58) m
1.61)

It Is evident from Table 10 and figure 10 that within his 

five samples# Raja Rao uses the highest 19*14 per cent nominal
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clauses in K and the lowest 11.85 per cent in CS. within 
the corre apondlng Achebe samples# the highest percentage of 
nominal clauses is 22.82 and the lowest is 11*27* The 
range of variation# thus# is higher in Achebe* s English. It 
indicates that Achebe*s English# compared to Raja Rao*s# is 
more varied in so far as nominal clauses are concerned. The 
percentage variation of adjectival clauses within Raja Rao*s 
samples is very little* it varies from the highest 4.50 per 
cent to tli© lowest 2*97 per cent. Within the Achebe samples 
tiie 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 said that as regards adjectival 
clauses also# Achebe*s English varies to a greater extent 
than Raja Rao*s* hi the use of adverbial clauses# both the 
writers# however# display more or less similar tendencies.

aThe range of variation between the highest and the lowest 
percentages are 7*84 for Raja Rao and 8.79 for Achebe. Such 
a difference seems to be negligible. It is# however# 
Important to note here that in two out of the five samples 
of Raja Rao# comment clauses are entirely absent. In each 
of the remaining three samples also the percentage of 
comment clauses is less than one. However# in all the 
Achebe samples there seems to be nothing remarkable either in 
the range of differences or in the variation of percentages.



Sa the light of the above discussion# it appears that 
Achebe* s English shows slightly greater variation in the 
use of nominal# adjectival and comment clauses* And Raja 
Hao* s English exhibits a slightly greater variation in the 
use of adverbial clauses* Accordingly# the two writers may 
be said to display somewhat similar tendencies as regards 
the use of different types of dependent classes*

4*1*6* t?grainallaed dependent clauses

Another important way of measuring syntactic complexity at 
the clausal level is to study the use of dependent clauses 
as noun phrase (NP) of complex sentences* This# however# 
requires some explanation here.

The concept of NP is taken from Transformational.
Generative Grammar. This device of using dependent clauses 
as the NF of complex sentences is known as * nominaii'setion* •
An extended discussion of different wa^s.of norninalisations 
in English is found in Lees <2.360). It-is seen that, some­
times# dependent clauses are used to perform the function of 
a noun phrase both in the positions of subject and complement 
in complex sentences. For example# in th© sentence# That he

the dependent
clause that he Is sincere serves the function of NP Csomething) 
in the subj ect slot. That is to say . * something* is ..evident 
from his activities end that something is That he Is sincere.
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Similarly# in the sentence# Ha gold, "X should know- whom
X_toraM^arry_toea_l am.away from.mv Parents*# the three
dependent clauses in the reported speech together function 
as toe second HP of He,„,s.aid» But it is to he noted here that 
toe first clause X^jshculdknow is nominal# the second whom I 
Should marry is adjectival and toe third when X am away from 
my parents is adverbial# It is thus evident that besides 
nominal disuses# adjectival and adverbial clauses also can 

occur as part of noda phrase# Ml dependent clauses which 
are used in the HP slot# together may be termed as *nomina- 
lized clauses* .# What is still more important is the level 
of subordination of the nominalized clauses# For example# in 
toe sentence*
Holv_ law„and„aaaea _that _smote the dartoeas of Ignorance have 
forgotten us the two adjectival clauses "who sent ua the

and toatamote
the fire of darkness of ignorance show the occurrences of two 
dependent clauses **• one within the other—* at the subject HP 
slot and indicate toe subordination level one <l»j) and level 
two teg) respectively# Xhus# toe level of subordination may 
be said to refer to the number of dependent clauses which 
belong to the same group (nominal# adjectival# or adverbial) 
and which# at toe same time# are used one after toe other in 
the HP slot# 7he dependent clauses are# then# placed under

level,! and levelg according to their level of subordination#
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Thus# it appears ’fell at t dependent clause representing
subordination level2 within which is another dependent 
clause representing the first level of subordination • While 
showing the level of suljordinatioa, this device reflects a 
hind of linguistic sophistication on the part of its users*
A study of the level of subordination# therefore# may yield 
useful information with respect to syntactical complexities 
of a writer# and hence# is of relevance in stylistic study*

The samples in the present study# however# showed no 
subordination under nominallzed adverbial clauses at level 
two (kg)* Also# no subordinations were found at level 
three 4i»^) under the categories nominal and norainalized 
adjectival clauses* Accordingly# subordinations here have 
been recorded at level cue (X»^) and level two (h?) of nominal 
and nominalised adverbial clauses# The data thus obtained 
are presented in Tables ll and 12# Table 11 shows the 
nuinbor of noioinallsed clauses appearing under different 
categories* It also shows their respective percentages#
The percentage distributions of nominalisod clauses are 
represented visually in Figure it# The percentages of 
nominallzed clauses have been computed as proportions of the 
total number of clauses*

i
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stable %x t Frequency and percentage distributions of 
norodnalized clauses {Figures in brackets 
indicate percentages)•

Writers Number of Nominal Adjectival Adverbial
nominalized clauses clauses clauses
clauses

Raja
Rao J&8(19*68) 694 117C16.10) (2*71) 37(0.36)
Achebe 761- (2i.e?) 532 186(15.15) (5.30) 43-(1.22)
X3' *s 33.0045,1 4f « 2f significant at the 0,0! level.

Table 11 and Figure 11 reveal that the overall percentage 
of nominalized clauses in Raja Rao's English is 19.68 and 
that in Achebe9 s is 21.67. It is thus obvious that Achebe 
uses a higher percentage of dependent clauses in the NP 
slot them Raja Rao« Out of the total 19.68 per cent nomina** 
iiscd. clauses in Rs-ja Eao 16.10 per cent are nominal clauses# 
2.71 per cent are adjectival clauses and *86 per cent are 
adverbial clauses? By contrast# Achebe*s 21*67 per cent 
nondnalised dependent clauses consists of 15.15 per cent 
nominal clauses# 5.30 per cent adjectival clauses and 1.22 
per cent adverbial clause©. Although the percentage of 
nominal clauses is higher in Raja Rao's sample# adjectival
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acid adverbial clauses are higher 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 Achebe* e English* 
What appears to be more important here is that although the 
total percentage of adverbial clauses in Raja Rac*s English 
is higher than that in Achebe* a# the latter* s English is 
marked by the use of a higher percentage of nomiaaliaed 
adverbial clauses* This suggests that Achebe uses more 
adverbial clauses along with the nominal clauses in the WP 
slot*

The value oMupiK significant at the 0*0l level# indicates 
that the two writers differ significantly from each other 
with regard to their use of nominalised dependent clauses*

4*1*7* bevel of subordination of nominal Ized clauses

The nominaliZad clauses# when placed under level one (l^) 
and level two (L^) according to their level of enbordinatlom# 
rcvosl the following similarities and differences between the 
two writers' English* Table 12 presents the data concerning 
the percentage distributions of norainalised clauses at 
levels one and two of the Raja Rao aid the Achebe samples*'
The percentage distributions of norainalized clauses at 
levels one and two in the samples of Raja Rao and Achebe are 
visually represented in Figure 11*
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iPefol© 12 » Frequency and percentage distribution© of 
aominalized clauses at lavel^ and levelg 
Raja Reo*s and A©heb©*s samples* (Fereentages* 
computed in terms of the total nuntber of clauses# 
are given in brackets)-*

Writers Xotal
nonsinallsed
clauses

... Morainal . ... Adiedstival ._hdy.effe.Aal_.
- h h' h Jau.2

\ V

Raja Rao 84S ms 29 109 00 37 k *
<19*68) <15.43) <0.6?) <2*83) <0*18) <0*S6) «*

&chebe 761 498 34 17© 08 43 **
<21.6?) <14*18)

\
<Q,9?) <5*07) (0*23) <1*22) «*

»36*8943j

, . fcX' >' ? /
df ts 6| /significant at. the 0*Ql level 1 ^ <-•

From ‘Xabie 12 and Figure 12# It Is seen that Raja Rao# 

coaxparad to hcheba# uses a higher percentage of nominal 

clauses at lovely# But at ievei^# difference in percentage 

between them is almost negligible? being 0*0? per cent md 

0*97 per coat respectively* However# in the use of nominal Assed 

adjectival clauses at lovely# the two writers differ ccnsA* 

derably from each other* at level^ of adjectival clauses the 

difference again As very slight* neither of them is found 

to use any adverbial clause at leveled The ChA-»sqaar© value 

which is significant at the 0*Qi level shows that th© two 

sets of data# as presented in 'Sable 12 and Figure 12# come 

from two different populations* 2a other words# with regard 

to the level of subordination of nominalised clauses# there
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exists significant difference between the two writers*
English. If the level of subordination reflects the 
degree of linguistic sophistication# one can arrive at a 
tentative conclusion that Ach^e* e English# with a signi­
ficantly higher percentage of nominalised clauses# displays 
greater sophistication and greater syntactical complexities 
than Raja Rao*s*

4.1.8. structure of nominal group feG)

Syntactical complexities# as mentioned earlier# are also 
discovered in the structure of units smaller than sentence 
and clause. Accordingly# after discussing the features 
operating at the levels of sentences and clauses# an analyst 
of style usually examines the complexities of lower rank 
units. It is# therefore# logical to assume that an examina­
tion of certain distinctive syntactic characteristics 
operating at the level of group also can reveal stylistically 
relevant information.

A group is defined as a word or a group of words that 
operate as a particular word class in a clause. At the 
level of group# two features have been analysed in the present 
study. Ihese are t Cl) the structure of nominal group(NG) 
and Cii) the verb-verbal ratio <WR) in the verbal group.

i) Nominal group t A nominal group is represented cither 
by a single word or toy a group of words that function as a
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ncxm or subject in a clause* Nominal groups# on the basis 
of their structure# fall into two categories simple and 
complex* A simple nominal group contains only the headword (H) 
which operates in the subject slot of a clause# such as man* 
or sun* A complex nominal group# on the other hand# consists 
of the headword (h) (which Is obligatory) and one or more 
other words which are dependent on the headword (and hence 
are optional)# such as a haopy man or the bright sun In the skv. 
She dependents that go with the headword are primarily divided 
into two groups —- modifier© <M) —•* words that precede the 
headword end qualifier^) words that follow the headword*
For example# in the bright son in the shy the headword aun is 
preceded by tshg and bright and is followed by in the star# 
Accordingly#, the and bright are modifiers ..and in the akv act 
as a qualifier*

Modifiers# again# are divided into four subgroups on the 
basis of their position * The subgroups are determiner to) # 
ordinal(0>* epithet<e), and nountoK For instance# in the 
nominal group the,five ,old. city colleges the headword .fisMpggj 
is preceded by four other words* Among these four words# the 
is determiner to)# five is ordinal <0)# old is epithet Cb) and 
city is noun to),* 2h the present study# the words that 
accompany a nominal group# accordingly# have been placed Under 
the categories D# ©# E# N* H and Q«
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The main concern here wes to see how much complexities 
the two writers reveal at this level of analysis* Put more 
clearly# the analysis of nominal group was undertaken with 
a view to finding out how many nouns in Raja Rao*s and 
Aehebe* s samples* function on their own without any modifier 
or qualifier* how many complex nominal groups contain 
different elements of modification and how many of them take 
qualifiers* it is a common supposition that Indians often 
write English with more complex nominal groups (Kachxu# 1933) • 
Raja Rao# being an Indian writer in English# was expected to 
use more complex nominal groups than Aehebe*

&i counting the nominal groups the following points were 
considered* compound or co-ordinated nominal group (having 
two or more subjects)# such as schools and colleges or men* 
women and children was counted as one nominal group* Subject
having double or more predicates* such as ffhe RrinclPat want

was
also counted as one nominal group*

The number of nominal groups in the individual samples of 
the two writers was counted first* Then the nominal groups 
in the five different samples each of Raja Rao and Aehebe were 
added separately* Their percentages were calculated in terms 
of the total nuntoer of nominal groups* The data thus Obtained 
are presented in Table 13* figure 13 represents the percen­
tage distributions of different elements of nominal group® in
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Raja Rao's and Achebe*s samples.

Sable 13 * Frequency and percentage distributions of 
different types of nominal groups in Raja 
Rad* a and Achebe* a samples. (Percentages are 
given in brackets)•

Writers Total
nominal
groups

Siirple
nominal
groups

Comdex nominal arouos
P © B M

Q

Raja Rao 3755 2730(72.70) 703 IS(18.72X.43) 125(3.33)
90
(2.40)

39(2*37)
Achebe 3024 1970 666 50 172 80 86(65.14) (22*02)(1.65) (5.69) (2 *64) (2.84)

qO- *69.0672* d£ m 5# significant at the 0.01 level*

£fce can see from Table 13 and Figure 13 that Raja Rao# 
compared to Achebe# uses a higher percentage of simple nominal 
groups. The perctsntage of simple nominal groups in Raja Rao 
is 72.70 and that in Achebe is 65.14. Achebe# however* uses 
a higher percentage of determiners than Raja Rao. The 
percentages of complex nominal groups with G#E#M and Q also 
are higher in Achebe* Thus* it is Striking to note that the 
percentages of all the different types of complex nominal 
groups are higher in Achebe*a English than those in Raja Rao*s* 
The Chi-square (li%) test shows that the difference between 

the two writers is significant at the 0*01 level• It#therefore* 
can be said that Raja Rao and Achebe# in their use of different
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types of nominal groups# differ significantly from each 
other#

But the difference here is pot found to he in the expected 
^ direction# Raja Rao# who was expected to use more complex 
nominal groups# in fact# uses a predominancy higher percen** 
tage of simple nominal groups. A high proportion of complex 
nominal groups indicates syntactic complexity and semantic 
richness. The presence of a strikingly high percentage of 
simple nominal groups in m individual* s writing# on the 
other hand# is an indicator of plain style. The significantly 
higher percentages of simple nominal 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 star la. V 
But Raja Rao# compared to Achebe# uses a higher percentage 
of simple nominal groups. This indicates the fact that Raja 
Rao*s English# compared to Achebe* s# is more plain and less 
ornamented. Thus# the finding of the present study does A 

not support the supposition that Indian English has a strong 
tendency toward using coitplex nominal groups.

A study of the variation in the use of simple end complex 
nominal groups within the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples 
also reveal stylistically relevant information. Table 14 
shows the frequency and percentage distributions and Figure 14 
represents the percentage distributions of simple and different
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types of complex nominal groups within the sauries of Raja 
Rap and Achebe*

Table 14 t Frequency and percentage distributions of simple 
and different types of complex nominal groups* 
(Percentages are given in brackets)•

samples Total Simple Comolexjnomlnal grouna__ Q
nominal nominal © 0 R" H
groups groups

X 754 547
(72*55)

,157 3
(20,82) .3•(*40)

11
(1*46) 21(2*78) (1*98)

J-Sgt 1633 1203
(73.06)

274
(16*78)

8
(.49)

62
(3.80)

43
(2*68)

43
(2*63)

,£§ $02 ,«* , 
(73.90)

102
(21.32)

0
( * ) 11(2*19)

f
(1*39) 11

(2.19)

CK
* /

234 133
(59.40)

56
(23*93)

> , 
(.43)

17
(7*26) (3.42) (1*55)

SBk $32 470
(74.37)

114(18.08) (*95)
" 24
(3*80)

11(1*74)
7

(!*!!>
Total 3755 2730

(72.70)
.703..:T
(18.72)

18
(.48)

125'.. -
(3*33)

ir-*
(2*40)

89
(2.37)

tfa 666 402
(60.36)

175
(26.28)

16(2.40)
34’

(5.10)
, 24 
(3.60)

15
(2.25)

HOAE 548 m
(69.16)

108
(19.71)

6
(1*09)

26
(4.74)

12
(2.19)

17
(3*10)

AQQ 1018 678
(66*60)

221
(21.71)

21
(2.06)

S3
(5*21)

24
(2*36)

21(2*06)

AMOP 486 328
(67*49) (l9?3i) 8

1*62)
35

(7.20)
7

<1.44)
19
(3.91)

GAW 306 183(59.80)
68

(22.22)
4

(1*31) (7*84)
13

(4.25)
14
(4.57)

Total ' 3024 1970
(65.14)

666
(22*02)

50
(l«65)

80
(2*64)

86
(2.84)
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it is seen that with regard to simple nominal groups 
Baja Bao* s samples Vary from tie highest 74*37 per cent 
in JH to the lowest 59*40 per cent in gk. Achebe uses the 
highest 69*16 per cast simple nominal groups in BAAE and the 
lowest 59*80 per cent in GAW* Although their lowest percen­
tages are very close to each other, the highest percentages 
Of simple nominal groups is higher in Baja Rso. This is )< 
indicative of the fact that Baja Rao shows a wider range of 
variation in the use of simple nominal groups or unmodified 
nouns* The two writers also differ with respect to different 
types of complex noifiinal groups* As Table 14 and Figure 14 
shoves# Achebe# compared to Baja Bao# varies, to a greater 
extent in the use of P» O and Kt» Baja Bao* on the other 
hand# shows greater variations with regard to E and Q» Also 
striding is that ©s in Baja Kao's are entirely absent* 
However# in all the five samples of Achebe G„ are present 
and their percentages also-are substantially higher .excepting 
in AMQF* Although Baja Bad shows greater variation in the use 
of Es» Achebe uses higher percentages of Es in his samples in 
general* This points to Achebe1 s tendency towards using 
adjectives whenever possible to modify his subjects* Such 
a device adds detail and colour to Achebe* a English*

4*1*9* Verb*verbal ratio(WB)

An examination of the verbal group as verbs and verbals reveal 
another stylistic dimension which can be useful for differen-



tiating the two writers* This area of analysis is adapted 
here from heaska <1970). According heaska# a study of the 

proportion of verbs and verbals used shows ‘verb density* • 

Verbs refer to finite verb and verbals include non-finite 

forms# such as participles# gerunds and infinitives* Verb- 
verbal ratio is obtained by dividing the number of verbs 

used by the number of verbals used. Verbs accompany subjects 
but verbals do not* so the higher the ratio of verbs in 
relation to verbals# the more structured is the language 

and a more structured language is always easy to follow* 
Table 15 and Figure 15 show the verb-verbal ratio in Raja 
Kao's and Achebe*s samples*

Table 15 a Verb-verbal ratio in Raja Kao's and Achebe* s 
samples*

writers Verbs Verbals Ratio

Raja Rao 4184 820 5.10

Ach^>e 3511 865 4.06

?Cta 18*0951? d£ w l? significant at the Q.Qi level

Qn& cah' see from Table 15 and Figure 15 that the Raja Rao 
sample contains a higher ratio then the Achebe sample* Raja 
Rao uses one verbal for every 5«i0 verbs# whereas Achebe uses 
one verbal for every 4.06 verbs* Statistical analysis with
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the help of Chi-square test shows that the difference between 

the two writers is significant at the 0*01 level . It is thus 

evident that Raja Rao* s language with a higher verb-verbal 

ratio is more structured than Achebe* a* if a more structured 

language is easier to follow# Raja Rao1© language# compared 

to Achebe'a# is certainly so* hevin (1958) suggests that 
verbals immobilise action* Achebe,with a lower verb-verbal ^ 

ratio# accordingly# may be said to exhibit a greater tendency 

toward immobilizing verbs by transposing them into verbals*

As regards variations in verb-verbal ratio within the 

samples of Raja Rao and Aehebe# the following isoiats can be 

made* Variations in verb-verbal -ratios within the samples of 

Raj a Rao and Achebe are shown in Table 18 and are represented 

with the help of a graph in Figure 16*

Table 16 i Verb-verbal ratio within the samples of Raja Rao 
and Achebe*

Samples Verbs Verbals Ratio

K•mm 791 170 4*65
SR 1810 375 4*83
CS 569 86 6*61
csk 265 45 5.89
IE 749 144 5.20
Total 4184 820 5.10
2£A 757 174 4.35
ttl&E 609 146 4*17
AG8 1211 230 5*26
A«QP 571 214 2*56
gam 363 iQl 3.59

Total 3511 865 4.06
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From Table 16 and Figure 16 it is seen that the ratios 
within the Raja Rao samples# in general are higher than 
those in the Achebe samples* The highest ratio in Raja 
Rao* s £S indicates that the language of CS is the most 
structured and consequently is the easiest to understand 
within the Raja Rao samples* within Achebe*s samples# AMOP 
has the lowest ratio. It is# therefore# logical to assume 
that the language of Achebe* s AMOP# compared to the language 
of his other camples# is less structured and hence is 
difficult to follow* It is thus obvious that with regard 
to verb density# Raja Rao* s CS# with the highest verb-verbal 
ratio# greatly differs from his other works* Achebe *s AMOP# 
with, the lowest verb-verbal ratio# represents a marked 
variation in Achebe* s style*

4*2. OEXICAJU LBVfih
jj11' ^ ' )

Compared to syntax which indeed is a complex process# lexis ^ 
in any language in general# and in ah analytic one like 
English in particular* is regarded as m *open* system that 
provides an area of wider choice* In other words# it is in 
lexis that any user of language enjoys a greater freedom of 
choice with less restriction* Turner <1973)# accordingly# 
remarks that vocabularly is ‘•’the least rigorously systematic \/' 
part of language” (p« 16)• Often# if allows departures from 
an accepted scheme to produce novelty by creative jump# and 
thus# is especially subject to innovation and experimentation.
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$hat vocabulary provides a greater freedom of choice then 
syntax may be illustrated by Winters* (3.981) remarks that 
“the novelist may pause to reflect on whether to use the 
word fatherly or parental# haughty or arrogant# but is not 
as apt to consider whether a subordinating conjunction or a 
relative adverb is appropriate1* (p*59)*

literature* generally# is cn activity using words* A x/""' 
writer# in the process of his * creative self-expression* # 
often# experiences# what may be called * the intolerable 
wrestle with words* # (to borrow an expression from T.s*
Eliot)* nevertheless# a skilful writer# succeeds in impart­
ing exactness and effectiveness to his expression by making 
a proper use of the potential choices# '.Thus* it appears 
that it is not only the words in the best order or organisa­
tion but also the best selection or choice of words# that 
together constitute a good work of literature* She ways*- 
la which a writer shows the range of his vocabulary by 
varying his choices# coins new words# creates compound units

fi
through processes of collocation and other lexical formula-

itions — certainly reflect his individuality# his stylistic 
distinctiveness in writing* An analysis of different 
lexical features# of coarse# toads to offer potentially

' r < 4
powerful stylistic differentiae at the the iexieal level*

It is true that a large number of features may be



investigated at the lexical level* One can* for instance* 
maice an inventory of variables by formulating questions* 
such as *How wide is the range of vocabulary of a writer?*
* Is his vocabulary simple or complex* abstract or contrete?*
* What is the average length of word?* *Are adjectives and
adverbs frequent?* 1 Is there any use of rare or specialized 
vocabulary?* any particular morphological categories
noteworthy?* * Is there any significant use of compounds and 
hyphenated words?*

Obviously enough* all such variables are not of equal 
stylistic importance in every study* Hence* a stylisticiian 
concentrates only on selected features* relevant to his 
study. The lexical features examined in the present study can 
be placed under two groups* viz** vocabulary measures and 
lexical innovations*

4*2*1* Vocabulary measures t Type-token ratio(TTR)
>

Quantitative stylistics* as a matter of fact* has been mostly 
concerned with three types of vocabulary treasures* These are 
vocabulary variability* the use of exceptional words* and the 
use of hoy-words* Vocabulary variability relates to the size 
of a writer* s active vocabulary. !h other words*' it refers 
to his ability or willingness not to repeat words but rather 
seefc synonyms* infrequent words* that is* words rarely used* 
neologisms and words of foreign origin* fall within the class
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* exceptional words' # and the category 'key-words* # or in 
Posner's (1963) term mots-ciea# includes the specific words 
that an author uses at an unusual frequency# that is# the 
words typical of a writer* A key-word# as Ullmann (1964) 
suggests# is a purely statistical concept* It is a word 
which occurs most frequently in the works of a writer* Yule#- 
<1944)# however# suggests that it is not the exceptional 
words# but the key-words# or the words used over and over 
again# that determine “the colour and flavour of a text“ 'v'"' 
(p*2)* But one should do well to keep in mind that the 
key-words# which express the obsession of a writer# have 
been found more useful in determining the questionable 
authorship than in the study of style (sandell# 1977).

Among different types of vocabulary measures# It is 
perhaps the measure of vocabulary variability that has been 
more extensively studied* Carroll (1938)# Yule (1944) and 
Herdan (i960 and 1964)# to mention a few# have discussed the 
different measures of this variable in great detail* Ihe 
most commonly used measure of Variability is probably the 
type-token ratio (I’iiO* 1 The TTR has proved itself an effective 
measure of verbal diversification • It has been suggested to 
be “a good index of lexical diversity” by Osgood (1960# p.298)* 
and a measure of concentration of vocabulary by Yule (3.944)* 
Yule's study also fairly establishes the fact that a study of 
vocabulary diversity can usefully reflect some aspect of
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stylistic distinctiveness of an individual writer*

•Johnson (1944) provides an extensive discussion of the 
TTR* * Types*' refer to the number of different words# while 
* tokens* refer to the total nuntoer of words used in a text*
The TTR* that is# the ratio of the total nuntoer of types to 
the total number of tokens is obtained by dividing the nuirfcer 
of different, words by the total number of words used within, 
any specific parts of speech* A higher ratio necessarily 
represents a greater vocabulary variety* Inc other words# 
if the ratio of the total number of types to the total nuniber 
of tokens is higher# there will necessarily be less repetition 
of vocabulary items within the parts of speech being considered.

in the present study# TTBs were calculated for nouns# 
verbs# adjectives# adverbs* prepositions acid conjunctions*
In the vocabulary counts# the following points were considered* 
Proper nouns were included in the noun count# and models 
(e«g**Will# *may*) were excluded from the verb count* Past 
participles# used as adjectives# and nouns functioning as 
adjectives were counted as adjectives. Adverb phrases of 
time# such as *all of a sudden* and ♦ over the years* were 
counted as one adverb and the preposition count did not take 
into account the Vto* before infinitive* These* counts were 
based on a study conducted by Swain (1975)*
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Mention is to fee made here of the fact that the enormous X 
sise of the entire Raja Rao and the Achebe samples appeared 
unwieldy and posed procedural difficulty in counting all the 
types and the tokens* So*. for the sake of convenience* the 
TTRs* in the present study* have been examined on a random 
sample basis taking 1000 words each from Raja Rao and Achebe* 
The first 1000 words from the randomly selected pages from 
ffR constituted the Raja Rao sample and the first lQQG words 
from the randomly selected pages from gam formed the Achebe 
sample for the measure of TTRs in the present study* Given 
in Table 17 are the TTRss of Raja Ra©*s and Achebe*s samples* 
Figure 17 represents visually the TTRs of the two writers*

Table 17 i TTRs of a 1000-word sample each of Raja Rao and 
Chinua Achebe*

Farts of speech Ra1 a Rao Chinua Achebe
Type Token RclftiQ Type Token Ratio

Ncuns 134 216 *62 142 211 •67
Verbs @5 175 *49 80 154 •52
Adjectives 33 40 .83 41 53 .77
Adverbs 30 52 •58 24 31 .77
Prepositions 21 78 *27 19 93 .20
Conjunctions 05 99 .03 05 36 *14

Looking down the Ratio columns of Table 17 one Gan find
that differences* both small and great* do exist between the
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FIGURE 17 ! TYPE - TOKEN RATIO
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TTRs in the two writers* samples* The differences# as 
Table 17 and Figure 17 show# are# however# small in some 
cases and appreciably great in others* The TTRs for 
adjectives and prepositions are higher in the Raja Rao
sample than the TTRs in the corresponding Achebe sample*

<

The higher numerical values of the TTRs for adjectives and 
prepositions in the sample of Raja Rao indicate that Raja 
Rao displays greater varieties in his choices of adjectives 
and prepositions than Achebe* With the possible exceptions 
of adjectives and prepositions# the TTRs for the remaining 
parts of speech# are# however# higher in the Achebe sample* 
This goes to indicate that in so far as the choices of 
ucansi verbs# adverbs and conjunctions are concerned# 
Achebe* s prose displays greater varieties in the choices

'5
V\

<r x.
4\|

V

of vocabulary.

It is important- to note here that between the two samples# 
the largest difference occurs with respect to adverbs (*58 
ve* *77) • This indicates that the two writers differ greatly 
from each other with regard to their choices of adverbs* It 
may# therefore# be said 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 as 
possible* As can be seen from Table 17 and Figure 17# the
two writers least differ with regard to their use of verbs )\l

' 'X , 'A. " 1
(•49 vs* *52) which means that both of them use almost an 
eqpal variety in their choice of verbs*
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It is to be noted here that prepositions and conjunctions 
being the ‘closed-system items* # (“closed in the sense that 
they cannot normally be extended by the creation of additional 
members9# Quirk at al* 1973# p*19)# provide less scope for 

’variety# Accordingly# the ttr© for prepositions and conjun­
ctions# compared to those for noons# verbs, adjectives and 
advetbs# are assumed to be very loir* The evidence in Table 17
and Figure it support-; this assumption* ’

^ '
With regard to the TTRs for conjunctions# appreciable 

difference exists between the Raja Rao ample and the Achebe 
sample* A few important points can be made on the basis of 
this difference* First# as is evident from Table 17 and 
Figure 17# the ratio for conjunctions in Raja Rao is *05 
and that in Achebe is *14# The higher ratio in Achebe 

indicates that his English, displays a greater variety in the 
choice of conjunctions than Raja Rao*e*

Secondly# going one step further# One can also discover 
that Raja Rao1 a vocabulary# compared to that of Achebe# is 
characterized by the presence of a higher percentage of 
conjunctions* The percentage of conjunctions in Raja Rao*s 
total vocabulary is 9*9 and that in Achebe*© is 3*6# The || 
use of a high frequency of conjunction words for Joining a:- 

series of items •*—- words end phrases together# gives the
\ 1impression of slow time* It refers to a situation where 1 '• )

***** r*** t
M M-r.
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things happen in a leisurely way* Raja Rao believes that 
pattemings of language reflect the personality of the 
speaker* He uses this device perhaps to refer to the 
mental make-up of his characters who pass from one complex 
thought to another as they speak or think*

Thirdly# a further study of the types of conjunctions 
yields another important fact shout Raja Rao*a style* The 
fact is that Raja Rao exhibits a predominant tendency >r;
towards using co-ordinating conjunction end* Jn the Raja 
Rao sample* among the 99 conjunctions used, and occurs 36 
times* In the corresponding Achebe sample# among the 36 
conjunctions used* and occurs only 24 times* 3?he percentage 
of and among the total number of conjunctions used in the 
Raja Rao sample is 86*27 and that in the Achebe sample is

\

66*67* 5?his characterstic of Raja Rao's English# that is# X 
the frequent use of and* reminds on© of Hemingway*© English* 
Hemingway# as hevin (1958) claims# strings nouns by means \

V'
of conjunctions# especially and. According to I*evin# and 
is Hemingway’s * key-word* • For Raja Rao also# .and*, with its 
unusual frequency# i*e*# repeated use# may be equally 
considered the *key-word** she device of joining a series 
of items# words and phrases together by 'and does not strain 
the mind of the reader to find an order of importance* and 
being an equating conjunction# does not invite evaluation 

«. (Bunselraeyer# 1981)« and thus facilitates *the actual flow 
of experience* in Raja Rao*s works*
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4.2.2. Lexical contextual izatioaa

One of the most striking features of non-native variety of 
creative writing in general is the contextuaiisation of 
certain linguistic elements# Contextualization takes place 
at all levels of linguistic analysis# viz.# phonology, 
morphology# syntax end lexis. But it is lexis# which being 
one of the least systematic parts of language# provides the 
ncn^native writer with the greatest possibility of linguistic 
experimentation•

Creative writing in a non-native language# as mentioned
i

earlier# involves an attempt at expressing something of the 
writer* s own way of life and experience. A non-native 
writer# therefore# in describing local situations and native 
temperament# uses certain contextual lexical items. These 
items are intimately related to his native culture and are 
always better understood in the context of that culture 
only. These are items usually belonging to the writer* s 
native registers of food and drink# fashion and style# 
festival and ceremonies# religion and ritual and social 
status and caste-system. They are often used “to give local 
colour and indicate features native to the country** {Williams# 

1973; p.xiv). They recreate native consciousness# and reveal 
native situation. Thus# creative writing in a non-native 
language, in general# is likely to be characterized by a 
great inventiveness# especially# in respect of lexical
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contextualization« A study of contextual lexical elements# 

thus# appears to he of great relevance in stylistic studies* 

Referring to this aspect# Winters (l98l) writes# "As for 

vocabulary# 1 see great potential for a stylistic appraisal 

of lexicon of a novelist writing in a second language" 

(p.58>.

/V'

Usually# a non-native writer uses some local words in •W^.
ei ,^sq^C-

original* ^ lie docs so when he thinks that the semantic
C ' Jdimension of the terms would be lost in translation* At 

times# instead of using native words in original form# he 

uses them in translation • These translated forms undergo 

a process of semantic extension* They often imply something 

more than what they nerraally mean in the native situation*

A ^ion-native writer also uses certain collocations which 

include mixed lexical items both from his native language 

and from his adopted medium* Cha can find an extended 

account of contextualizatioh of English in India in Kachxu

V"\

A-1

<1S83>.

3h the present study# contextual lexical items have been 

studied under three main categories* The categories are 

(i) local word **— which includes native words used in original 

form# (ii) lexical transfer —* which comprises translated 

forms of local words or phrases# and (ill) hybridized 

collocation •*"* which consists of compound formations having 

lexical items from the native language as well as from English.
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The main concern at this stage of analysis was to see how

many different contextual lexical items occur in Raj a Rao's

and Achebe* s samples and what similarities and differences

the two writers exhibit in their use of these items* The

assumption here was that Raja Rao# who unlike Achebe# has
. /

been greatly influenced by a rich written literary tradition* 

would exhibit a greater tendency towards using contextual 

lexical elements* The frequency and percentage distributions 

of contextual lexical items in the samples of Raja Kao and 

Achebe are presented in Table 18* Figure 18 visually 

represents the percentage distributions of contextual lexical 

items in the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples* in listing 

the contextual items* collocations as well as phrases were 

counted as single words* The same item* occurring more than 

one time* was also counted as one item*

Table 18 ? Frequency and percentage distributions of different 
contextual 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 
number of 
words

Number of 
contextual 
lexical 
items

citlVS

words
lexical
trans­
fers

Hybridised
colloca­
tions

Raja Rao 30301 144
(0*47) n(0.25)

aQ
(0.16)

20

(0.07)

Achebe 25733 9$
(0*36)

54
(0*21)

28
(0.11)

11
(0.04)

TO2' 53 0*8342? df w 2? not significant at the 0*01 level
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Qae can see from Table 18 and Figure 18 that Raja Rao*s 

serfpie# compared -to that, of Aehebe# contains a higher 

percentage of contextual lexical items* It is seen that in 

his 30301*-word seraple Baja Rao has used 144 different 

contextual iterns* By contrast# achobe# in his sasple of 

25-733 words# has used 03 different contextual words* The 

percentage of different contextual lexical items in Raja 

Re© is 0.47 and that In Aeheb© is 0*36* Moreover# the 

percentages of all the three categories of contextual lexical 

items are higher in Raja Ago* s samples than in Achebe*s.

But the Chi«squ.£ir© test shows that the difference Is not 

significant at -the 0*01 level • It# therefore# follows that 

with regard to lexical contextsalisaticn* Raj a Rao's English 

does not differ significantly from Aebeba*©. The assumption 

hero thus did not prove valid*

The break-up of toe contextual items Into different 

categories also shows a similarity between Raja Rao*s and 

Aeftebe* s English* It is seem that Raja Rao has used 75 

native words# 49 lexical transfer© and 20 hybridised collo­

cations* Achebe has used 54 native words# 28 lexical 

transfers and 11 hybridised collocations* in this respect# 

the two writers show a common tendency* in both of them 

the proportion, of native words is higher than that of 

lexical transfers and the proportion of lexical transfers 

is higher them that of hybrid-iced collocations*

>
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Furthermore# out of the 144 contextual lexical items 
recorded from Rada Raofs samples# 64 (that is# 0*44 per cent 

of the total contextual items occur in K alone* Gut of his 
93 contextual lexical elements# Aehebe has used 30 (that is 

0*32 per cent) different contextual elements in Tff.fi. and 

another 44 (0*46 per cent) in A03» It is important to note 

that no contextual lexical item has bean found in Aehebe*s 

AMQP* Thus# it appears that contextual lexical items are 

used more frequently in the village novels than in the 

novels with urban# cosmopolitan settings* The reason for 
this is that village novels# which depict native situations 

more faithfully# are more cultured-bound •

It has also been observed that Raja Rao has explained 

most of the native words he has used# either by providing a 
glossary as in JjR and PR or with the help of footnotes as in 

K# eg and ck* Achebe# too# has provided a glossary of Zbo 
words and phrases in his TffA* However# in his other works# 
he has neither attached a glossary nor added footnotes to 

explain the native terms* It is worth mentioning here that 
most of the native words used in Raja Rao*s works are not 

italicised* But roost of the 3bo words used by Achebe are
italicised* By italicising* Achebe perhaps intends to make
them conspicuous*
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174)* chitrahna (K |?4)# poinded rice <|C 214) in Raja 

Rao*s samples refer to food items* 3h the Achebe samples 

also one comes across names of common food Items like Yam foo 

foo (Tg& 33), ecwsi eoap (&gg 116)* Qkro <£CG 211)* Uaanl 

(aog 216)* and Qari (GAVT 107). liexical items* such as Dasara 

<& 35)* <K 166) mM. <S£ 166)* ^ % 21l)»

iaiia^g.sj;lga3t <£& 94)* 174)* &gn4&g

dram (K 156)* Hair!-Guttinq«*cegemcny (K 65) in Raja Rao*s books 

and Ifeoma (TPA 116)* ebunu (aOG 21l)# Feast of the Mew Yam 

(TFA 33) in Achebe* s books belong to the registers of festivals 

and ceremonies* some translated items* like Holy ashes <K 35) 

MZ&J&XSM <& 197)* ji>segal^l din-neg <K 65), Faneral pyres 

(SR 21) in Raja Rao and Second burial (aOG 216)* Funeral feast 

<&2£ 216) £urlj^&g.aj& <MS 216)* garlfleatlon.,rlteg 33)*

hvraa*»singinc (gaw 35) in Achebe refer to rituals* Both of 

them have used items that refer to fashion and dress* Examples 

are Photl <K 24)* RhMiciothes (g 219)* In Rala Rao and lappa 
<A0G 211)* Goatskinbaq (tfa 65)* and Jialda (TFA 65) in Achebe. 

g£l (sr 366)* bllva igs 21) neem tree (^ 35) in Raja Rao and 

Palm Kernele i%M 24)*Kcla_nutp 116)* iroko tree (TFA 40) 

Qqbu free (aog 68) in Chinua Achebe are names of trees and 

fruits* Raja Rao has also used certain abuse and swearwords 
like prostitute*bom (PR 2l)« donkey*a child (PR 7l)* daughter 

of a witch (PR 78)* You maakev (PR 83) and son of a concubine 

(PR 78)* lEhus, it follows that both Raja Rao and Achebe have 

used contextual lexical words and phrases to make references
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to food# dress# rituals# ceremonies and such other aspects 
of their native culture*

4*3* INTER-SEHTEcICE bEVEb

Until recently it was a commonplace among linguists and 
stylisticians alike that the sentence was the largest unit 
of linguistic analysis,* Assuming sentences as "the Hercules 
columns of linguistics" (weinrieh* 1971# p.22l)# traditional 
linguistic theories generally tended to examine the structural 
complexities within the sentence and have overlooked relation­
ship of one sentence to its neighbour# l*e«# the importance 
of sequence of sentences* consequently# there was hardly 
any linguistic model for studying the patterns of any larger 
unit beyond the sentence* However# in recent years# linguists 
and stylisticians have come to realise that units higher than 
the sentence are as much syntactic as those lower# and 
consequently# have felt the necessity of coming to gripe 
with various linguistic devices which are used to signal the 
relationships between sentences or the Inter-sentence cohesion*
* Cohesion* msg be defined as the set of posibilities that 
exist in the language for making sentences hang together 
(Halliday & Hasan# 3.976

It was Harris <1952) who for the first time# systematically 
investigated the connectedness of sentences* He named his ’v/ 
study *discourse analysis*• While the traditional sentence
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grammar deals with the composition of many words into one 
sentence# * discourse analysis* proposes to discover the 
patternings of linguistic elements beyond the limit of the 
sentence# 3b discovering the connecting devices# discourse 
analysis looks beyond the individual sentence to see how it \ 

fits in with its neighbours* Discourse analysis# thus# is 
directed at the isolation of linguistic features that 
differentiate a coherent series of sentences (i«e* discourse) 
from a mere agglomeration of sentences* But what exactly 
constitutes a discourse? **** A discourse may be defined ae a 
unit of linguistic performance which stands complete in 
itself* At the lower end of the scale# It can be# am Chapman 
(1973) holds# a single imperative ^Stop** •** and at the upper# 
it may be of any length* A discourse* in short# is the 
* effective* or • operational* unit of language*

Following Harris# others have expressed the view that a 
study of the links between the sentences is# indeed# relevant 
and greatly important in any detailed linguistic analysis of- 
style and accordingly# have examined the different connecting 
devices* Hill (1959) and Saporta (i960), for instance# while 
discussing the importance of inter*»sentence connection# 
suggest that linguistic study of literary text must also take 
into account those formal features which regulate structural 
relations above the level of the sentence* ffhe same view is 
reiterated by Fowler (1966b) when he says that linguistic 
study of literature must move forward from sentence structure
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to a consideration of formal devices which tend “to unify 
or structure continuous texts* (p*3). A study of the devices 
operating beyond the level of the sentence# in Fowler* s words#, 
is "greater-than-sentence stylistics" <p«i@K

Recent developments in linguistic theories have facilitated 
the description of language beyond the sentence level* 
linguists# being equipped with these advanced theories# have 
refuted the traditional contention that outside the sentence 
there are no restraints* .Instead# they have been able to 
discover plenty of such constraints that link erne sentence to

i

another (Palmer# 1971)* Da a similar way# weiarich (l9?l)

also states that “there 1$ no reason to stop syntactic research 
at the magic border of the sentence* <pp*221-222) • He 
introduces the concept of “textual or raacrc*ayntax“ (p«22l) 
to deal with the units higher than the sentence* Page (1972) 
expresses the view that discussion of syntactic complexity# 

to be comprehensive# must incorporate an account of inter- ^ 
santence^cohesioj* According to him* "the analysis of prose
should be prepared to concern itself both with structure within 
the sentence-unit and with the ‘gross anatomy* of the succession 
of sentences which make up the paragraph or other (generally 
nameless) larger unit* (p*l02>* Treading along the same track 
Sinclair <1972) also subscribes to the view when he writes 
that since sentences In a literary text are clearly not indepen­
dent it is artificial to draw an imaginary line at the sentence
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(p*18)« I»lke his predecessors in this field# Turner <1973) 

also believes that "The links between sentences in discourse 

may be of as much stylistic interest as the links between 

clauses in a sentence" (p*l04)* For a discussion of style# 

it is# therefore# usual to include a study of structural 

tracts of language larger than a single sentence* The same 

idea has further been stressed by Chapman <1973). He says#

"3a fact stylistics# whatever style is being investigated, \..

cannot proceed very far without recognition of units above 

the sentence" Cp.lOQ)* a stylistic analysis that does not 

include a study of sentence connecting devices# is# therefore# 

likely to be limited in its scope* It is# thus# obvious that 

over the years# the concept of * inter~sefcfence relations* 

has become a concern of increasing interest in the field of 

linguistic analysis of literary texts* This concept is now 

being usefully investigated under such varied names as 

* discourse analy sis* # 1 hyper-syntax* # * textgrammatik* # * text 

syntax* ‘text linguistics*# *tranelinguistigue* end *suprasen* 

tential-cohesion* * These different terminologies tend to point 

h to the fact that the interest in discourse analysis is inter-
ir% I
! national in extent {Hendricks# 1973)*

But whatever may be said in favour of discourse analysis# 

it is# of course# true that the description of linguistic 

r.-/A structure beyond the sentence level is not as well advanced as

!
I; that of below the sentence* The essays and articles which so

LtfWpt'-h /rlc’ e-+r*.sL i /p

S--Lh«C,{ <V*<U‘mS6W/i hC., U&<-\ &Yy

& ,^-tC t { l/v ‘V
!'J UlCi '(C'H'tj**?;
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far have appeared in this field# however varied and numerous# 

have not yet been able to set up a definite tread# However# 
among the various attempts made to describe and illustrate 

those linguistic features which contribute to cohesion between 

sentences# mention may be made of the following*

bft his discussion of different devices used to achieve 
inter-sentence cohesion# Sledd (1959) includes conjunctions# 

sentence-advejcbiais# pronouns# determiners# auxiliaries# 

parallel structure# synonyms# and verbal repetitions as 
sentence-linking features# Gleason (1965)# on the other hand# 

groups the features under two main categories* He discusses 
the use of conjunctions and anaphoric substitutes as the 
principal cohesive devices* Crystal and Davy <1969) present 

a more comprehensive framework for studying in ter-sentence 
relationships# They suggest that the important relations
which regulate the clustering of sentences together in a text

, \

can be usefully studied in terms of variables# such as ellipsis#
. 4

anaphora# the use of concord# lexical features# adverbial 
contrasts and prosodic features* Fnkvist <l97l) tentatively 

groups the wide range of. features connected with inter­
sentence cohesion into three main areas.#, vis,*# 'topic' # 'focus' 
and 'linkage' • 'Topic' refers to the "features pertaining to 

the main subject of the discoursal unit# the cohesion of the 
vocabulary# and the field of discourse** • 'Focus* means "the 

choice and marking of function for words and word groups in a

\



clause and sentence". ‘Linkage* includes "the use of those 
phrases# conjunctions# pronouns# instances of concord and 
tense sequence and the like# which form the surface layer 
of the formal marks' linking each sentence to its di scour sal 
environment" (p.57)*

Quirk and Greenbaum (1973) have discussed# In considerable 
detail# various ways of achieving inter-sentence relationships 
under seven heads. They are Cl) time and. place reiaters#
(2) logical connecters# ($) substitutions# (4) discourse 
reference# (5) comparison# (6) ellipsis and (7) structural 
parallelism.-

The concept of inter-sentence cohesion- has been exhaustively 
and systematically studied by Halliday and Hasan (1976). They 
assume that inter-sentence relation "is expressed partly 
through the grammar and partly through the vocabulary" (p.5). 
Accordingly# they have classified cohesion mainly into two 
types *— grammatical and lexical — each of which has been 
further divided into several sub-types.

Leech and Short (l98l) discuss and illustrate different 
formal means by which connections between sentences are 
signalled. They place the features under two categories — 
•cross reference* and ‘linkage*. Cross reference includes 
difinite reference# substitutions# ellipsis# formal repeti­
tions# and elegant variations.' ‘Linkage* refers to co-ordi­
nating conjunctions and linking adverbials.
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4*3,1, Different types o£ sentence connectives

in the present study cohesive patterns have been analysed 

following largely the framework provided by Halliday and 

Hasan (1976), The different linguistic devices used to 

signal relationships between sentences 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 conjunctions* Thus# 

the five primary types of cohesion under which connectives 

have been encoded here are (a) Reference# (b) Substitution#

(g) Ellipsis# (d) Conjunctions# and (e) Lexical*

If is to be mentioned here that in Idle Raja Rao and the 

Achebe samples# as in any given texts# some sentences were 

found to contain more than one linking feature or ‘cohesive 

tie*« And some others appeared without any formal cohesive 

item excepting the graphological marks* In the former cases# 

the ‘immediate* cohesive tie# that is# that cohesive item 

which linked the sentence with its immediate neighbour and 

which appeared in the opening position# was taken into account.

It is true that cohesive relations also exist within the 

elements of a sentence. But such relations# often# "attract 

less notice**, because of the cohesive strength of grammatical 

structure*' (Halliday and Hasan# 1976; p.8)# and hence were 

ignored* Although *seriatlon* and ‘grammatical parallelism* 

are some times supposed to contribute to inter-sentence 

cohesion# they were not discussed here under cohesive
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patterns* The reason for this is that such devices# toy them­

selves# do “not mahe a string of sentences into a text" (Halliday 

and Hasan# 1976? p*20).

The main concern in the analysis of sentence-linking devices 

was to see what stylistic characteristics# if any# distinguish 

the English of one writer from that of the other at the level of 

inter-sentence cohesion • It was thought that an analysis of the 

two writers' ways of achieving inter-sentence cohesion would 

provide important information on the basis of which their styles 

could be compared*

jfo Table 19 are given the frequency and the percentage distri­

butions of different types of connectives in the Raja Rap 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

types connectives in the Raja Rao and the Achebe samples*

Writers Total Sen ten** Ref ere- Substi- Ellip- Conjun- Lexical 
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From $ stole 19 and Figure 19 it is seen that with respect 
to percentages of sentences having formal connectives# the 
difference between the sample of Raja Rao and Chinua Achetoe 
is very small. Ignoring this little difference# which is 
slightly more than one per cent# it may toe said that both 
of them display almost a similar tendency towards using a 
predominantly high percentage of formally linked sentences.
Out of every one hundred sentences# Raja Kao uses about 
fifteen sentences and Achebe uses about fourteen sentences 
which are linked without any clear connectives. It is true 
that sentences without formal connectives make the readers 
work and discover the implict connection or inferred 
linkage* If the sparseness of connectives tends to 
increase the difficulty in understanding a writer* s work# 
it may toe said that both Raja Rao's and Achebe * s English# 
with tiie high proportions, of connectives# pose no 
such problems for readers by compelling them to find 
out tiie implicit connections. If# on the other hand# a 
high proportion of sentences with formal linkage indicates# 
as Winters (l98i) holds# the *densities of connectives'# 
then Raja Rao's and Achebe*s English may be said to toe 
characterised by 'heavy densities of connectives*. It has 
been observed by Milic (1967) and Winters .(1981.) that fiction 
requires less intense connection than non-fiction. Moreover, 
Leech and Short (1981) also observe that "the modem novelist"
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instead of using formal cohesive devices, "tends to rely 

on inferred linkage" (p*25G)« But it is striking to note 

that Raja Rao* s and Achebe' s works# with heavy densities 

Of connectives# point in the opposite direction* Winters 

(1981) Observes that Achebe "avails himself of more connect 

tives" (p*63) than several other Nigerian writers in English 

like Elechi Amadi# Cyprian Ekwensi# Chulcuraeuka Ike# Onuora 

Nsekwu and Wole Soyinka* Comparing Achebe with some 

British and American novelists# she also finds that Achebe 

uses more connectives than some native writers in English# 

such as# Joyce Cary# Graham Greene# Thomas Hardy# and John 

steinback. It is evident from Table 3.9 and Figure 19 that 

the statements which Winters (l98l) has made about Achebe* s 

English are equally applicable to Raja Rao* s English* Prom 

the findings of winters' study# it seems to be an interesting 

' pursuit to undertake a comparative study to determine to 

what extent Raj a Rao differs in his use of connectives from 

other Indian novelists in English. This task# however# is 

left to the future research in this area*

Although Raja Rao and Achebe display a close similarity 

in percentage in their use of sentences with formal connec­

tives# they# nevertheless# differ in their use of different 

types of connectives* The Chi-square test shows that the 

value is significant at the 0«0l level* This indicates that 

in so far as the use of different types of connectives are
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concerned# Raja Rao and Achebe differ significantly from 

each other# Further# the Chi-sguare 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 conversations* 

They are not likely to be found in high frequency in 

fictional prose which tends to be largely narrative* The 

supposition is proved valid by the low percentages of 

ellipses in Raja Rao*s and Achebe’s English* The -: percen­

tage of ellipses in Raja Rao is 2*59 and that in Adhebe is 

2*80* As for substitutions# the difference between the two 

writers again is very little* The percentages of substitu­

tions in Raja Rad is 0*91 and that in Achebe is 0*90. Such 

low percentages indicate that neither of them shows a 

preference for achieving cohesion through substitutions*

A more remarkable fact evident from Table 19 and Figure 

19 is that Raja Rao uses higher percentages of conjunctive 

and lexical connectives; Achebe# by contrast# uses a 

Substantially high percentage of referential connectives*

On the basis of such differences# the following statements 

can be made. The presence of a higher percentage of 

referential connectives which# usually# signal relationship 

between sentences through pronominals# demonstratives# 

definite article and comparatives# may be said to indicate 

the writer’s tendency towards avoiding repetition. On the
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contrary# a greater frequency of lexical connectives# 
especially# the same item connections# seem to point to the 
repetitive nature of prose# Raja Rao# therefore# with a 
higher percentage of lexical connectives and a lower percent 
tage of referential connectives may be said to write in a 
repetitive style# whereas Achebe# with the reverse frequencies 
of lexical and referential connectives# shows a tendency 
towards avoiding repetition *

4*3*2. Sub-categories of conjunctive connectives

Conjunctive connectives* again# have been studied under two 
sub-categories —* And connectives and other conjunctive 
connectives. It was expected that Raja Rao who was found to 
use * and* more frequently for connecting words and phrases# 
would also exhibit a preference for using And to link 
saitences. Here also# the expectation proved valid,. Table 20 
and Figure 20 show the break-up of conjunctive connectives 
into And connectives and other conjunctive connectives.

t

Table 20 : Frequency and percentage distributions of And 
connectives and other conjunctive connectives* 
(Percentages# computed in terms of the total
number of sentences# are given in brackets).

Writers Total conjunctive 
connectives

And
connectives

Other conjunctive 
connectives

Raja Rao 407 (20.66) 154 (7.82) 253 (12.84)
Achebe 303 (16*02) 43 (2.27) 260 (13.75)

'X?'ns 48.51; df = 1; significant at the O.Oi level*
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FIGURE 20 : PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AND
CONNECTIVES AND OTHER CONJUNCTIVE 

CONNECTIVES.

CONNECTIVES CONNECTIVES
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One can see from Table 20 and Figure 20 that considerable 

difference exists between Raja Rao and Achebe with regard to 

total conjunctive connectives* Although Raja Rao uses a 

higher percentage of conjunctive connectives# it is important 

to note that the difference between the two writers# with 

regard to * other conjunctive connectives' is indeed# very 

little. 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 is higher in Raja Rao*s 

English# the percentage of other conjunctive connectives is 

higher# however slightly# in Achebe* s English. Thus the 

significance of difference# obviously# lies in their use of 

'And* connectives# the frequency of which in Raja Rao* s 

English# compared to Achebe's# is almost three times* 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 hard to seek.- One reason# as Raja Rao 

himself admits# would be to give an impression of * inter-

minablenass' a quality of Indian minds.' Secondly# the '
(?■;'

use of 1And* for linking sentences perhaps refers to the X

fact that Raja Rao who deals with the metaphysical aspect of 

life# especially in his later novels# is more interested in 

the presentation of facts arid ideas than, in their strict
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sequential order. Another reason for Raja Rao's beginning 
a sentence with And# as Desai (3.974) points out# is to 
reduce the length of the sentence. According to him# "If 
the sentence threatens to become a little too long# Raja 
Rao puts a full stop and begins the next sentence with 
'And'* (p.23>.

Whatever may be the reasons for the use of And in the 
sentence opening position# it may be said to convey a sense 
of continuity of thought —~ an impression similar to that 
created by the run-on quality of blank-verse in Mil ten * s 
Paradise tost. Such a device seems to suit the 'Ordinary 
style of ...story telling' giving an impression of inter- 
minableness in Kanthanura. A general purpose link And is 
regarded as “the vaguest of connectives" (Leech and Short? 
1981# p.250). it does not emphasise any logical coherence# 
causal connection between sentences* Instead# it helps 
connecting ideas and facts together without any strict order 
of sequence. Such a device seems to suit the philosophical 
bent of mind of Raja Rao*s principal characters who often 
move from one abstraction to another# from one thought to 
another higher in SR as well as in the later novels* ©ie 
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# as Levin (1958) claims#
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" approximates the actual flow of experience* *' with “the
childishly simple habit of linking sentences together" 
(pp*331-332)* This device tends to suggest that things 
happen one after another without any necessary connection 
between them*

At the level of in ter-* sentence cohesion, another important 
dimension of style which can be usefully investigated# is 
the measure of *two adjacent connectives*• In such cases, 
one of the two connectives often is neutral* In the present 
study, this area of analysis was adapted from Winter* a 
(l98l) "An Objective Approach to Achebe*s Style"• The 
measure was determined by counting the number of sentences 
having two adjacent connectives in the sentence-opening 
position, such as * And. So*, "So when", -’And therefore* $
*And if*, *And then* and *And however** The percentages were 
computed in terms of the total number of sentences*

It was found that out of his 1970 sentences. Raja Kao 
used 61 sentences with two adjacent connectives* On the 
other hand, in Achebe* s 1891 - sentence sample, 40 sentences 
had two adjacent connectives* Table 21 shows the frequency 
and percentage distributions of two adj acen ' s in
Raja Kao’s and Achebe*s samples* Figure 21 visually represents ^
the percentage distributions of two adjacent connectives in

4.3*3* Two adjacent connectives

Raja Kao’s and Achebe*s samples* /
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Table 21 •». Frequency and percentage distributions of two
adjacent connectives in Baja Rao's and Achebe*s 
samples* (Percentages# computed in terras 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 and Figure 21 show that the percentages of 

sentence with two adjacent connectives in Raja Rao*s sample 

is 3*1 and that in Achebe*s sample is 2*11* Winters (l98l) 

observes that Achebe* s novels# in addition to using a predomi­

nantly high percentage of connectives, also "disclose a 

preference for two adjacent connectives** (p*64)* It is 

evident from Table 21 and Figure 21 that the percentage of 

two adjacent connectives in Achebe is less than that in Raja 

Rao* Thus# it is true that Raja Rao* a novels exhibit a 

greater preference for two adjacent connectives which consti­

tutes heavier densities of connectives* If heavy densities 

of connectives# as winters (l98l) holds#. “render Achebe* s 

English 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*• If the heavy densities of connectives increase
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clarity and coherence at the cost of economy# it may he 
equally argued that Raja Rao's English is# of course# more 
coherent but less economical than Achebe' s English#

A study of different types of connectives used in the 
individual samples of Raja Rao and Achebe reveals wide ranges 
of variation • Percentage variations of different types of 
connectives among the samples of Raj a Rao and Achebe are 
shown in 'fable 22« Figure 22 represents the percentage 
distributions of different types of connectives v/ithin the 
samples of Raja Rao and Chinua Achebe*

Looking down the second column of values# one notes that 
within the Raja 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 15*59* Within the 
corresponding Achebe samples# the highest and the lowest 
percentages of sentences with connectives occur in AMQP and 
RLAB respectively and the range of variation is 7 *89 • Thus# 
as a consequence of the first observation# the range of 
variation is higher within the Raja Rao samples* This 
indicates that Raja Rao*s English displays a greater variety 
with regard to inter-sentence connectives*

It has already been observed that Achebe favours the use 
of a comparatively high percentage of referential connectives* 
He also shows a greater variation la the use of referential
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connectives within his sauries* With regard to substitution 
and ellipsis# no variation# however# appears to be remarkable 
excepting the fact that ellipsis does not occur at all in
Raj a Rao* s CK»

The greater variation# it is evident# lies in the use of 
conjunctive connectives* within the Raja Rao samples# the 
conjunctive connectives *■— both *And connectives* and other 
conjunctive connectives ~r~ 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 for connecting 
sentences with and in K seems to indicate the *excited 
volubility* (Rajan# 1974; p*86) of a typical Vidian village 
grandmother who, according to Narasimhaiah <1966)# tells a , 
^breathless tale1* (p.249) *

The percentages of -And connectives* in Raja Rao*s other 
samples come down to a remarkable extent indicating that 
the style in his later novels markedly differs from that in 
his first novel. This change of style# perhaps# reflects 
the change of them© as well as the change of personalities 
of the principal characters in his later novels* Achabe* s 
samples# on the other hand# as Table 22 and Figure 22 show# 
display a comparatively stable tendency with regard to the 
use of conjunctive connectives*



2n so far as lexical connectives are concerned, Raja 
Rao*s JC has the lowest percentage* But the percentages of 
lexical connectives in his £S aid Eg are comparatively very 
high# being 34*21 and 34*33 respectively* within the Achebe 
samples* the percentage of lexical connectives suddenly 
jumps from the lowest 15*30 In NhRB to the highest 37*41 In 
SHOP, This indicates that Achebe* a prose in AMQF is 
characteristically different from that in his other samples* 
Thus# it may be said that both Raj a Rao end Achebe introduce 
Variations within their respective style by varying the 
proportion of lexical connectives*

4*4* CONOJUSICN

The present study, as stated earlier# is an attempt at 
examining the ways in which Raja Rao and Chinua Achebe have 
exploited the resources of the English language in their 
fictional writing* The concern here was to find out simile** 
rities or differences between the two writers* English ad 
not to explain the 'why* of such differences or similarities*
The approach, accordingly, was not evaluative but descriptive

\

No attempt was made to establish the superiority of one 
writer over the other* Evaluative judgements of this sort, 
it was thought# would be futile and arbitrary* Moreover# in 
the absence of any rigid procedures* i#e.r theoretical basis# 
it is difficult to say that the English of one writer is 
better or worse 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 sentences while Anthony Powell uses long ones* But 
the former is not praised for his short sentences# nor is 
the latter condemned for his long ones* Again# Bertrand 
Russell uses clear connectives# whereas George Meredith 
omits them* But it is not said that Bussell* s English#

~ for that matter# is better or worse than Meredith's* Both#/ 
however# attract the reader's attention in their own ways*

Prom the linguistic analysis of the samples of Raja Rao 
and Achebe in the present study# it is evident that Raja 
Rao' s md Chinua Achebe* s Engli^i are similar in a few 
respects* In many respects the English of one writer 
differs significantly from that of the other* Both of them# 
however# have exploited the resources of the adopted medium 
in their own ways* It has also been observed that the two 
writers have greatly varied their styles. They have introduced 
wide variations in their use of English from one book to 
another* The wide variations point to the fact that both 
Raja Rao aid Chinua Achebe are great experimentalists in _soj^ 

far as the use of the English language is concerned*

The English of Achebe* s village novels TFA and AGG is 
markedly different in several respects from that of his HIAE 
and AHQF —- the novels with urban settings* Again# his
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English in AMQP is significantly different from that of his 

other works. Referring to such variations in Achebe*s English 

iindfors (1968) states that Achebe has developed not one 

prose style — but several# and in each novel he is careful 

to select the style or styles that will best suit his subject.

Compared to Achebe# Raja Rao has clearly introduced wider 

variations in -his use of English. In other words# his 

English is more widely varied than Achebe* s. It is evident 

that the English of Raja Rao*s K is significantly different 

from that of his SR. Wendt (1965) perhaps points to these 

wide ranges of differences in Raja Rao*s use of English when 

he says that Raja Rao# who was writing like a Babu in K has 

become a Sahib in SR.

Again# as one turns from SR to GS# one finds that the 

English of his C£s is markedly different from that of his 

previous two novels. Thus# the English of K and CS may be 

said to represent the two extremes of Raja Rao*s prose styles. 

The changes in his use of English# however# are in consonance 

with the changes of his subject-matter and interlocutors.

It is often said that Indian English novelists * edit* ,

I their characters* speech. As a result# the characters# ;

! irrespective of their social origins and educational back-
i
i ground, tend to speak English of the same impeccable kind
\ their authors do (Ramakrishnaiah# 1980). But Raja Rao* s 

characters# as the present analysis shows# speak English

p'l iL'j

£ £-
(Li C-t'v^ •//VeN' It ^,/V'-4 ^



24G

which reflects their true sentiment# betrays their social 
origin and educational background. They do not speak the • 
same English which their author does.. This shows that Raja 
Rao has been able to introduce variations in the use of 
English to suit his purpose*
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