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ABSTRACT

This study is descriptive; it examnes the spectrum of
Engl i shes covered by the termN gerian English (NgE), froma
syntactic perspective.

In Nigeria, we are faced with a Ilinguistic continuum
ranging from pidgin through Broken/ Non-standard English
varieties to the standard. N gerian speakers generally and
actively control a wde range of this continuum which
mani fests itself in considerable linguistic variability. The
i nportant question then, is 'how do we account for and
systematically describe this continuumor variability?

This work is therefore a useful addition to studies in
"Varieties of English Around the Wirld'.

The introductory chapter presents a sunmmary of the
devel opnment of Local Forns of English (LFEs) in the new nation
states, and highlights the call by the Hawaii Conference that
"English' should al so nean 't he English of non-native speakers
treated in its own right and accepted on a footing of
equality’

Chapter Two deals with the theoretical franework, the
reviewof literature in variation studies and relates these to
the study of the LFEs. W see a simlarity between Derek
Bi ckerton's basil ect-nesol ect-acrol ect schema (wthout their
inplicational relations) and three varieties of N gerian

English and opt for a nodified |inear scal ogram
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The field techni ques adopted in the study are highlighted
in Chapter Three. These are participant-observation in four
different social contexts [Soccer Adventure, (SA); Canpaign
Train, (CT); Presidential Debate, (PD and the Story G oup
(SG , and Witten Essays (W) . Altogether, eighty.four 100 and
200 Level students from six faculties in Ahmadu Bello
University, Zaria served as respondents.

Chapter Four is devoted to the analysis of the data, and

ains at determning the rel ationshi p between sex, context
and usage. The outputs of the subjects had earlier been
subjected to both Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Scheffe
Group Tests.

A summary of the findings is presented in Chapter Five.
It is observed that while N gE shares nost of the features of
other LFEs especially the West African sub-type, no signi-
ficant relationship exists between sex, context and usage
particularly with the standard variety. W also note that the
use of the features increases as one noves fromless to nore
formal contexts.

It is suggested that SN gE should be the nedium of
instruction and that a pedagogical grammar of the sub-set

shoul d be devel oped.
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CHAPTER ONE
1.0 INTRODUCTICN
1.1 ENGLISH IN THE WORLD

Before 1600, English was spoken by less than seven
million inhabitants in England. Today, it is the language of
approximately 2 billion people spread all over the world (see
Crystal, 1985)., Strevens (1987:56) notes that the most
important aspect of this figure is the ratio of native
speakers (NS) to non-native speakers {(NNS) which according to
him, presents a ‘paradox’ because ’'while English is used by
more people than any other language on earth, its mother-
tongue speakers make up only a quarter or a fifth of the
total.’

The factors that led to the spread of English are well
documented. They include exploration, commerce, evangelisation
and colonigsation ({see Kachru, 1969; Spencer, 1871,etc).
Despite these, Strevens feels that there is ’'an element of
historical luck' 6 because Portuguese and Spanish were also
languages of exploration, trade, etc¢ (p.57).

The advent of colonial rule was one very important factor
that helped in the spread of English. English became the
language of administration and was therefore regarded as the
gateway to advancement, gurvival and government. The
attainment of independence by the colonies did not drastically

alter the situation as the new nation-states soon realised



that the British had left one great legacy - English Language.

Linguigtic and cultural pluralism 1in these states
facilitated the entrenchment of English but it was to perform
what Sada in his keynote address to the Modern Languages
Associaticn of Nigeria Conference held at the University of
Benin in 1980 has technically called ’separatist functions’.
Strevens (1987:56-58} captures the stages of this development,
According to him, between 1750 and 1900, three major
developments took place in the history of the language. The
first came with the increase in the number of British overseas
colonies with the native speakers attempting to forge ’a sense
of separate identity’.

Later, however, the colconies (beginning with America and
Australia) gained their independence from Britain and this
greatly reinforced the degree of ‘linguistic differences’.

Non-native speakers soon found that it was important to
acquire the language to enable them to secure jobs with the
government and even to socialize and consequently the role and
function of English changed from being ‘an instrument of
subservience to other, quite different ends....’ It became the
language of interethnic communication.

As in all language contact situations, (see Weinreich,
1964) the kinds of English that developed in the new states
{India, Australia, New Zealand, Singapore, Ghana, Sierra-
Leone, Nigeria, South Africa, East Africa, Malaysia,

Philippine, Canada, etc¢) were found to be different from that




spoken in England but adegquate to meet the sociolinguistic
needs of their new homes. This is how Chinua Achebe (1965:222)
sums up the situation:

I feel that the English Language will be able

to carry the weight of my African experience.

But it will have to be a new English, still

in communiecn with its ancestral home but

altered to suit itg new African surroundings.

Beyond intranational cowmunication, English has cowme to
be used in a number of Iinternational bodies - UNO, UNICEF,
WHO, OAU, ECOWAS, etc and even in the media. The implication
ig that English has now come to be spoken by vast numbers of
people of non-English nationality, some of whom are not
historically related.

The attitudes of native speakers to these ‘local forms of
English’ (LFEs, in Strevens’ term) have been mixed, ranging
from tolerance or accommodation to disgust and rejection of
the '’'linguistic flights... which jar upcn the ear of the
native Englishman’ (Whitworth, 1907:6, quoted in Kachru,
1981:15) .

Similar views have been expressed on what is known today
as American English (AmE) - one of ‘the two main standard
varieties’ of English (Trudgill and Hannah, 1985:1). Baugh
(1976:451} reports that English purists regarded AmE as
corrupt, vulgar and therefore rejected most of the words. It
is however known today that AmE has enormously enriched the
English Language.

Clifford Prator known for his firm rejection of the LFEs,



ig of the view that recognising and using these new varieties
for educaticonal purposes will invariably lead to loss of
intelligibility as they are undeniably inferior and debased.
According to him, it will amount to an educational heregy to
adopt a ‘permissive’ view of the non-native forms of English.
He calls it 'The British heresy in TESL’ (Prator, 1968).
Similar views have been expressed by others. Macmillan
{1971:135-143) for instance, not cnly sees English as ‘the new
internationalese, the Esperanglish’, but also as:

the language of international unintelligibility,
rushing headlong to total disconmunication.

For Newsweek (Special Report, 15 November, 1982}, a major
consequence ©of ‘English English Everywhere’ 1is that it is
gradually breaking up intc unitelligible varieties’ (p.47).

Quirk (1972:47-52) has a different opinion,. He
acknowledges that varieties of English in Africa and Asia are
‘certainly different from our own’ but feels that there is no
threat to the language by overseas’ learners. This is because
within each wvariety a range from pidgin to standard
international English, exists and since it is not likely that
'Pidgin will supersede English... we can calm our fears for
the future of English standards in these countries’ (pp.S1.-
52). Quirk (1981:153) therefcore declares that:

the insightful researches of such
specialised observers as Braj Kachru
leave me convinced that it is not a
matter of heresy but of accepting
plain facts,

For details of the famous debate between the moralists

4



and the purists, see Williams (1984).

We agree with Strevens (1980:92) that Prator’s stand is
'exclusively nativist’ and puritanical, and with KXachru
(1981:34) that it must be due to ethnocentrism and the ’native
speaker’s fear of seeing his language disintegrate in the
hands of (or shall we say, on the lips of) non-native users.’
Rejecting the consclation that differences in the goals of
English Language teaching in America and Britain may be
responsible for the more tolerant view of the British, Kachru
accuses both groups of ‘seven attitudinal sins’. For details,
see Kachru (1981:34-5).

In a milder assessment of the situation, Strevens
(1987:60) opines that the cause of the speakers’ attitude is

ignorance - a total lack of awareness of the

existence of flourishing, effective, functional,

sometimes elegant and literary non-native

varieties of English. Most NS, including

teachers of EFL/ESL, have not experienced

NNS varieties of English in the circumstances

of their.origins, e.g in India, Singapore,

West Africa, etc...

The Hawaii Conference of 1978 organised by the Culture
Learning Institute marked a turning point in the study of, not
only the LFEs but also of English as an International
Language. (For details, see Strevens, 1980; Smith, 1981;

R. Bailey, 1985 etc).It recognised that it would be
inadequate to continue to see English as the ’‘English of
native speakers; it should also mean the English of non-native
speakers treated in its own right and accepted on a footing of

equality’ (Smith, 1981). This means that English must now be

5



accepted ‘not simply or solely the cultural possession’ of
English people but a great majority of others for whom it is
a foreign or second language. Based on the foregoing, the
conference called for a change of attitude towards these new

varieties. There is little wonder therefore that:

Today the trend in referring to different

forms and varieties is to accept differentiation

within English and even to employ a new plural,

Englishes (Strevens, 1987:56)

This may still not have gone down well with some purists.
For instance, Pringle (1988:119ff) while commenting on the
differences between SBrE and SAmE argues that ‘despite the
fact that we share a common language, a common heritage and in
large measure common goals, our words can still fail to
connect us’. He further laments the loss of English as the
exclusive cultural possession of the English and avows that:

In fact, once one adimits that the English

is no longer exclusively the language of the

English, it is remarkably hard to determine

exactly what English really is (p.121)

Despite these reservations, the recommendations of the
Hawaii conference have come to stay and LFEs are becoming more
recognised and accepted.

Nigerian English (NigE d‘'apres Gorlach, 1982) certainly

is one of these localized varieties, for which various terms

have been used: ‘transported or twice born English’,
(Mukherjee, 1971:111); 'English transported’, (Turner,
1972:1); ‘interference varieties’ (Quirk, 1972:26); ‘non-

6



native varieties’ (Kachru, 1981:32) and should be seen in the
same light: a distinct variety, ‘considered to be at par, with
say, Standard American, British Standard, Australian, Indian,
etc’ (Odumuh, 1984, 1987). It is our view therefore that
Nigerians have ‘'effectively appropriated or successfully
colonised English’ (Tamuno, 1979).

It is also noteworthy that despite the fear expressed by
Newsweek (Special Report) on the question of intelligibility,
it admits that English Language may never be the same again,
especially in the new nation-states, because:

Invading languages, like invading armies, may

seem to be sweeping all before them while in

fact, over the long term, they themselves are

being captured (p.47).

Thus, it is even inappropriate, considering the history of the
language in Nigeria, at this point in time to look at English
as a second language. As Banjo (1989:6) has rightly pointed
out:

Not only in Nigeria but in other sociolingui-

stically comparable parts of the world, the

classification of English as a second language

is fast losing precision beyond a revival level.

Banjo suggests that what we have in Nigerian is ’an
amalgam of ESL and EFL situations. This is similar to the
call by the Hawaii Conference for a re-assessment of the
terms, ESL and EFL which, though pedagogically essential, are
not adequate in accounting for the various functions of
English and reflecting the actual sociolinguistic situation in
the non-native countries. It was therefore recommended that
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English shcould be seen as a world Language serving or
performing intra and inter-national functions in some
countries and only the latter in others. It has therefore been
variously tagged: ‘English as a world language’ or ’‘World
Language English’: and ‘English as an international Language’
or ‘Intranational English’. The choice of English as an
international and intranational Language (RIIL) or English as
a world language (EWL) i1s significant because more than
ESL/EFL ’'it provides a broader perspective within which we can
view the dynamics of the language situation in a wide range of

countries’ (Kachru and Quirk, 1981:viii).

1.2 VARIETIES DIFFERENTIATION IN NIGERIA: AN OVERVIEW.

Brosnahan, (1958) is the first notable attempt at
identifying typoleogies of Nigerian English. He egquates the
varieties of English in Nigeria with extent of education and
identifies four levels. The first {Level I) is spoken by
pecple who have had no formal education and may have acquired
English ’as a result of exigencies of daily life’ (p.100).
This variety which is very much like pidgin is unintelligible
to the R.P speaker.

Level II is used by those who have had some primary
education while Level IIT is identified with secondary school-
leavers. The difference between levels II and III is seen in
‘increased fluency and grammatical correctness, wider

“vocabulary, and conscious avoidance of usages held to be



characteristics of Level I’ (p.101). It is also more
comprehensible to the R.P speaker.

Nigerians who have been exposed to university education
use Level 1IV. These speakers would have had direct contact
with native speakers of English as tutors either at home or
abroad.

Brosnahan is of the view that Levels II and 111 represent
standard Nigerian English defined as ’'educated Nigerian
English’, and that though the study centred on southern
Nigeria, the findings can be said to be valid for the other
parts of the country because similar situations prevail ‘along
the West Coast of Africa’- an indication of a sub-regional
variety of English (cf Trudgill and Hannah, 1985).

Brosnahan’s is a pioneering effort. The work has
therefore raised some questions. If at the time he wrote,
educational attainment could be equated with level of
performance (see also Bamgbose, 1972:37), experience has shown
that these days, it has limited usefulness (cf Banjo,1971;
Adesanoye, 1973; Odumuh; 1981; Eka, 1985 for similar
positions). This is because Nigerians whose parents are partly
English and are brought up in native English-speaking
countries are likely to use near-native accent (Banjo’'s Level
IV below). It is noteworthy that, contrary to Ayodele
(1981:120), Brosnahan recognises that among other things
'opportunities for its (English) use, innate ability and

intelligence, and perseverance with schemes of private



studies...’ (p.99) can reduce the differences brought about by
formal education.

Banjo {1971la:171) describes Brosnahan’s classification as
' somewhat too simplistic’ acknowledging that even in southern
Nigeria, levels vary; and that it is possible‘to find products
of some secondary schools being more proficient in English
than university graduates.

He uses 'social acceptability’ and ’international
intelligibility based on the degree of Ll phonological
interference to arrive at four varieties of spoken English in
Nigeria. His first variety, which he suggests should be
‘clearly differentiated from Pidgin’, is characterised by
rwholesale’ transfer of the phonological, syntactic and
lexical features of Kwa or Niger-Congo to English’ (p.169}.
For the speakers of this variety, English is a foreign rather
than a second language. The variety is neither socially
acceptable nor internationally intelligible.

The second variety is spoken by a majority of Nigerians
and is highly socially acceptable but not equally
internationally intelligible. According to Banjo, the syntax
is 'fairly close to British English (BrE) but with usually
rgtrongly marked’ phonological and lexical features.

The third variety, which is both socially acceptable and
internationally intelligible, approximates to the R.P in
syntax, semantics and phonology. Nevertheless, speakers of

this variety can still be identified as Nigerians.
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Very few Nigerians use the fourth variety. These are
Nigerians born or brought up in England. This variety is
internationally intelligible but its speakers are derided,
stigmatized for using an ’'affected accent’.

Banjo recommends the third variety for use as ’'standard
Nigerian spcken English’ becauge its speakerg ’‘never sound as
foreign to the users of the other varieties’ (p.170). He
agrees with Brosnahan that secondary school-leavers should be
considered the speakers of Standard Nigerian English. In his
view, ‘the level of spoken English is largely fixed at the end
of their secondary school career...’, adding that ’university
education affects written more profoundly than... spoken
English’ (p.171}.

The views expressed by Banjo are very popular and highly
regpected. But, because the study is not empirically based, he
sees it as a proposal; and reguests that ‘if the arguments
presented. .. are found acceptable’, Nigerians should undertake
to describe the third variety - i.e. start a process of
standardization: reification, codification of 1lexicon and
grammars, and institutionalization (see Le Page, 1985 for
these stages in macro-sociolingustics). This is what some
scholars {e.g Adesanoye, 1973; Cdumuh, 1981 etc) have done.

Bamgbose (1982) has also questioned the relevance of the
fourth variety. This is Dbecause the socieclinguistic
environment in which the variety is generally employed is

different. Banjo (1995:209) however explains that the variety
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was included ‘only for completeness of analysis’ and argues
that although this variety 1is free from mother tongue
transfer, in some cases, there is indeed nc mother tongue from
which to transfer. It is therefore not recommended as an
endonormative model.

Adesanoye (1973) locks at the grammatical and lexical
'deviations’ in the written English of Nigerians. The corpus
for the study came from applications from junior workers, law
court proceedings and articles from Nigerian newspapers. He
identifies three varieties. The first variety is associated
with holders of the First School Leaving Certificate and
Modern IXI; the second with secondary school-leavers and sixth
formers.

Bxponents of the third variety include final vyear
university students, professionals such as lawyers, editors,
university lecturers, etc. He notes that syntactic and lexical
deviations tend to reduce with the level of education.

Adesanoye’s study has been criticised on various grounds.
Odumuh (1981:55) not only disagrees with his assertion that
the third wvariety is indistinguishable from ‘the educated
written BEnglish in other English-speaking countries’, but has
provided ample evidence to substantiate his position.

Eka {1985:20) observes that ‘the line bhetween the
exponents of the first and second varieties is not clear’ and
attributes this to the author‘s inconsistent use of

qualification and/or experience in identifying the varieties.
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Jibril (1982:7) notes that the data limited to the south,
especially the Yoruba-speaking part of the country and cannot
be said to represent the actual situation in Nigeria. He also
wonders how ‘reasonable’ it is to compare letters from junior
workers with texts of high court judgement and declares that
‘there are issues of stylistic comparability which Adesanoye
did not address himself to.’

Mobolaji Adekunle, in ‘Non-random Variation in the
Nigerian English’ attempts to account for the relaticnship
between English and the Nigerian languages in terms of three
analytic ariteria. These are the 'Complementary Distribution’
in which the linguistic systems are kept as separate as
possible, the ’Intersecting/Overlapping Distribution’ which
allows both languages to ‘mutually influence each other’
without viclating the rules of any of the systems and ’'Semi-
Distributienal Inclusion’ in which one of the systems does not
only fail to observe the rules of the other but also
influences it.

On the basis of these principles, he recognises three
varieties of English in Nigeria. The Near-native Variety
associated with the first situation, is possible if English is
a foreign language and taught by Nigerians who have lived in
native English-sgpeaking countries for a few years. According
to him, if this wvariety is accepted as Standard Nigerian
English, it will obviocusly create the problem of maintenance.

The Intersecting/Overlapping Distribution Type allows for
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the effects of the sociolinguistic setting on English and
consequently, interference at different levels, especially at
the semantic. He also sees variation in language use in
Nigeria as ’‘non-random’ and regards the typology associated
with the overlapping situation as the ’Local Colour Variety’
characterised by the fact that ’'in spite of the borrowings,
adaptations and translations, the basic structures of English
remain intact’ (1979:38).

Unlike the 'Local Colour Variety’, in the Incipient
Bilingual, there are instances of faulty choice of synonyms,
prepositions and articles resulting from inadequate mastery of
the system of English. All, but the Local Colour’, have their
spoken and written equivalents.

Adekunle sees the varieties as a continuum ’‘not class
variants’ and suggests that attention should be given to them
since it is most likely that what will be accepted in the end
as Standard Nigerian English ’‘will be made up of the main
characteristics of these varieties’ (p.41).

Individuals will be expected therefore to switch from one
variety to another toc meet the demands of the speech
situation.

As attractive as this study is, it is our view that care
should be taken not to over-estimate the ability of Nigerians
to switch with equal ease from one variety to the other
especially as the first variety lends itself to some kind of

*class’ brought about by birth, education and possibly,
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experience.

Banjo’s ‘Beyond Intelligibility: A Presidential Address’
to the 9th Annual Conference of the Nigerian English Studies
Association in 1978 seems to have turned the pendulum of
research in Nigerian English to a different direction. Banjo
calls for a distinction between regional and situational
varieties and stated that no geographical or social dialect is
‘intrinsically superior to any other, since there are
conceivable situations in which each is the most appropriate
form of behaviour’ (p.8).

He notes that the existence of many geographical
varieties in Nigeria (which 1linguists are called upon to
accommodate) raises the gquestion of intranational and
international intelligibility. Of significance, however, is
the fact that some of these regional varieties are "ephemeral’
(the speakers ’‘outgrow’ them) and at the same time ‘enduring’,
because they can be observed. The actual sociclinguistic
situation, he opines, is one in which there are wvarying
degrees of competence ranging from the ’‘beginner’s at one
extreme to the ’‘true bilingual’s competence’ at the other.
Banjo says:

Speakers of English may be seen as moving

up this scale, each cne reaching a plateau

or a steady state at different points on the
scale. Each point is occupied by a new group
as soon as it is vacated, or the number of
people on that point is simply swelled by the
new arrivals (p.9).

He therefore calls for a definition of ’'what constitutes a
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viable steady state of communicative competence’ in Nigeria
after which linguists should ‘promote the situation in which
all Nigerians achieve that point on the scale’ (p.10).

Jibril (1979) and especially Jibril (1982) look at
regional variation in spoken English in Nigeria. The earlier
work is essentially devoted to a comparison of the Southern
and Northern varieties of spoken English . Jibril uses both
diachronic and sociolinguistic factors to account for these
divergences which nevertheless, do not impede intelligibility.

He shares the views of earlier writers (Tiffen, 1974;
Banjo, 1970 and Adeniran, 1976) that the Northern variety is
more internationally intelligible than the Southern. He
however foresees a submergence of the Northern by Southern
accent (1979:50).

The author admits that the study ‘suffers from
inexcusable methodological deficiencies as no tape-recorders
were used to record the speeches of the respondents’ (p.48).
No group also served as Control.

Aware of these deficiencies, Jibril (1982) sets out to
take care of the inadequacies. A ‘multi-dimensional’ study, it
took into account developments in L, acquisition, contrastive
linguistics and interference theory on the one hand and
‘recent theoretical insights’ in sociolinguistics, on the
other. The study aims at providing answers to, among other
questions, the following:

1, ‘What varieties of English are spoken in Nigeria
and what features do they share with one another; and
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2. How are these differentiated from one another and from
R.P’ (p.14)?

The data for the study was made up of a two-hour tape
recording of NTA Network Programmes. One hundred and seven
informants participated in the survey. These were stratified
according to occupation, education and mother-tongue. It
devoted a lot of attention to a contrastive review of Yoruba,
Hausa and Igbo phonetic features in relation to English.
Questionnaires were also administered to the subjects.

Comparing the vowel system of ‘Sophisticated Southern and
Sophisticated Northern (Hausa) English ({(which are close to
R.P), he sees the possibility of one vowel system evolving for
both varieties. There will however be modifications in the
usual vowel system of each of the varieties such that each
moves a little further from the R.P.

Jibril sees NigE as 'a three-point pyramid-shaped
continuum’ (p.171) with R.P at the top. He is of the opinion
that since the historical and sociolinguistic differences (for
instance, the existence of R.P teachers in the north) which
brought about these divergences no longer exist, ‘Northern
English is now on its way to a merger with Southern English’
(p.172). It is expected that the accent that will finally
evolve as ’'General Nigerian’ will be a reflection of this
gradual submergence and the highly rated accent of Nigerian
Television Authority (NTA) Network announcers (c.f the
communigque at the end of the workshop organised for media
practitioners by the Ministry of Information in December,

pil




1991, at Otta. It was aimed at making the pronunciation of
NTA anouncers more acceptable to Nigerians).

Jibril’s (1982) study is systematic, extensive and
thorough and unlike the earlier one, he employs modern
sociolinguistic methods in analysing his data. He has
certainly gone beyond the usual 'pre-analytical hunches’ (p.#6)
which have characterised studies on Nigerian English (NigE).

Odumuh (1984) attempts to provide clues to the problems
of national acceptability and international intelligibility.
According to him, researchers have been more concerned with
‘arguing that NE (NigE) has emerged and stabilized’ (p.25)
with little attention paid to the problem of acceptability
which is a vital issue in standardization.

The study highlights the lack of consensus among Nigerian
linguists on who should be regarded as a speaker of Standard
Nigerian English. He disagrees with Banjo’s proposition that
the secondary school graduate should be regarded as the
speaker of Standard Nigerian English because ‘he has not been
sufficiently exposed’ (p.27) and argues that ’'going by the
Inter-language Theory'’ the second year university
undergraduate qualifies for such a position. He is however
cautious to see this as ‘a model, an ideal (exhibited by the
average Nigerian learner)’.

Odumuh considers Banjo’s call for research into the
national acceptability and international intelligibility as a

good beginning towards standardizing NigE, but warns that
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while he believes in the existence of national varieties of
English, it will be ridiculous not to distinguish between
'deviances’ and ‘'deviations’ which should be seen as a
reflection of the sociocultural setting English has found
itself in. He therefore calls for a dictionary of Standard
Nigerian English as a way of making known Nigerianisms to the
non-Nigerian speakers of English. He also recommends that
teaching materials should be selected on the basis of
acceptability rather than grammaticality.

Odumuh (1984 and 1986) argues that there are social
dialects in Nigeria, though not in the same sense as class
dialects in Europe. To Akere’s theoretical platforms of
competence and appropriateness in varieties differentiation in
Nigerian English, he adds 'Registeral variation’ and defines
Nigerian English as ’'the English spoken in Nigeria which is
neither pidgin nor British Standard’ (1984:5).

Rather than differentiating between spoken and written
varieties as most earlier writers have done, he is concerned
with ‘USAGE - an umbrella term which encompasses both spoken
and written media’ (p.6). He identifies three varieties:
Pidgin, Non-standard and Standard Nigerian English. Elsewhere,
(Odumuh and Gomwalk, 1986:7) details are given of these
varieties.

Pidgin is linked with low class users (petty-traders,
labourers, etc) and restricted to transient speech situations

while the Non-Standard covers ‘those English forms
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characterised by both substantial mother-tongue interference
and grammatical errors’. This is the kind of variety one
notices in Amos Tutuola’s novels and the Onitsha Market
pamphlets.

Standard Nigerian English on the other hand, is a highly
respected variety associated with high-level educational
attainment.

In ’'A Typology of English Usage in Nigeria‘’, Odumuh
provides excerpts from various sources to illustrate the
semantic and syntactic features of these typologies. He uses
the following parameters: grammatical co-ordination,
unorthodox spellings..., handling of the verbal group and
deixis, to identify these features, compares them with World
Standard English and declares that ‘they are distinct enough’.

Odumuh and Gomwalk (1986) pursue the question of
methodology a little further. They suggest two possible non-
mutually exclusive ways of looking at varieties of NigE: one
based on ‘mode’ as earlier proposed by Adekunle (1979) and the
other, levels of educational attainment. Using the former,
they distinguish between literate (written) and oral (spoken).
They still identified the same three varieties as in Odumuh
(1984) as typologies discernible using levels of educational
attainment as a matrix.

Applying the existing frameworks of analysis of language
variation, the writers are of the view that Bicketon’s Linear

Scalogram ’'cannot account for the complexity of the variation
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in Nigerian English’ because it assumes that the speaker
'drops’ from one variety of the language as he learns another.
(Banjo, 1979 also shares Bickerton’s views here). They agree
that though this is possible, what actually exists in Nigeria
is a situation where a speaker switches from one variety to
another as the communicative events call for. Speech behaviour
is therefore correlatable with sociolinguistic domains, they
contend.

OCdumuh and Gomwalk acknowledge the values of Labov's
social stratification model, which focuses on sociolects and
idiolects (Banjo’s 1979, ‘diatypes’) in accounting for
features of variation in certain social contexts. However,
they are mindful of Le Page’s caution that it is ‘illusory’ to
suppose that all instances of variation can be accounted for
by variable rules. They also query the assumption of ’‘an
underlying system’ from which variation in language must be
seen and consider this ‘an echo’ of Chomsky’'s preference for
competence as opposed to performance. This, in their view,
will invariably lead to an overemphasis on the intuitive
rather than the ‘objective’ aspects of variation (which Le
Page refers to as the ontological status of language
behaviour) .

The authors opt for Le Page’s multidimensional model
'mainly because it appears to be a more wholistic framework -
offers a socio-psychological explanation of why and how

language varies’ (p.12) and ’'presupposes the existence in a
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multicultural setting like Nigeria of a multi-faceted network
or relationships which is in a constant state of flux' (p.14).

The impression one gets from Odumuh and Gomwalk (1986) is
that the authors have left the work unfinished. Indeed, the
authors confess that this was an interim report of something
in progress.

In a related study, Odumuh (1987) focuses on the creative
use of English in Nigeria. Only written works were examined.
These include pidgin through the Onitsha Market pamphlets to
the popular T.V. gocap operas.

He disagrees with Tomkin’s (1979) distinction between
pidgin, standard and non-standard Nigerian English and Banjo's
four varieties, describing them as 'discrete’ and sees the
relationship between the quality of language in Okara’s The
Voice, The Onitsha Market Literature and Amos Tutuola'’'s works
as ’'shades (that) represent... the range or scale in the
continuous Englishes of Nigerians... which ’has defied the
application of currently available frameworks of analysis’
(P72 .

Using the following examples, among others,

(i) I laik to dans hailaif tu much

(i) he like for dance highlife very much
(iii) he likes to dance highlife very much
{guoted in Agheyisi, 1977),
he illustrates the inadequacy of Bickerton’s Linear Scalogram,

which does not take care of the continuum from pidgin to
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standard usage. He argues, as in earlier studies that,
depending on the user’s level of education, he could be
competent in standard, non-standard and pidgin.

He recognises the wusefulness of Le Page’'s multi
dimensional approach but adds that Nigeria offers a ‘more
complex sociolinguistic situation than the Caribbean
communities’ that Le page studied.

He does not wish to be involved in the argument on the
medium to be used by African creative writers. It is his
opinion that to do so will amount to ’‘prescriptivism’. Since
all wvarieties have a right to exist, he contends, the
responsibility of the linguist is to describe them.

Odumuh’s contribution to the existence and status of NigE
is as 'retrospective’ as it 1is ’prospective’ but we are
interested in the latter because as he said:

The battle-ground has shifted: from a struggle

for recognition and independence to one of

justifying their (LFE’s) legitimacy. We have to

muster every effort in order to standardize these

varied national subsets. The greatest task is

methodology (1984:31).

It is therefore our view that a good beginning is to embark on
a systematic identification and description of the varieties
or sub-sets within our national variety. This is in line with
the call by earlier and even later writers.

Bickerton (1973:195) for instance, suggests that the
study of language variation ghould do more than a general

classification of the typologies. In his wview, what the
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creolist needs 1is ‘a metatheory as vigorous as the
structuralist or generative cnes but with a wholly different
concept of language’. Such a metatheory, relevant as it is to
the Nigerian siEuation, has been noticeably lacking. Bamgbose
(1982) also laments that ‘the major problem I have had working
on Nigerian English has been one of methodology’.

Ubahakwe (1979:2) does not see any cause for celebration
because ‘although a Nigerian English may have been with us
already, its varieties and functions are still very much
indeterminate’. His assertion is based on the ’'tentative tones
of the papers’ in Varieties and Functions of English in
Nigeria, which he edited.

The paucity of empirical studies on NigE has also been
described by Munzali Jibril (1982:6). In his words:

As a field, Nigerian English is very long on

‘reflections’ and pre-analytical hunches but

very short on systematic data-based studies.

Banjo's paradigm calls for research into English as a World
Language is as challenging as it is inviting:

A new growth point in English studies in EWL,

or English as a World Language, which is both

analytical and comparative. It is a vast, exciting,

and as yet, little explored territory, and one in

which it is desirable for Nigerian scholars to make

their own contribution (1989:6, emphasis mine) .

The issues involved are varied: methodology, varieties
identification, differentiation and description, the effects
of extralinguistic factors and possible contribution to the

growth of knowledge on English as World Language etc. Also we
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need to embark on studies into the current status and
functions o¢f English in Nigeria. Are these functionsg
'separatist’'? (See Ubahakwe, 1979; Odumuh 1989 in Jibril, et
al; and Sada 1980 for such calls).

A few other works on NigE deserve some mention in this
study. These include Kujore (1985), Elugbe and Ommamor (1991),
Jowitt (1991), Ckwudishu (1990) etc.

Kujore’s contribution te the study of English in Nigeria
is best seen in Banjo’s, assessment of the work. According to
Banjo, by noting Nigerian variations along-side the standard
British equivalents, Kujore’s ‘vade-mecum’ offers the general
reader ‘an cpportunity to see the growing divergence between
Nigerian wusage and standard British wusage’ (p.vii).
Individuals are therefore expected to settle their personal
doubts on matters of usage.

The work 1s divided into two sections: the first
discugses stress patterns of standard Nigerian and British
Englishes while the other deals with lexical usage in both
varieties. Thege are adeqguately illustrated.

The work provides a large body of data on Nigerian usage
which could be analysed in various other ways. But Kujore, a
classical scholar, does not take any 1look at the
sociolinguistic perspectives of these variations. He therefore
could not determine other varieties of Nigerian usage and
invariably fails to answer bhasic questions of wha speaks what,

why and in what contexts. He however provides a clue to how
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the language is spoken and written.

Another possible criticism of Kujore is that our concern
in this study is with variation within NigE as opposed to
between NigE and BrE - which he does attempt.

Elugbe and Omamor (1991) has been described as ’'the most
exhaustive study to date in Nigerian Pidgin’ (Banjo, 1991). The
work covers the beginnings of Nigerian Pidgin, theories about
the origins of pidgins and creoles and the scope of Nigerian
Pidgin. Other areas dealt with include the problem of
orthography of pidgin, the structure and prospects of Nigerian
Pidgin.

The authors were motivated into writing the book ‘by the
discovery that the Nigerian public was grossly misinformed
about what Nigerian Pidgin (English) really is’ and the desire
to make a clear distinction between ’'bad English which one
might call broken English and Nigerian Pidgin’.

They are also dismayed that even linguists who should
know better base their analysis of pidgin on data which could
not be wholly accepted as pidgin’ (p.vii).

Perhaps, nowhere in the text is their position more
succintly and tacitly put than in an answer to the guestion:
'1s NP (NigP) a substandard form of English’ (p.61), to which
they respond:

We stand on a much firmer ground
when we say in reply ‘definitely not’.

Their argument is based on the now-too-familiar belief
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that a consideration of the grammatical structure of Nigp
demonstrates that the structural patterns of English cannot be
used to describe pidgin, and that the phonological system of
pidgin is sufficiently different from that of English.
Therefore, all things considered, they argue, 'we are faced
with two separate systems’ (p.61).

The authors also present a description of the
phonological and grammatical systems of pidgin. Further
evidence is provided by comparing NigP and the language of The
Masquerade and Wakabout in much the same way as Omamor (1990)
does in ‘Pidgins and Pseudo Pidgins’. These comparisons are
aimed at sclving the problem of misrepresentation of the
status of pidgin which should be recognised by all including
linguists,

for what it is - a full fledged

language that ig capable of coping

with any 1i1dea, just as would English,

Hausa or any language, for that matter

(p.145)
According to them, it is the failure to acknowledge this that
has led to broken forms of English being mistaken for Pidgin
and ‘false data prescnted as the basis of papers on NP
(NigP) ’ .

Nigerian Pidgin: Background and Prospects can be said to
be a celebration of pidgin. The defence of pidgin as a
language is quite appealing and perhaps, convincingly forceful
and, as Banjo says, ‘cogent and vigorous’. There is no doubt
that both scheolars have put in place a vital document for the
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study of NigP.

There are however, a few reservations. The authors’
treatment of pidgin as static, discrete and therefore
unaffected by any form of influence or change is, perhaps the
greatest weakness of the book. We do not want to believe that
the authors are unaware of the sociolinguistic contexts in
which it is used and the processes of creolization and
decreolization or depidginization, or even the recent trends
in the study of pidgins.

In their desire to present NigP as an independent
language, they did not acknowledge that substrate and
superstrate languages influence each other to the point that
it becomes difficult to state where one begins and the other
ends.

This is more disturbing because the authors admit {p.110)

that:

Decreolization or depidginization refers to

the development of a pidgin to the extent that a
certain convergence between it and the base
language becomes observable, Hence, it is some-
times claimed that between the base language (on
which a pidgin is based) and the most rudiment-
ary form of the pidgin is a continuum (see for
example, Todd,1974) Emphasis mine.

If in 1974, Todd acknowledged that the post-creole
continuum consists of ’‘a wide range of varieties of English,
some nearer the creole end of the spectrum, some nearer the
standard end (p.53), Elugbe and Omamor in 1991 (seventeen
years later) should have applied the concept of the continuum
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or, at least, admitted or given an indication that it could
apply to NigP. Such an attempt will not only provide the
readers with an alternative wview, but will enrich their
knowledge of NigP.

It is quite understandable why the issue of
decreolization is not applied to NigP: sgsuch a step will
destroy their defence of pidgin ag 'full-fledged language’.

Unfortunately, such a static view of NigpP fails to
account for the continued influence of English on pidgin or
vice versa and the heavy dependence of pidgin on English
vocabulary. It is also incapable of explaining the
relationship between NigP and the language of ‘The
Masquerade’, ‘Ikebe Super’ and ’'Wakabout’ which the authors
say are written in ‘bad English’., It is our view that these
varieties should not been written off as ’'bad English; but
should be seen as part of the mesolectal continuum - a
continuum of varieties between pidgin and SNigE.

Perhaps too, it is important to state that it is not
altogether true that identical grammatical structure signifies
gameness of language. Examples abound of Nigerian languages,
for instance, which share similar grammatical structures but
which are still described and treated as different languages,
and they remain so. Indeed, some grammatical patterns of NigP
are identical with thoge of our lccal languages, yet Elugbe
and Omamor see pidgin as a different language. There is

therefore, a contradicticn, somewhere!
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To c¢ontinue to defend and celebrate an idealized,
independent and invariable NigP in a sociolinguistic island is
not only utopian but fails to reckon with the sociolinguistic
realities of pidgin in Nigeria.

‘Jibril (1995.,232):has also commented on Elugbe and Omamor
(1991) ... He sees the work as ‘the best linguistic account of NP
to date’ but states that:

However uncharacteristically for trained

linguists, the authors adopt a possessive

defensive, emotional and puristic attitude

to NP (emphasis mine).

He argues that with the changing role of Nigerian Pidgin,
the variety now ’trespasses freely into English syntax to
borrow structures which are clearly non-pidgin’.

Using examples of inflection of verbs for the
progressive, the introduction of auxiliaries, Jibril suggests
that NigP appears to be depidginizing at the same time as it
is creolizing.

A more profitable way to 1loock at the phenomenon
therefore, Jibril says, is to see NigP in a two dimensional
continuum with the regional varieties at the horizontal axis
while at the vertical axis are sociolects of NigP which are
'marked with increasing proximity to English’. A thin dividing
line separates the top of the axis of the continuum, which
according to him, is pyramid-shaped with the axes not mutually
exclusive.

We acknowledge that ‘varieties’ and ‘continua’ are
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linguisitic and sociolinguistic entities respectively, and
admit that, in principle, the structure of core NigP (or any
other pidgin/creole for that matter) is different from that of
standard English. In its present day use, however, it is
becoming increasingly difficult to know where to draw a neat
line between them because as Wardhaugh (1986:78) points out,
when there is decreolization.

that is, when a society has two languages, a

creolized x and standard x and that standard

exerts considerable influence on the raleigh,

People start to ’improve’ their creole using

the standard language as their model, and a

whole range of varieties, which form a

continuum, is created.

Strangely enough, Omamor (1990:54) implicitly admits that
at least two such influences have been observed in NigP. She
says that she ’‘has recently noticed that some young secondary
school users of NP (NigP) in Sapele’ add 8 to nouns to make
them plural and also use the pronoun she instead of i. Yet,
she is not sure if these can be deemed instances of
‘decreolization at work’.

The same doubt is expressed by Gani-Ikilama (1991) who
identifies three varieties of NigP, viz: 'Regional’, ‘Minimal’
and 'Academic’ and provides examples (especially of the third
variety) to show, from our own point of wview, that
depidginization/decreolization is taking place in NigP. Some

of her examples are presented below.

(i) ‘I don write it’ instead of
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(ii) ‘I don write am’
I have written it.

(iii) 'My children de for house’ instead of
My pikin dem de for house
My children are at home.

Despite these evidence, she is not sure if they can be
described as depidginization. ‘Decreolization?’, she queries!

The fact that these developments are so recognizable that
they have been accorded the status of a sub-variety should be
of great concern to sociolinguists. It is therefore
interesting to note that Gani-Ikilama ’'accepts’ at the end of
her work that "this (decreolization) is probably what is
responsible for the ‘academic’ variety which sounds ’impure’
to a speaker of pidgin ‘proper’" (p.8).

It is however fascinating to note that a number of
gscholars in other nations with similar historical and
sociolinguistic experiences with Nigeria, have applied the
concept to their situations. The question therefore isg, if it
applies to Cameroon, New Zealand, the Phillipines etc why can
it not apply to Nigeria?

It is our view therefore that the situation described by
Wardhauagh is quite relevant to the Nigerian context and that
only an approach that takes into consideration the existence
of a ‘mesolectal continuum’ can adequately account for the
varieties of pidgin or other non-standard forms of NigE. A

static view of pidgin or any of the other sub-sets has,
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therefore, a limited value in the present study.

If Elugbe and Omamor failed to incorporate recent
developments in the study of pidgins and creoles in their
work, Jowitt (1991) demonstrates an awareness of them and
relates NigE to the growing trend in the study of Englishes
around the world. He presents a summary of Decamp (1971) and
Bickerton and a good overview of studies in variety
differentiation in NigE from the time of Brosnahan to Banjo
and Adesanoye. The work also highlights three parameters that
have generally been employed by scholars, in identifying
varieties of NigE, wviz: ethnolinguistic consideration,
education and the extent of deviation from standard English.

The study also examines other aspects of Nigerian
English, viz: phonology, morphology and provides an extensive
glossary of current lexical usage in Nigeria.

On the question of varieties of NigE, Jowitt acknowledges
that Banjo’s (1971) classification spells out a continuum and
therefore segmentation can only be arbitrary.

He notes however, that ‘the linguistic specifications of
Banjo’s Variety 2 - ’syntax close to that of SBE, and strongly
marked phonological and lexical peculiarities’ - cannot be
clearly distinguished from Variety 3, with its syntax also
close to that of SBrE.

Using six phonological, syntactic and lexical features of
NigE and comparing them with their SBrE equivalents, he

predicts that given a choice, ‘a wide sample of Nigerians
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weuld display almost every possible combination o©f these
features in their speech or writing or both’ (p.43).

Jowitt queries Adesanoye’s tripartite classification and
arqgues that ‘he does not provide empirical evidence to support
the theory of three varieties’, but admits contradictorily
that arbitrariness is inevitable in such exercises and that a
tripartite schema has ‘a strong special appeal’. This
according to him is because all of us go through primary,
secondary and university education., $Still, he wonders whether
‘a tripartite schema corresponds to the sociolinguistic
realities’? (p.41).

Using the degree of deviation from SBrE, the level of
education and to some extent, occupational types, Jowitt
advances that English usage in Nigeria can be arranged as a
continuum with two polarities: ’‘the greatest deviation’ and
'standard’ respectively. Not comfortable with the term ‘non-
standard’, because it gives an impression of something
*abhorrent’, Jowitt refers to all non-standard forms (both
errors and deviants) as ’'Popular Nigerian English’ (PNE).
According to him, these forms constitute a unit which is found
in every sub-variety and are ‘the indexical features’ of
Nigerian English. In his view,

the usage of every Nigerian user is a mixture

of standard forms and popular Nigerian English

forms, which are in turn composed of errors

and variants (p.47) (emphasis mine)

See Fig. 1.1. for details.
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STANDARD forms
eIrrors
FOPULAR
\ m'm‘w
variants ENGUSH ™—~—vu__ |

forms

Y .
graduates NEAR
deviation Primary VI WASC STANDARD STANDARD
from SE certificate- holders NIGERIAN ENGLISH
holders ENGLISH

Pig 1.1 Varieties of Nigerian English
{from Jowiktt, 1991:47)

From the above figure, the frequency of ‘errors’ tends to
diminish as one moves from left to right. This ssems to
suggest that PNE is not only a basilectal but also a
mosolectal sub-set.

It is our view that ‘Popular Nigerian English’ which
covers the usage of illiterates, primary and secondary school
leavers and some university graduates (i.e. virtually all

Nigerian users of English) 1is so broad that it fails to
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capture the complex socioliguistic realities in which the
varieties of NigE are employed as he has advocated.

It sBeems therefore that Jowitt also fails to apply
DeCamp’s and Bickerton’'s post-creole contvaum, after
acknowledging that ‘the extremely deviant end of the continuum
is a variety that corresponds very closely to creole,..’
{(p.3). Consequently, the baseilect is left out.

We are however convinced that the basilect eqguivalent in
NigE is NigP, which in some contexts, for instance the delta
area of Delta and Rivers States, has acquired a creole status.

Jowitt’'s treatment of NigP can at best be described as
shallow, This 1is easy to explain; he does not see it as a
variety of NigE. He does, however, make a few claims:

{i) Unlike Broken English whose syntax is
idiosyncratic, Pidgin has a standardized syntax.

(ii) Unlike PNE and standard varieties of English,
Pidgin and English are fairly discontinuous.

{iii) The learning of Pidgin uvsually precedes the

learning of English... (emphasis mine).

While we accept [(as we have stated earlier) that in
principle, the pidgin spoken in Delta and Rivers States had
and perhaps, may still have a standardized syntax, we are also
aware that the variety is not by any standard homogeneous.
Jowitt's argument that Pidgin and English are discontinuous
entities is therefore as contentious as it is self-defeating
because he alsoc accepts (p.54) that

some structures and lexical items of
pidgin frequently find their way into
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PNE, particularly at the lower learning

levels (emphasis mine) .

It is also not altogether true that the learning of
pidgin ‘usually’ precedes that of English - it may be true in
areas where pidgin is the mother-tongue. In other situations,
the reverse is the case, or both are learnt simultaneously.
Under such conditions, it is the transfer of structures from
the non-standard (Jowitt’s PNE) or even standard sub-set that
is evident. The result of such inter-variety and sometimes bi-
directional transfer is a pidgin continuum which naturally
stretches into NSNigE and in some cases, SNigE. This has been
responsible for the development of various forms of pidgins.

Bamgbose (1995) seems to agree with Jowitt on the status
of NigP. The work takes a retrospective look at English
usage in Nigeria and identifies three strands that have
contributed in shaping NigE as it is today. These are
‘Contact English’ (CE), which comprises Nigerian Pidgin (NP)
and Broken English (BE); Victorian English (VE) and School
English (SE).

Bamgbose illustrates the CE variety with excerpts from
the famous entries in Antera Duke’s diary of the events in
Calabar between 1785 and 1788. According to him, of the two
contact sub-varieties, Broken English is less popular but it
is continuously used in soap operas. Unlike the earlier types
of Broken English, the modern use of this sub-set is to depict

an unorganised and disorderly society.
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He opines that the continued use of Nigerian Pidgin in
Nigerian English raises the question of its linquistic and
sociolinguistic status. Bamgbose agrees with Elugbe, Omamor
and Gani-Tkilama etc that Nigerian Pidgin is not a variety of

Ko . " . .
NigE. According to him,

While a consideration of Nigerian Pidgin

as a variety of English may be unacceptable,

it is difficult to quarrel with the conclusion

that, in its use, particularly in literature,

it is still closely tied to Nigerian English.

It is not however, clear what Bamgbose means by being
‘closely tied to Nigerian English’.

The Victorian strand of NigE is associated with the
‘cosmopolitan 19th century negro of Lagos’ - made up of
lawyers, doctors, missionaries etc returning from Brazil,
America, Sierra Leone and Liberia. These returnees had a
common historical and racial identity with the Negroes of
Black America but with the culture of ‘a non-native upper
class’. Bamgbose quotes from Veronica My Daughter (p.12) to
illustrate this variety.

As I was decending (sic!) from declivity

yesterday, with such an excessive velocity,

I suddenly lost the centre of my gravity

and was precipitated on macamadized (sic!)

thoroughfare (sic!).

Victorian Engligh, in Bamgbose’s view, is the prototype
of bookish Nigerian English with its bombast. This strand

‘has continued to some extent in Nigerian English, although it

has now been shorn of its classical pretensions’ (p.17).
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The third strand, Schcol English (SE) is ‘the English of
the school primer, of the sermon....” This is a simplified
off-shoot of the learned Victorian style which is also
susceptible to nativization. Bamgbose sees this variety as
the direct predecessor of today’s Nigerian English.

Ayo Bamgbose’s classification raises a few questions,
‘retrospective’ though it is. One such question is the status
and ‘continued’ influence of Victorian English on English
usage in Nigeria in the 20th century. If ‘it was routine in
the writer's (Bamgbose'’s) schooldays to exhibit learning
through the use of grandiloquent expressions’ (p.17), we do
not see any such routine today. Indeed, there are many
Nigerian users of English who do not write or speak Victorian.
A large number too, (including the present writer) have had no
contact at all with Latin which, to a great extent, had a
remarkable input into Victorian usage.

How many Nigerians would say for instance, ‘This is the
domiciliary edifice erected by Jack’ for just a message as
simple as ‘This is the house that Jack built’? It is obvious
from this that the effect of VE is minimal, if it still has
any on English usage in Nigeria.

It is also our view that since Nigerian Pidgin and Broken
English which result from ‘contact’ with Europeans form a
strand, the same should apply to Victorian English (VE) and
School English both of which are the products of ‘learning’.

Indeed, we see VE as some form of SE, associated with the
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‘older’ generation but which has now been transformed and sub-
merged into the current simplified usage of most Nigerians.
‘Bamgbose’s use of BE as both Broken Eﬁglish and British
Eﬁglish is also unclear! In his discussion, he sees BE
(Broken English) as the cousin of Nigerian Pidgin.
In his illustration (see Fig 1.2) however he labels BE

(now British English) as a sub-variety of Contact English.

W'_-' ,//’/}gi\\\\h' VE SE
TN . BE

NE: Nigerian English SE:  School English
CE: Contact English NP: Nigerian Pidgin
VE:  Victorian English BE:  British English

Fig. 1.2 Types of Nigerian English (from Bamgbose, 1995:12)

Readers are forced to ask:

(i) Is BE (British English) a variety of NigE?
We do not believe.

(ii) Is British English closer to NigP than it is to
Victorian/School English? Perhaps, not.
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(iid) Could this be the printer’s devil? Perhaps so0,
but only Bamgbose can confirm.
One major problem with studies in NigE is that they have
failed to see it as a distinct variety just as BrE or AmE; and
it should be treated on a footing of equality. Banjo

(1995:225) painfully notes that:

As we have seen, all the studies (in NigE)

have been carried out on the basis of

comparison with British standard usage,

in the case of lexis and syntax, and

largely with RP, in the case of phonology

{emphasis mine). '
He therefore contends that ‘scholarship in Nigerian English
has not really outgrown its error analysis origins’.

His fear that:

Nigerian usage may still be regarded

not as legitimate and inevitable deviations,

but as deviance from a universally accepted

norm is therefore appreciated.

Yet, Banjo sees nothing intrinsically wrong in describing
one variety of language in contrast to another. In the case of
studies in Nigerian English (so far), it is to describe NigE
*in contrast to a variety that 1is widely known, and is also
generally known to have been the original historical and
formal input’.

He suggests a way out of this dilemma. According to him,
while it is usual to consider any departure from the L, usage
in the output of the foreign learner as an error, ‘errors in

L, situation have to be established against an endonormative,
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rather than an excnormative standard...’ (p.227).

In Braj Kachru’s (1995:1iii) view, the debate on NigRE has
introduced a fascinating dimension of Nigerian English - the
distinctiveness of West African English writers. In his
opinion, this distinctiveness manifests itself ’in bold
experimentation in language, in creating distinct Nigerian
discourse in English, and in stylistic and thematic
innovations, as seen in the works of Achebe, Soyinka, etc.

Kachru agrees in New Englishes: A West African

Perspective that the study of English in Nigeria is not new in
a chroneclogical sense, but notes, that the newness may be seen
in terms of "recognition of the African canon in linguistic
~and literary creativity by the ’'Inner Circle’ ", in self-
recognition by Nigerian scholars, educators and 1language
policy makers and in ’‘terms of confidence in creativity and
innovations’.

Of importance to this study is that this ‘newness’ can be
interpreted within the socioloinguistic and literary contexts
and the call for altered attitudes and identities’. The result
of this Kachru posits, is that:

West African English has become an important

part of world Englishes - a window of access

to Africa and Africa’s window to the rest of

the world.

He cites Achebe and Rao, scholars whose views on the

problems of a bilingual creative writer are similar. Quoting
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from Rao's credo that:

We cannot write like the English. We

should not. We can write only as Indians.

We have grown to look at the large world

as part of us. Our method of expression

therefore has to be a dialect which will

someday prove to be distinctive and

colorful as the Irigh or the American.

Time alone will justify (p.iv),
he sees in ‘these insightful and provocative observations
about creativity in English... a vision for world Englishes’.

For us, Rao’s dream that time will justify his vision is
already vindicated. The time is now and we are set here to
describe the Nigerian variety of world Englishes. As Kachru
(1985:30) says:

What we need now are new paradigms and

perspectives for linguistic and peda-

gogical research and for understanding

the linguistic creativity in multilingual

situations and across cultures.

It is also our wish to demonstrate that scholarship in
NigE is beginning to outgrow its error analysis orgins and
that NigE can indeed be described in her own terms.

Okwudishu (1990) is one study that relates NigP to the
current developments in pidging and crecles. The study,
‘Acrolectal features of Sheltered Nigerian Pidgin English’
reviews the historical and social conditions that gave birth
to NigP and argues that while it was possible for NigP to
enjoy a separate existence in its basilectal form, with
increase in social mobility, the number of pecple being

educated and urban drift, it is becoming increasingly
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difficult to keep the two (i.e. English and Pidgin) apart;

Consequently, as more and more varieties

of Nigerian Pidgin English spring up

everyday, 1t is possible to place them

on a continuum between basilectal and

. acrolectal norms (p.21). . v :

The study.aiso discusses regional and social varieties of
NigP..Okwudishu shares the view of'Faréclas:.et ai.that, of
the four regional varieties (Warri, Rivers, Lagos and Jos},
Rivers State Pidgin English (RPE) is distinct. According to
them, while RPE maintains many standard English words with
final consonant clusters, other regional varieties reduce such
clusters to single final consonants. Judging also by the way
words are used by the speakers of these varieties, they argue
' that there is a considerable variation in the substrate
lexicon.

On social varieties, Okwudishu observes that the form of
pidgin used by urban children differs from that spcken by
adults. She cites the example of University of Jos Staff
School children whe have been overheard making such sentences
as 'mek you higher di radio’ as an analogy of ’‘please lower
the volume of your radio’.

She also points out that Nigerian musicians and writers
have used NigP in their own different ways to create social
effect.

Of importance to our study is her acknowledgement that
NigP is depidginizing. According to her, examples of the trend
are numercus and they apply to all linguistic levels -
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phonology, graphology, morphology, lexicon and syntax. She
notes however, that, it is at the lexical level that the
violation of pidgin requirements are most noticeable as ’‘more
and more words from the traditional pidgin lexicon are giving
way to more standard English words’ (p.16}. She illustrates
with ‘children’ and ’'babies’ which are now used in place of

traditional ‘pikin’. Other items include:

please a beg
sit sidon
go out komot
trouble palava/wahala etc.

At the syntactic level, verbs serialization rule and the
use of invariant forms of /e/, /in/ or /im/ for the third
person singular pronoun are gradually being violated.

At the morphological level, she opines that there are a
few cases of inflection for tense and aspect ’‘which signal
that this is a trend that should also be watched very closely’
(p.16).

Though the work does not provide scientific evidence for
the changes nor statistical analysis to back up the data, it
remains commendable. For one, her acknowledgement that NigP is
depidginizing is firm. The introduction of some features of
standard English into NigP implies that the movement to NSNigE
has begun and the distinction between them even more blurred.

For another, Okwudishu makes bold to identify three sub-

types based on lects- basilectal, mesolectal and acrolectal
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pidging. She however laments that important questions relating
to the subsequent development of these sub-types have not
received adeguate attention. Her call, therefore, that

the time is ripe for a move away from the

congservative’heavy’ basilectal pidgin to the

rapidly restructuring and light’ acrolectal

one of the accultrating urban communities

(p.21),
is as timely and relevant as Rac’s, Achebe’s, Kachru’s and
indeed, Banje’s earlier invitation to Nigerian scholars to
probe into ‘the vast, exciting, and as yet little explored
territory’' of English as a World Language. We also recall
Gillian Sankoff’s (1973) proposition that variation studies
should go beyond phcnology and the suggestion that linguists
should take the new wave into syntax (Rickford, 1973). We
heed these calls which provide enough justification for this

study.

1.3 Statement ¢of the Research Problem

This study hopes to contribute to the existing literature
on both Nigerian English and English as a World Language and
seeks to provide answers to the fellowing questions:

1. What are the varieties of English used in Nigeria;
how can they be differentiated? Are these discrete
typologies or a continuum dovetailing into one
another?

2. Are the wvarieties identified by earlier writers
*distinct enough’?

3. What is the most objective metatheory that can be
used in the identification and systematic
description of syntactic variation in NigE?
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4. How far are extraliguistic features correlatable
with variability?

5. What is the relationship between the identified
varieties and other LFEs and with world language
English?
1.4 Limitations.

One expectation of a study such ag this is that the data
base should cover the entire or at least, most parts of the
country. For obvious reasons - time, cost and data management
- the study is limited to Ahmadu Bello University (Samaru
Campus) Zaria.

This does not imply that only indigenes of Zaria or even
Kaduna State participated in the study. Rather, the subjects
were drawn from all the states of the federation and the
Federal Capital Territory, Abuja.

As a federal institution, Ahmadu Bellc University, Zaria
naturally attracts students from all parts of the country who
generally are bound to display the linguistic traits usually
associated with members of their language group irrespective
of their new abode. (see 3.3, p. 142 for Stratification of
Sample) .

The decigion to use students is deliberate. Perhaps, a
more heterogeneous corpus could be more revealing but our
objective in this study is to obtain enough materials from a
target group - educated users of NigE.

Most of the 100 Level students and a number of the 200

Level students were not only fresh to the university but also
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new to Zaria. They were therefore not very likely to have been
influenced very much by the linguistic situation on the
campus, at least within the first few months of their arrival.
It is bur assumption therefore that the findings of this study
can apply to most other similar contexts in Nigeria.

We are however aware that if the corpus had been
collected from other universities, especially in the southern
part of the country, this assumption may be confirmed.

Arguable as our position is, we acknowledge that our
inability to collect data from students in other universities,
presents a major shortcoming. We however hope that the
differences, if any, will not be so significant to invalidate
our generalisations.

Ours is a syntactic study. We have, however, touched on
some sociolinguistic issues, such as sex, contextual styles
etc. As we will show in Chapter Three, there are no
significant differences either in the ages of the subjects or
the occupations of their parents. It was therefore not
considered worthwhile to investigate the effects of these two

factors on English usage in Nigeria.
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CHAPTER TWO

2.0 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Preamble,

Inquiries into speech varieties and the relationship
between language and social contexts have been of interest to
both the traditional dialectologist and sociolinguist who have
looked at variation in language from different view points. In
this chapter, we take a look at some of the existing
frameworks employed by linguists and sociolinguists in
variation studies, and propose a model for the description of

NigE.

2.2 Labov’s Variability Model

Labov’s first major study ‘The Social Motivation of a
Sound Change’ (1963) was carried out in the small Island of
Martha’s Vineyard in Massachusetts. In the said study, Labov
examines the frequency and distribution of the central forms
of /ai/ and /au/ diphthongs in several regions, age levels,
occupational and ethnic groups and hopes ‘to isolate the
social factors which bear directly upon the linguistic
process’ (p.273).

The study found that high centralization of /ai/
and /au/ is very common with those who have 'positive
orientation towards Martha’s Vineyard’ (p.306) i.e. those who
are proud to be Vineyarders, for example, 'older’ subjects who

feel that their way of life is being threatened by visitors.
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Centralization therefore provides a subtle pattern of
stratification as those who use the centralised form
unconsciously wish to establish the fact that they are the
natives to whom the island rightfully belongs.

The study shows that variation is associated with
different social groups within a community and has provided
evidence on the social motivation of sound change..

Attracted by the increasing use of the postvocalic /r/ in
New York City, Labov in The Social Stratification of English
in New York City (1966), attempts ’'to discover in the
apparently irregular fluctuations in the speech of New
Yorkers, a coherent linguistic structure’ (p.207).

In the pilot study, ’The Social Stratification of /x/ in
New York Department Stores’, Labov uses three department
stores: Saks Fifth Avenue, Macy’s and S.Klein, presented here
in descending crder of prestige based on their location,
quality of customers, advertising and price pcolicies, physical
plant and staff welfare.

The methodology was simple: Labov asked various staff the
direction of a section which he knew was located on the fourth
floor. After the initial response, he pretended not to have
heard properly. This necessitated another reply, now in
careful speech style. Thus, he had /r/ in four different
occurrences - two positions each for casual and careful speech
forms.

The results are quite interesting. The level of /r/ usage
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reflects the assumed status of the stores: 62% in Saks, 51% in
Macy’s and 20% in Kleins. More /r/ forms were also used in
'floor’ (fine position) than in ‘fourth’ (preconsonantal).
Labov also found that more /r/ varieties were employed in
emphatic than in casual speech.

Factors such as race, occupation, age, etc were used to
explain the regular pattern of /r/ usage. Generally, blacks
used less /r/ than whites - there were more black employees in
the Klein sample than in Macy’s and more in Macy’s than in
Saks. The same pattern of stratification was observed with
occupations: floorworkers, sales people and stock boys used
less /r/ in that order.

Labov acknowledges that the results of the survey are
‘promising’ and applied them to wider context. He turns to the
Lower East Side of New York City (LESNY), an area known for
its mixed population.

Labov was fortunate to have access to population
enumeration records and a sociological survey carried out in
1961 by unit of ’‘Mobilization for Youth’ (MFY), an agency
established to help curb juvenile delinquency and improve the
opportunity structure of the young people in the area. He was
therefore able to eliminate the groups not needed in the
study.

He started with 70 exploratory interviews which examined
the range of phonological variation of many speakers. Five

variables were seen ‘to exhibit regular variation in different
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styles and contexts’., These include (r) as in beard, bare,
fire, fired, flower, flowered, etc; (eh) representing the
vowel in back, bad, bag etc; (oh) as in dog, for, nor and the
dental conséonants in thing, think, three (th); then, with etc
(dh}.

Labov designed the interview to elicit a range of styles
from casual to careful speech to show how language ig used
naturally. The oral interview presented instances of careful
speech,

For spontaneous speech to emerge, Labov allowed the
informants to digress from the subject-matter, He also
introduced topics which produced more emotional responses -
subjects were asked to describe a situation in which they were
in sericous danger of being killed.

Apart from these, ‘channel cues’, mocdulations of the
voice production which affect speech as a whole’ were used to
indicate style shifts from careful to spontanecus speech.
These included tempo, pitch, volume, rate of breathing and,
even laughter.

Labov wanted a sample that is representative of all the
main ethnic and religious groups, socio-economic classes etc
in New York with the exception of foreigners. New Yorkers who
were born in foreign countries were also excluded unless they
had come to the Lower East Side before age of eight. Americans
whe had come to New York City after the age of eight were

classified as 'out-of-towners’; their speech was only used for
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comparative purposes with the main data.

From an initial list of 988 people from MFY, Labov,
through a complex method of elimination, and a rigorous random
sampling arrived at 122. These were personally interviewed.

For the socio-economic class (SEC), three equally
weighted indicators of occupation, education and income were
used. Five social classes were identified; Lower class (LC),
Working class (WC), Lower Middle Class (LMC), Upper Middle
Class (UMC) and Upper Class (UC).

Among other things, the study established that there is
correlation between some variables and both social class and
style. For example, (r) presented clear stratification and
therefore quite useful in differentiating the class continuum,
Generally, the lower class uses less (r) in casual speech but
as formality increases the difference between UMC and others

decreases, Fig 2.1. gives further details.
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Fig. 2.1 Class stratification of [r] from Labov (1972:114)




SEC:
0-1 1IC A. Casual speech
2-4 wWe B. Careful speech
5-6, 7-8 LMC (. Reading style
9 UMC D. Word list
D’ Minimal pairs

As can be §een, the lowest group does not even usge (r) at
all in casual speech, the others only little, One nevertheless
notes that there ig a Cross-over - the sudden upward movement
of LMC which even goes beyond the UMC. Labov calls thig "the
hypercorrection of the Lower Middle Class’ and sees it as a
factor of linguistic change. It ig the LMC that shows the most
extreme style shifting - a mark of linguistic insecurity,

While in al1 contexts members of each of SEC can be
identified by their use of (th), the pattern to a very large
extent, remains the Same - all groups reduce the use of stops

and affricates in formal types. see Fig 2.2 for details,
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Fig. 2.2 Class stratificaion of [th] from Labov (1972:125)




However, the study found that for (th) and (dh), the use
of the stop consonant in initial position for think, thing is
a more common feature of the LC than the WC. Both classes use
stops and affricates in words as then, the (dh) in unstressed
position. It can also be seen from the figure that the
fricative form of (th) is the prestige form in New York City.

It also noted that in careful speech, women use fewer
stigmatised forms than men and are more sensitive to the
prestige forms especially in formal situations. This pattern
is more pronounced in LMC women who show ’‘more concentration
in the extreme values especially for (oh)’ (p.312).

It can therefore be said that the socio-economic groups
are neatly stratified in their use of non-standard variants.
The highest class uses these non-standard forms in very
limited cases in informal interactions. New Yorkers also
recognise that a prestige variety (that used by UC) exists and
generally attempt to use it as much as possible.

Labov’s insightful treatment of linguistic variation in
New York City which has generally been acknowledged as very
scholarly, has provided the framework for other studies (See
Shuy, Wolfram and Riley, 1968, Trudgill, 1972 and 1974a;
Jibril 1986 etc). The views of the various writers are summed
up by Glenn (1969:469) who considers it 'a magnuan upus’.

Glenn believes that Labov’s department stores studies are
among 'the most novel interviewing techniques'. He praises

Labov’s ability to obtain socially stratified linguistic data



in a highly impersonal environment without the informants
being aware of their being interviewed. According to him,
Labov has attacked one of the most complicated situations in
the United States and has succeeded in ‘unraveling currents
and counter currents of stigmatization, prestige and ethnic
group identification which previous investigators did not know
how tc treat’ (P.273)

The introduction of sociolinguistic variables by Labov is
also noteworthy. These variables enable the 1linguist to
identify not only the factors that affect language change but
also the social motivation of linguistic variation. A complex
combination of the sociolinguistic and an array of stylistic
variables provide an excellent result: a clear picture of the
varying effects of the sociolinguistic variables in different
stylistic contexts emerges.

The statistical data employed by Labov and other
proponents of variable rules are not '‘mere displaying devices’
as Bickerton (1973:28) «claims. They help in reaching
conclusions which may not be obvious from the raw data.
Indeed, Glenn sees Labov’s charts as ’‘visually similar to
topographical linguistic data displays’ and can even be called
a map of sociolinguistic variation. To him, it is a kind of
socioliguistic atlas with social characteristics of the
populace replacing geographical coordinates (p.473). These, as
Anshen (1975:8) puts it, facilitate explanations.

Bickerton also claims that with variable rules, the human
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mind is forced to do very unlikely things. He says that a
speaker must know the rules, their various interpretations and
uses - and do so in conformity with social norms. For
instance, he must be constantly aware of what the other
members of the group to which he belongs are doing so as to
relate to the group average. Bickerton holds that this would
lead to an unusual situation in which a speaker will continue
to check his speech in all contexts (1971:460); and argues
that it is not likely that a real person will be able to do
all these all the time. He will have to have a supernatural
power to know what the others far away from him are doing.

Gillian Sankoff (1974:34), rejects this argument and
states that there is no evidence to prove that the human mind
can only work in ‘all-or-nothing terms’ and that in view of
the abundant evidence in Labov (1965 and 1966), it appears
that human beings can indeed procegs and deal with this kind
of variation.

Frank Ashen in ‘Varied Objections to Various Variable
Rules’, (1975:7) and Robert Berdan in 'The Necessity of
Variable Rules’, (1975:19) hold a slightly different view.
They agree with Bickerton that real people do not possess
these capacities but are quick to point out that they (the
capacities) are not necessary for variable rules as they will
be taken care of by probability statements which are
indispensable in accounting for the uniformity of patterns of

variation across generations and social groups.
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Gillian Sankoff also refutes Bickerton’s criticism of the
early work on variable rules that statistical tendencies for
the community are an ad hoc mixture of the grammar of
different speakers. Citing evidence from the ‘Montreal que’,
she opines that such statistical tendencies at the community
level are reflections of the tendencies of the individual.

It is our submission that, though group behaviour may not
always be a direct reflection of that of the individual, in
most cases, it is the application of a rule rather than its
absence or the presence of another rule that is observed if
the behaviour of the group is compared with that of the
individual. (See Ashen,1%72; Wolfram,b1973).

Labov’s ‘interest’ in competence has also come under
attack. Bickerton (1971), DeCamp (1969, 1971) belijeve that
variable rules distort the fundamental distinction between
competence and performance and that this is bound to affect
the general theory of grammar. Odumuh and Gomwalk (1986} see
the emphasis on competence as a reflection of Chomsky’s
preference over performance and envisage a danger in this
preference -"the relegation of 'performance-related’ aspects
of wvariation to the periphery’ and the c¢onsequent
marginalization of the more cbjective aspects of variation for
the subjective and intuitive ones.

Labov however does not agree that a distinction between
competence and performance can be of much value. He agrees

that while no one should see performance as a dumping site for

58



all ’convenient data‘’ in variation, terms such as ‘free
variation’, ‘dialect mixture’ can be used to account for
change and that since variable rules relate to grammatical
categories in a'highly complex way, ‘it is hard to see what
can be gained by extracting a grain of performance from this
complex system’ (1960:759). He therefore sees Chomsky’s (1965)
definition of competence and performance as narrow and
inadequate.

Labov described the phonological structure of the group
rather than that of the individual because

the speech of most individuals did not form a

coherent and rational system, but was marked

by numercus oscillations, contradictions and

alterations which were inexplicable in terms
of a single idiolect. (Labov 1972:124).

Bickerton has however argued that dependence on the group
rather than the individual conceals considerable variation
between individual idiolects. According to him, (1971:488):

One can always produce discrete figures

by drawing non-linguistic boundaries,

averaging performance within those boundaries,

and then comparing the averages; if one takes

individuals irrespective of group or class

membership and ranks them along a continuum,

one gets a different picture.

Labov’s model assumes the existence of a society,
hierarchically structured along socico-economic 1lines with
'stable sociolinguistic markers’, but as Jibril (1982) and
Odumuh and Gomwalk (1986) have noted, such crystallization has
not taken place in African societies. Evidence from this study
also shows that there are no sociolinguistic markers
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associated with any category or group of speakers. Individuals
switch from one variety to another in response to the
sociolinguistic demands of the situation.

It is also significant to note that despite the contr-
ibutions made by Labov to sociolinguistics, his variable rule
theory 'has had little or no influence in the writing of
grammars’ (Hudson,1980:184). This may be because variation
studies as we have seen concentrated on phonological
variables. Besides, we note more importantly that Jibril
(1986) applied the Labovian framework to phonological
variation in Nigerian English and found the model inadequate
on grounds which include differences in the ordering of
stylistic 1levels and contexts. Contrary to Labovian
expectation, Jibril found that the subjects used
‘proportionately more of the non-RP variants in reading style

than in the discussion style’. Details are presented in Table

A 5 I

Table 2.1 The effect of reading style on variables [3], [A]
and [2] in two speakers (from Jibril, 1986:71}).

Variable (3) Vanable (a) Vanable (3)

Speaker | Style @ @ R B (Al b )
Discussion 43 0 14|18 7 11 F/
45
Reading 36 0 7158 4 2 W
Discussion 5 17 1515 6 |0 W
66

Reading L 0 0| 33 6 6 0




Another reason advanced by Jibril for the inadequacy of
the Labovian framework is the ‘confusion’ and 'ambivalence’
which surround the prestige norm in a second language
situation - an ambivalence more noticed in speech where the
acceptability of a native-like accent depends on the context
and the naturalness of the speaker.

If the Labovian model is inadequate even in the study of
phonological variation in NigE, it can hardly be a valid tool
for analysis in syntactic variation - an area that it has been
known to have far less influence.

Cheshire (1978 and 1982) provides further proof that
given different socio-cultural and socioloinguistic settings,
Labov’s variable theory may either fail to apply or do so only
to some degree. In Variation in an English Dialect and
'Present tense verbs in Reading English’, she employs the
Labovian model with limited success. The differences are
attributed to the social characteristics of the American and
British societies. According to her, the Reading boys formed
a more cohesive group while the Harlem boys in Labov's study
had names such as ‘The Jets’, ‘The Cobras’ and had "a
distinctly hierarchical structure with leaders and other
‘officials’" (1982:90) which qualify the collection for a
gang’ rather than ’'group’ particularly when compared with the
Reading boys who were less ‘authoritarian’ and had less rigid
structure - characteristics which she says are typical of

street boys in Britain.
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Cheshire acknowledges that while there is a positive
correlation between the use of non-standard features and peer
group status, it is not true for all linguistic variables. The
correlation cannot alsc be sald Lo be either as systematic or

regular as presented by Labov. See Table 2.2 for details.

Takle 2.2 Adherence to vernacular culture and frequency
indices for ncn-standard features,.

Feature Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Class A

nonstandard -s 77.36 54.03 36.57 21.21

nonstandard has 66.67 E0.00 41.6% (33.33)
nonstandard was 90.32 89.74 83,33 75.00

negative concord 100.00 85.71 83.33 71.43

Class B

nonstandard never 64.71 41 .67 45 .45 37.50

nonstandard what §2.31 7.69 33.32 0.00

Class C

nonstandard do £8.33 37.50 83.33 -

nonstandard come 100.00 100.00 100.00 (100.00)
ain‘t= auxiliary HAVE 78.26 64.52 80.00 (100.00)
ain’t= copula BE 100.00 76.19 56.52 7%.00
ain’t= auxiliary BE 58.82 72.22 80.00 (100.00}

Cheshire’s analysis of the use of non-standard forms by

the different groups studied only ‘appeared’ to confirm
Labovian classification of socioloinguistic variables as
markers and indicators of social c¢lass. The variables also
have different kinds of social significance. For instance,
while for the boys, the use of non-standard 'has’, ‘was’,
‘never’ and negative concord signifies an identity with the

vernacular culture, it does not have the same value for all
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the girls. Again, while the past tense form of ‘come’ remains
invariant for the boys and therefore of no social value, it is
a symbol of cultural identity for the girls.

She also questions (as Jibril did) the Labovian concept
of style, which c¢laims that the proportion of nonstandard
features is directly related to the amount o©of attention
gpeakers give to their speech, and considers it rather ‘over-
gsimplistic’. According to her, in most cases, paying attention
to speech results in the use of more non-standard forms. She
therefore suggests that a more realistic approach isg to see
style as ‘the individual’s response to the social occasion’
(p.131).

Of importance is the fact that the sociolinguistic
context in which Cheshire conducted her study can be said to
be more similar to that of Labov than to the Nigerian context,
at least in terms of sccial class system. That she found these
discrepancies should therefore worry any user of the model,
moreso in an entirely non-native (English) setting such as
Nigeria.

In his own criticism, Le Page recalls Labov’'s recognition
of the problem posed by the inability of linguistic theory to
account for the variable performance of a speaker and his
motivation for linguistic change. Discussing the behaviour of
Black American speakers of creocle, Labov (1971) agrees that
‘there is no regular rule to predict which of the various

forms will be selected or distinguished’. Le Page (1975:148)
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notes Labov’s feelings:

It is illusory... to believe that all cases

of variation can be resolved into invariant

rules, dialect mixture or free variation.

Gilbert Glenn (1969:473) has also commented on
Labov's division of the continuum of style into discrete
levels. In doing this, he says Labov is introducing some
artificiality into the analysis. He however admits that the
use of discrete stylistic 1levels in ascertaining the
possibility of occurrence of certain phonological variables
cannot be disputed.

Equally undisputable is the contribution made by Labov to
*sociolinguisticg’ - a term that he has resisted for many
years. The use of sociolinguistic variables will enable this
investigator to identify and analyse ‘the major systematic
linguistic features’ associated with the different varieties
of NigE, {Odumuh and Gomwalk 1986:10). Some aspects of his
data collection techniques have therefore been employed in

this study. (See Chapter Three)

2.3 Bickerton’s Linear Scalogram
In 'Inherent Variabkility and Variable Rules’ (1971},
Derek Bickerton uses the Charles-James N Bailey Wave Model to
describe the ’'random distribution’ of 'fu-tu’ complimentizers
in Guyanese creole which he says c¢an be accounted for by a
rule change that began in a limited area, early in the
century. As a result of the gradual weakening of the socio-
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economic barriers between the whites and non-whites, the rule
change filtered into some environments while it had scarcely
begun in others. This is because the area in which the rule
first applied has to be saturated before the change begins in
the next area.

Cne thing that is however common with Guyanese
creole speakers according to him, is the tendency to
marginally internalise their grammar by inducing rules from
the utterances of the speakers of the target variety. This
leads to the development of 'mesolectal’ forms-
‘approximations’ of English rules through '‘selections of
genuine parts of the actual target rule’. The result is a
continuum situation where there is a great deal of difference
between and within individuals who nevertheless can be said to
represent an ordered process and can be implicationally
ranked.

Bickerton (1973) calls for a new matatheory which
should see variations as the centre rather than the periphery
of language. A functional application of the matatheory breaks
down the dichotomy between the synchronic and diachronic
studies. Language, he contends, must be seen as ’'a dynamic
process evolving through space and time’, and the problems of
'leaky’ grammars and conflicting native-speaker intuitions
must be seen in the light of change.

Bickerton takes as his starting point, the individual

speaker and the term ‘lect’ has now come to be used for
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