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Abstract

Contemporary discourse studies face the necessity to develop the methods of contrastive sub-
discourse analysis which apply numeric and comparable data to diversify and describe sub-discourse
types. The aim of the research is to propose a method of discourse profiling serving the purpose, and
to further test the method in the contrastive study of linguistic creativity in different types of English
language children’s novels. The category of linguistic creativity being the leading form of language
poesis receives parametric description on all language representation levels (in written form)
and provides the discourse values for contrastive analysis. These values are explored in the
fragments of non-autobiographic and autobiographic adventure novel sub-discourse types authored
by J.C. George, F. Gibson, J.D. Ullman, and G. Durrell (a total amount of 120.000 signs) annotated
manually for 52 linguistic creativity parameters on phonological, morphological, word-formation,
lexical, syntactic, and graphic levels. The working hypothesis is that the linguistic creativity
parametric activity distributions represent the sub-discourse profiles and may serve to contrast sub-
discourse types by means of their vectors’ contingency values. The analysis in individual parameter
activity and in parameter groups activity demonstrated significant variance in sub-discourse
construal, with autobiographic sub-discourse of G. Durrell manifesting several higher activity values
in word-formation (occasional compounding), lexical use (the use of professional language, lexical
tropes, allusive names, higher register style) and syntactic use (the use of parallel structures and
syntactic intensifiers). In terms of morphological activity, the parameter values tend to be lower
(morphological category shifts), the same stands true of some syntactic (the use of elliptical
structures) and lexical parameters (the use of lower register types and proper names). The sub-
discourse profiles demonstrate several common features, evidently typical of the discourse type
itself, and the features differentiating non-autobiographic and autobiographic discourse subtypes.
Vector correlation analysis revealed lower correlation values for autobiographic sub-discourse,
which proves its specificity and testifies to the discourse profiling method applicability.
Keywords: linguistic creativity, discourse profiles, children’s novels, Gerald Durrell, vector
analysis
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Hayynag ctaTbs

JIMHIrBOKpPEeaTUBHOCTb U JUCKYPCUBHbIE IPOPUIHU
XyA0KeCTBEeHHO! NOBECTH
B aHIJIOSI3bIYHOM JAETCKOM JInTepaType

M.U. KHOCE

MocCKOBCKUH TOCYyJapCTBEHHBIA TUHIBUCTUYECKUN YHUBEPCUTET
Mockea, Poccus

AHHOTALUA

JJist COBpEMEHHO JIMHTBUCTUKU TUCKYPCa aKTYaIbHOU SIBIICTCS MpoOIeMa OTCYTCTBHS METOJIOB
KOHTPACTHBHOTO aHAIIN3a CYOAUCKYpPCOB, IPUMEHEHHE KOTOPBIX ITO3BOIIIIO OBI OTIEPHPOBATH YHC-
JIOBBIMH W COIIOCTABUMBIMH JaHHBIMH TPY MX pa3TpaHUYCHUN W omvcaHud. Llens mccnenoBaHus
COCTOHWT B pa3paboTKe MeTOoa JICKYPCUBHOTO MPOQMINPOBAHIS, KOTOPEIA TECTHPYETCS MIPH MPO-
BEJICHHH KOHTPACTHBHOTO aHAIN3a JHMHIBUCTHYECKON KPEAaTHBHOCTH B Pa3HBIX THIAX IUCKypca
JETCKOM aHTJIOSN3BIYHON OBECTH; IIPH 3TOM JIMHTBUCTHYECKAsI KPEaTHBHOCTH KakK BeAymas opma
A3BIKOBOTO TI033HUCA M3ydaeTcsd depe3 MapaMeTpUUYecKHi aHalli3 ee S3bIKOBBIX MapKepoB Ha Bcex
YPOBHSIX SI3bIKOBOM pemnpe3eHTalny MUCbMEHHOH (OpMBI TUCcKypca. MarepuanoMm HCClieI0BaHus
BBICTYIIAIOT 00pa3ilbl HEaBTOOMOTPahUUECKOro U aBTOOHOIpapHUECKOro CyOIUCKYPCOB JICTCKOM
AHIJIOA3BIYHON TpUKIoueHYeckor moBectw JIxk. Jxopmka, @. I'mOcona, k. YmipMmana wu
JUx. dapperuta obmiM oobeMoM 120 ThIC. 3HAKOB, KOTOpBIE IIOJIBEPIJINCH aHHOTHUPOBAHHIO
mo 52 mapaMeTpaM JHMHTBUCTHYECKON KPEaTHBHOCTH (C WCIOJB30BaHUEM IMPOLCAYPHI PYYHOTO
AHHOTHPOBAHUS) Ha (POHOIOTHIECKOM, MOP(OIOTHICCKOM, CIIOBOOOPA30BATEIFHOM, JIEKCHIECKOM,
CHHTAKCHYECKOM U TpayiIeckoM YpOBHX. [ MIoTe3a nccneoBaHus 3aKII09aeTcs B TOM, 9TO pac-
TIpeIeIICHIE YaCTOTHI, MM aKTUBHOCTH MTApaMETPOB AUCKYPC-CTPYKTYPUPYIOIIEH KaTerOprH JIFHT -
BOKPEATUBHOCTH MOJKET OBITh MCIOIH30BAHO JJIS MPOBEICHUS KOHTPACTHBHOTO aHAIN3a CyOIuc-
KYPCOB IIPH YCTAHOBIIEHIH CTETIEHH CONMPSHKECHHOCTH MX MHOTOMEPHBIX BEKTOPOB JINHTBOKPEATHB-
HOCTH. Pe3ynpTaTsl aHann3a akKTHBHOCTH MHIWUBUAYAJIBHBIX MMapaMeTPOB M MX TPYIII HO3BOIHIH
OTIPECNTD PSJT 3HAYMMBIX OTJIUYKH B CyOucKypcax: apToonorpaduyeckuii quckype J. Jlappemnia
JEMOHCTPHUPYET TIOBBIIICHHYI0 AKTHBHOCTh IIapaMEeTpOB Ha CJIOBOOOpPA30BATEIbHOM YpOBHE
(ucrmonp30BaHKE CIOBOCTIOXKEHHUH), IEKCHUECKOM YPOBHE (MCIIOJIB30BaHNE TEPMUHOJIOTUHU, CTHIIH-
CTUYECKUX TPOIOB, AJUTFO3UBHBIX UMEH, MEPEKIIOYEHUNH PETUCTPOB), CUHTAKCUYECKOM YpPOBHE
(ucmonp30BaHUE MapauUICIBHBIX CTPYKTYP U HHTeHCH(UKAaTOpOB). CHMKEHHAS aKTUBHOCTH OOHA-
pyXeHa Yy HEKOTOPBIX MOP(]OIOTHIECKUX TapaMeTpoB (KaTeropHaabHbIe TpaHC()OpMAITii ), CHHTAK-
CHYECKUX IMMapaMeTpoB (MCIONB30BaHUE AJUIMNTHICCKAX KOHCTPYKINN) W JIGKCHISCKHUX ITapaMeT-
poB (TepeKITtoYeHrEe Ha Pa3rOBOPHEBIN PErHCTp, WCIONB30BaHUE MMEH COOCTBEHHBIX). Harmsmao
MIPEICTaBICHHBIE TPOPUIN CYOAUCKYPCOB AEMOHCTPUPYIOT KaK OTIMYUTENBHBIE, TAK U CXOXKHE
TIPOSIBJICHUS JINHTBOKPEATHUBHOCTH B paCCMATPUBAEMBIX AUCKypcax. IIpoBeneHHbII aHammu3 Koppe-
JISIAHA BEKTOPOB JIMHIBOKPEATUBHOCTH CYOANCKYPCOB ITOKA3aJl CHIKEHHBIA KOA(P(PHUIUEHT COpsi-
JKEHHOCTH B OTHOUICHHH aBTOOMOrpaduyeckoro (parMeHTa, 4TO CBUIETEIBCTBYET B IOJb3Y
Pe3yJIbTAaTUBHOCTH METOJ[a AMCKYPCHBHOTO MPO(QHUIMPOBAHMS KaK CIIOCOOHOTO pa3rpaHU4YHMBaThH
CyOIUCKYPCHI.

KaioueBslie ciioBa: nunzucmuyeckas KpeamusHoCchb, OUCKYPCUBHbBLE NPODUIL, OemCKAsl NOBECb,
IDicepanvo Happenn, éexkmophbwiil ananu3z

J1s uuTHpOBAaHUS
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1. Introduction

Contrastive discourse analysis (Neff et al. 2004, Tannen et al. 2015) has
become a powerful method to explore the discourse production specificity with the
studies centered around the discourse construal schemes (Gernbacher 1996, Van
Dijk 1997), pragmatic categories (Aijmer & Lewis 2017), rhetorical functions
(Mann & Thompson 1988, Gylling-Jergensen 2013), and discourse markers
(Taboada et al. 2012). Its results can serve educational purposes (Péry-Woodley
1990, Maxwell-Reid 2013), intercultural communication skills formation (Gordon
& Chen 1991, Neff et al. 2004), social and cultural adaptation of discourse types
(Silva & Grillo 2019). However, while the analysis of construal schemes, pragmatic
and cultural functions leads to differentiating the discourse types, these methods
fail to differentiate the discourse subtypes, as the features under observation may
not follow any regular patterns or may occur occasionally. To develop the
procedure of discourse subtypes differentiation, we need to explore the discourse
markers of the category, which is common for the discourse in general, but which
is subject to the slightest variations of the discourse construal. In this case the
discourse markers distribution will reflect the sub-discourse construal differences.

One of the discourse categories that might suffice to explore the sub-discourse
types is the category of linguistic creativity, which is expressed in the forms of
language poesis in fiction and non-fiction texts. Among the many theories of
linguistic creativity in discourse production, cf. among others (Sligh et al. 2005,
Zawada 2006, Demjankov 2008, Iriskhanova 2009, Agres et al. 2015, Steels 2016,
Swann & Deumert 2018, Simpson 2019, Sokolova 2019, Feschenko 2020), we
addressed the ones which specify the linguistic means of creativity (Swann et al.
2011, Jones 2012, Carter 2016, Gridina 2018). In general, it is possible to trace two
basic approaches to linguistic creativity means analysis, that is eliciting elementary
particles (discourse markers, mostly stylistic means), and eliciting various shifts
and modifications (code shifts and transfer). The first approach can be illustrated
by the work of R. Carter; for example in (Carter 2016) the researcher compiles a
list of discourse markers of linguistic creativity for written texts mostly expressed
at the lexical level. The second approach is developed by T. Gridina in (Gridina
2018), who explores different modification schemes which can be traced in a
definite discourse type. To detect the minor differences in differentiating sub-
discourse types, we consider both approaches to compile a list of potentially
significant parameters expressed in discourse markers and shifts which might
display variance in the sub-discourses contrasted.

To proceed with the contrastive study, we develop the method of vector
analysis in application to discourse profiles construal. The notion of discourse
profiles suggested in construction grammar and structure building frameworks
(Ariel 2004), developmental studies (Sherratt 2007, Singer 2013) and since recently
in multimodal studies (Iriskhanova & Cienki 2018) is developed here to assess the
relative activity of discourse parameters in the process of discourse production.
Discourse and sub-discourse profiles are treated as the vector models of discourse
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displaying the parametric activity distribution. Vector analysis which is an
instrument in vector semantics (Mikolov et al. 2013, Paradis et al. 2015, Perek
2016), can be applied to discourse profile construal as it contributes to deducing the
dependences of parametric activity in their correlation schemes and the degree of
prototypicality of the discourses contrasted. The cosine of the angles between the
two or several vectors representing the parametric activity values will indicate the
similarity degree of the discourse profiles under observation. Higher correlation
values will point out the discourse profiles with similar parametric activity
distribution. Thus, detecting the general or common schemes of parametric activity
distribution helps to list the more prototypical texts, i.e. the texts most typical of the
discourse observed. The texts which display higher variance of parameter activity
and lower correlation values with common parameter distribution schemes will be
more marginal or less prototypic. Finally, we can range the discourses on the
prototypicality scale in accordance with the correlation values their discourse
profiles demonstrate. It means that vector analysis of discourse profiles is also an
instrument to differentiate various discourses and sub-discourses and to give
statistical evidence of their proximity.

The necessary requirements for such analysis are that the discourse parameters
must be common for the discourses or sub-discourses contrasted and that to
construe the model, the parameter activity ratio must be considered. In this study,
the linguistic creativity parameters will serve to construe the discourse profiles
through vector analysis. Discourse linguistic creativity vector is the linguistic
parameters activity distribution within the discourse which construes the discourse
profile. To test the method, we select the discourse subtypes demonstrating more
and less prototypical features. The research data will be the samples of children’s
classical adventure novel of the 1950s in the English language literature included
in the shortlists of best children’s literature winning the Newbery awards. The
choice of the book titles was controlled by the research task of exploring their
discourse prototypicality, that is why their general discourse features had to display
homogeneous nature. As an example of a potentially less prototypical book title we
selected the world-famous Gerald Durrell’s novel “My family and other animals”
written at the same period which is known to demonstrate specificity in terms of its
autobiographic character. We will find out whether this specificity makes it less
prototypical than the more typical adventure stories of this period also written by
men-writers, also featuring nature descriptions, also presenting the main character
of a boy confronting some life problems in the natural surroundings. We will
address these types of discourse as adventure novel sub-discourses and define the
degree of their prototypicality in the contrastive analysis. To proceed, we will apply
the method of linguistic creativity parameters elicitation and annotation in discourse
developed in (Zykova & Kiose 2020). Then, sub-discourse parametric activity
distribution will be assessed, and sub-discourse profiles construed. Their
correlation patterns will serve to deduce the prototypicality of sub-discourse types.

150



Maria I. Kiose. 2021. Russian Journal of Linguistics 25 (1). 147-164

2. Research methods and procedure

To conduct the discourse contrastive analysis with the aim of disclosing more
and less prototypical sub-discourse profiles, we had to use the data which possesses
the uniformity in genre, style, authorship, and issue period contrasting it with the
data demonstrating some distinct variance, so that the two data samples will
nevertheless present two variants of one discourse type, or its two sub-discourse
types. The discourse type addressed was the English language adventure novels
with its two sub-discourses, fiction narrative type which is non-autobiographic, and
autobiographical type. To assess the prototypical discourse profile, we had to
address several representatives of the sub-discourse type of fiction narrative and
further on contrast the prototypicality results with the hypothetically less
prototypical autobiographical narrative. The research data is the children’s
adventure novels selected from the list of Newbery award book titles for young
adults.

To assess the prototypical discourse profiles, we had to select similar narration
formats to avoid diversity. Thus, we addressed the novels issued at the same period
(the second half of the 1950s) to avoid the diversity in discourse creation time. Next,
we selected only natural surroundings as the basic scene and event frame to avoid
the diversity in description formats. We also ensured that it was similarly the first-
person narration of the main character (a boy of 12-14) and that the book was
written by a male writer native speaker of English, and that the contrasting
fragments might be of the same length. With these requirements, we selected three
adventure novels “My Side of the Mountain” by Jean Craighead George (published
in 1959), “Old Yeller” by Fred Gibson (published in 1956), and “Banner in the Sky”
by James Ramsey Ullman (published in 1955). Out of these three novels we
selected three fragments (chapters) of approximately 20,000 signs each (18,389,
20,062, 16,733, correspondingly). Parametric manual coding (annotation)
procedure was then carried out and the prototypical discourse profile was construed.

To assess the prototypicality variation, we selected the autobiographical
adventure novel “My Family and Other Animals” written by Gerald Durrell in
1956. It is also a boy’s first-person narration about his adventures mostly in the
natural surroundings, but the narrator here is the author himself. The fragment under
consideration is 21,677 signs long (one chapter), equal in size with each of the three
previously given fragments.

The study follows the research scheme comprising three steps: the linguistic
creativity parameter system adaptation, manual coding, and statistical analysis
procedure. We finally deduce the linguistic creativity vector values, which help
construe the discourse profiles and contrast them. At the first step we compile the
list of linguistic creativity parameters with the linguistic markers outlined, among
others, in (Jones 2012, Carter 2016, Bergs 2019, Musolff 2019), which might serve
to differentiate the sub-discourse types. In (Zykova & Kiose 2020) the list of
52 linguistic creativity parameters was developed to differentiate the Russian
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language cinematic and fiction literature discourse. The list of parameters involved
the ones which demonstrate stylistic specificity and code-switching of various types
with these features being significant for discourse differentiation in terms of
linguistic creativity potential. Due to multimodal character of discourse
representation (Ponton 2016), the parametric activity was assessed at all the levels
representing linguistic creativity in the discourse written form including
phonological, morphological, word-formation, lexical, syntactic, and graphic
parameters (Carter 2016). The results have sufficed to detect the differences in level
activity and the activity of single parameters and their groups. At the same time,
several similar features were also disclosed. In (Kiose 2020) this list of parameters
was tested on Russian language fiction literature sub-discourse types, and vector
instrument for discourse profiles assessment was introduced. Here we will specify
the parameters for the English language discourse analysis as well as test the
method of discourse profiling and vector analysis to deduce more and less
prototypical discourse profiles. To do this, we apply the parameter adaptation
procedure for the sub-discourse contrastive analysis in the English language.

The original parameter list (developed for the Russian language linguistic
creativity assessment) involved the parameters of phonological, morphological,
word-formation, lexical, syntactic, and graphic levels of linguistic creativity
representation in application to the written discourse form under observation. The
list of phonological parameters was adopted for the English language data with no
changes made. In terms of phonological parameters, we assessed phonetic ellipsis,
onomatopoeia (sound imitation), phonetic accent, sound repetition, phonetic
occasionalism, metric, rhythm, rhyme, and phonetic error. The samples (1-3) show
the examples of phonological parameters of linguistic creativity:

(1) He would raise one hand in lazy salute, and across the still, blue water
you could hear the plaintive squeak of the oar as it twisted, and the soft clop
as it dug into the sea (G. Durrell).

(2) When his enemy was backed into the corner, George would dodge and
twist round him with the agility of a wasp, stabbing, thrusting, guarding
(G. Durrell).

(3) He snorted, started to run, then just stood there and stared at me
(F. Gibson).

In sample (1) squeak and clop employ the sound imitation techniques.
Sample (2) is the illustration of a rhythm pattern in stabbing, thrusting, guarding,
it demonstrates three subsequently used two-syllable words with the first-syllable
stress pattern. In sample (3) we see the sound repetition in snorted, started, stood,
stared. The list of graphic parameters has not undergone any changes, either. The
list involved modifications of letters and with punctuation marks, modification with
word spelling, graphic accent, and graphic errors. In (4-5) we give examples of the
graphic parameters use:
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(4) “He should be getting some sort of grounding in things like mathematics
and French... and his spelling’s appalling” (G. Durrell).

(5) The next day I told Bill good-by, and as I strode, warm and fed, onto the
road, he called to me, “I’ll see you tonight” (J. George).

In sample (4) elision marks stand for pauses in speech. Sample (5) contains an
example of a spelling error in good-by instead of good-bye used to mark colloquial
speech.

The lists of parameters for other language levels had to be slightly adapted to
the English language typological structure and the discourse specificity. The list of
morphological parameters which comprised the parameters of morphological
categorial shifts, such as different part of speech shifts, was left the same although
we had to consider the role of conversion in English and the necessity to
preliminarily detect the direction of conversion shift in each example. We also had
to consider grammaticalization and lexicalization when we assessed the
morphological categorial shifts which made the number of categorial shifts in the
English language examples much higher than in the Russian language data. In the
list of word-formation parameters we had to neglect the opposition of novel and
entrenched word building patterns, since compounding (being the main word
building pattern) is much more typical in English than in Russian and its novelty
degree is hard to be detected. The list of morphological parameters involved
affixation demonstrating evaluation semantics, compounding, conversion,
contraction and shortenings, word building error, and paradigmatic attraction.
Samples (6-9) demonstrate some of the morphological and word-formation
parameters use.

(6) Rudi’s eyes moved over the ice-walls: almost vertical, smooth as glass.
“Have you an ax?” he asked (J.R. Ullman).

(7) “Well, if you insist on stuffing him full of useless information, I suppose
George would have a shot at teaching him,” said Larry (G. Durrell).

(8) The water keeps the leaf wet, and although the top dries up and burns
down to the water level, that’s as far as the burning goes (J. George)

(9) “Lucky I fell on the other side,” he grinned (J.R. Ullman).

In sample (6) there is a compound word ice-walls, in sample (7) — the negative
affix-less in useless; in sample (8) we notice the use of paradigmatic attraction in
burns and burning; in sample (9) there is a word building mistake in lucky where
the adjective is used instead of an adverb in oral speech. In the lists of lexical and
syntactic parameters we had to introduce several slight changes. In terms of lexical
parameters, we annotated the register shifts, dialectal shifts, professional language
shifts (use of terms), language shifts, semiotic system shifts (here — the use of
numeric values and animal language), emotives, neologisms, lexical paradigmatic
means (synonyms, antonyms, homonyms, etc.), polysemy, tropes, proper names,
lexical errors, phraseology, phraseological errors, and allusion. We also followed
the need to specify the register shifts to higher and lower registers which, as we
previously indicated, might serve to demarcate the sub-discourse types in the
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discourse under observation. Samples (10—-11) show the use of higher and lower
register shifts in the novels:

(10) Then came the final moment, the upward and outward flick that would
catch his opponent’s weapon and twist it harmlessly to one side, the swift
withdrawal, followed by the long, straight lunge that drove the point of his foil
right through the adversary’s heart (G. Durrell).

(11) “Well, Larry’s so bloody unreasonable.” (G. Durrell).

In sample (10) the use of a formal word adversary instead of a more neutral
enemy or opponent is marked as a higher register shift, whereas in (11) the use of
bloody in bloody unreasonable is marked as a lower register shift. In the list of
syntactic parameters, we had to specify the inversion parameter and marked as
inversion any noun phrase or verb phrase group patterns with reverse word order.
In samples (12-15) we give some examples of syntactic parameters and their
discourse markers.

(12) Too many leaves had fallen and turned to loam, too many plants had
grown up and died down over the old home site (J. George).

(13) “Oh, no, Miss Turner, I want to go live there” (J. George).

(14) Scarcely had we settled into the strawberry-pink villa before Mother
decided that I was running wild, and that it was necessary for me to have some
sort of education (G. Durrell).

(15) “Nothing broken-no,” said the voice. “Just shaken up some. And cold.”
(J.R. Ullman)

In (12) we notice the use of the anaphor in Too many leaves had fallen and
turned to loam and too many plants had grown up and died down. In (13) there is a
syntactic error in the use of / want to go live there instead of [ want to go and live
there. In sample (14) there is the subject and auxiliary verb inversion in the
emphatic construction Scarcely had we settled. Sample (15) provides several
examples of elliptical sentences.

At the second step we use parameter codes in order to manually annotate the
fragments selected for their further statistical study. To annotate the samples, we
developed the following scheme which later underwent automatic statistical
analysis in the program HETEROSTAT (Kiose & Efremov 2020) which assessed
the parameters activity and calculated the correlation indices for the parameters. To
demonstrate the annotation procedure, we will give an example of the annotation
on a small fragment of F. Gibson’s novel:

#269 1 remember like yesterday how he strayed in <413> out of nowhere
<302, 413, 410> to our log cabin on Birdsong Creek <302, 411, 601>. #270 He
made me <413> so mad <406, 510> at first <413> that I wanted to kill him <406>.

Here the #numbers correspond to the sentence number in the collected textual
data. The in-sentence numbers stand for the parameter codes, where the parameters
of the same level start with the same number, where 300-type parameters stand for
word building parameters, 400-type parameters are lexical parameters, 500-type are
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syntactic parameters, and 600-type are the graphic ones. Here the parameter codes
are the following: 302 is compounding, 406 is emotive, 410 is stylistic trope, 411 is
proper name use, 413 is phraseology, 510 is syntactic intensifier.

At the third step, the coded texts were statistically processed for single and
group parameter activity and for parameters correlation. The parameter activity
ratio was calculated which allowed us to regard parameter values as the vector
coordinates and conduct the correlation analysis between the parameter values of
the four texts. We expected to find lower correlation indices of G. Durrell
sub-discourse parameter values with the hypothetically more prototypical three text
fragments parameter values, which in their turn were supposed to demonstrate
higher correlation indices between the three sub-discourses. At the same time, to
visualize the parametric activity results, we construed the sub-discourse profiles on
the basis of the vector models of the sub-discourses. The models show the
differences between the sub-discourse profiles as well as their similarities. In
section 3 we will proceed to the results of the statistical parametrization analysis,
prototypicality analysis through multiple correlation, and variance analysis.

3. Research Results

First, we will address the general statistical data on the four text fragments of
the hypothetically more prototypical adventure novels by Jean Craighead George,
Fred Gibson, and James Ramsey Ullman, contrasting them with the data of the
hypothetically less prototypical sub-discourse of Gerald Durrell’s autobiographical
novel. The general statistical data involves the number of words, sentences and
general parameter activity results which are given in Table 1.

Table 1
General statistics on the four discourse fragments
. Number Number Number General parameter
Discourse fragments R . .
of signs of words of sentences activity
Jean Craighead George’s 18,389 3,571 262 1389
“My side of the mountain”
Fred Gibson’s “Old Yeller” 20,062 4,014 282 1896
James Ramsey Ullman’s 16,733 3,191 390 1169
“Banner in the Sky”
Gerald Durrell’s 21,677 3,789 173 1665
“My Family and other
animals”

In Table 2 we give the data on the four sub-discourse types and the parameter
activity in absolute values and the ratio values (in relation to the general parameter
activity).

The relative values of parameters demonstrating the linguistic creativity
vectors underwent the correlation analysis to test the degree of contingency between
the four samples parameter activity. The T-test analysis was carried out in JAMOVI
program. We preliminary assessed the data degree of normality (Shapiro-Wilk test
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of normality), which showed there was no violation of the assumption of normality
(with p-values ranging from .02 to .035). The one-sample T-test demonstrated the
following results for four samples: for Jean Craighead George’s “My side of
the mountain” Student’s t was 3.01 (p=.03), for Fred Gibson’s “Old Yeller”
Student’s t was 2.5 (p=.05), for James Ramsey Ullman’s “Banner in the Sky”
Student’s t was 2.83 (p = .03), for Gerald Durrell’s “My Family and other animals”
Student’s t was 2.27 (p = .07). Thus, the autobiographic sample of G. Durrell also
demonstrated higher variance in parameter activity distribution as opposed to the
four non-autobiographic samples.

Table 2
Linguistic creativity parameter values
= 5
g §° '§ I £ =
=] S = o ® s
2 = < 3 £ £
Parameter 2 5 e a ©
language levels & = ;o
()] ()] (] (] (] Q
5|2 |5|e8|5|e|5|eg|5|2|5)|¢
< < < < < <
Jean Craighead George’s | 25 |.018|381 |.274| 94 |.068| 516 |.371| 346 |.249| 27 |.069
“My side of the mountain”
Fred Gibson’s “Old Yeller” | 32 |.017| 622 |.328| 107 |.056| 778 | .41 | 257 |.136| 100 | .053
James Ramsey Ullman’s 23 | .02 | 343 |.293| 66 |.056| 361 |[.309|342 (.293| 34 | .03
“Banner in the Sky”
Gerald Durrell’s “My Family | 51 |.031| 301 |.181| 129 |.077| 828 |.497 | 338 |.203| 18 |.011
and other animals”

Then we proceeded to testing the parameter values at different language
levels to detect at which language levels the linguistic creativity parameters
demonstrated higher variance. The one-sample T-test disclosed that the highest
variance was observed at graphic (Student’s t is 3.2 at p=.04), syntactic
(Student’s t is 6.56 at p =.007), phonological (Student’s t is 6.66 at p =.007), and
morphological (Student’s t is 8.57 at p = .003) levels; whereas for word-formation
and lexical levels the variance was lower (Student’s t is 12.59 at p=.001 and
Student’s t is 10.08 at p =.002, correspondingly). We can therefore conclude that
linguistic creativity parameter values distribution is contingent on the sub-discourse
type, which in our case was clearly demonstrated by means of graphic, syntactic,
phonological, and morphological parameter variance. However, we need to point
out that with the similar parameter activity at word-formation and lexical levels the
number of sentences in autobiographic discourse is twice smaller.

Now we will turn to parameter activity correlation values in the four samples.
In HETEROSTAT program we calculated the binary correlation for all the
parameters in the samples. In Fig. 1 we show the diagrams of parameter correlation
values in non-autobiographic sub-discourse and autobiographic sub-discourse.
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The results obtained prove that group parameter activity in autobiographic
discourse type is much higher, which results from higher density of linguistic
creativity markers used in twice smaller sentence number. We see higher
correlation values in terms of all language levels, but the most significant (with the
significant r-Pearson values exceeding .25 with the k = 102 and p < 0.01) were the
following: parallel structures and professional language (terms) (.67), parallel
structures and stylistic tropes (.63), as well as professional language and stylistic
tropes on their own (.61), embedded structures and punctuation novelty (.71),
compounds and categorial modifications of nouns (.58), compounds and
professional language (.64), idioms and grammaticalization of verbs (.6), evaluative
affixation and emotives (.52). Among the significant correlation pairs for non-
autobiographic discourse type, we can name capitalization and personal names
(.78), professional language and categorial modifications of nouns (.52), idioms and
stylistic tropes (0.52). All in all, the results suffice to conclude that G. Durrell’s
sample is far more sophisticated in terms of linguistic creativity use with the density
of linguistic creativity markers and their specific choice.

Group Linguistic Creativity Parameter Activity in Non-Autobiographic Discourse

r-Pearson Values

Linguktic Creativity Parameter Codes

Linguistic Creativity Parameter Codes
m0-0.1 wm01-02 wm0.2-03 0304 wm04-05 wm0506 w0607 wm07-08 wm0B-09 m0S5-1

Group Linguistic Creativity Parameter Activity in Autobiographic Discourse

r-Pearson Values

o

Ressg

Linguktic Creativity Parameter Codes

=
=2

Linguistic Creativity Parameter Codes

m0-01 m0.1-0.2 m0.2-0.3 0.3-04 wm04-05 w0506 w0607 mO07-08E m0B-09 m09-1

Figure 1. Group (Paired) linguistic creativity parameter activity in contrasting sub-discourse types
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We now proceed to eliciting the parameters of the two discourse types which
demonstrate significant variance in their activity. To minimize the effect of the total
parameter activity within the samples, we will consider the relative parameter
values in each sample. We will use the first three samples representing the same
sub-discourse type (non-autobiographic) to deduce the mean values of linguistic
creativity parameters for the non-autobiographic discourse type, whereas
G. Durrell’s sample (autobiographic) parameter activity values will serve as a
contrasting type of values. In Fig. 2 we present the diagram of linguistic creativity
parameters relative values in 4 samples, three non-autobiographic samples and their
mean values in non-autobiographic discourse in total, and G. Durrell
autobiographic sample.

Linguistic Creativity in Non-Autobiographic and Autobiographic Subdiscourse Types

Parameter Activity, ratio
T
S o o = = I =3

ra

102
103
104
106
21
202
23
24
205
206
7
8
S
202
203
204
05
06
401
402
03
04
405

. 06
07
08
409
210
411
412
413
414
"
416
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
510
511
601
602
603
604
B0G6

1.C.George F.Gibson LR.Ullman e G. Durrell, Autobiographic Discourse MNon-Autobiographic Discourse

Figure 2. Relative values of linguistic creativity parameters in the contrasting sub-discourse types

The diagram shows that some parameters in autobiographic sub-discourse can
be singled out, as their relative values in some cases exceed and in some are
significantly lower than the mean values in non-autobiographic sub-discourse. The
parameters with the values exceeding the mean values are professional language
(code 403 — 10.57 vs 5.99), stylistic tropes (code 410 — 11.53 vs 7.66), formal
register shifts (code 416 — 8.4 vs 0), parallel structures (code 505 —11.7 vs 9.8) and
interjections (code 510 —3.54 vs 1.24). Among the parameters demonstrating lower
values are adjective categorial shifts (code 201 — 1.26 vs 3.12), pronoun categorial
shifts (code 203 — 1.92 vs 3.23), grammaticalization of the verb (code 204 —
6.13 vs 10.44), categorial shifts of auxiliaries (code 208 — 1.56 vs 4.58), colloquial
register shifts (code 401 — 0.78 vs 4.2), use of personal names (code 411 —
1.56 vs 3.53), ellipsis (code 501 — 1.14 vs 3.3), appeal (code 506 — 0.3 vs 0.99),
capitalization (code 601 — 0.06 vs 3.12).

4, Discussion

The general statistics on the four discourse fragments given in Table 1 show
that with the same number of signs the four fragments vary in the number of words
used, which means that this indicator does not suffice to differentiate the
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sub-discourse types. At the same time, the number of sentences has a more
demonstrative character, with the lowest number of sentences in the novel by
G. Durrell, which means that the sentence length in the novel is 1.8 times higher
than in the adventure novels of a non-autobiographic type in general. General
parameter activity does not demonstrate any specificity, but if we consider the fact
that the number of sentences is almost two times lower, it means that the linguistic
creativity potential of each sentence is almost two times higher, which cannot be
neglected. The sentence parametric activity indices are 6.72, 5.3, 3.0, and 9.62,
correspondingly. Here, the average sentence parametric activity for non-
autobiographic narration is 5.0, whereas for autobiographic narration it is almost
two times higher. It may comply with average parameter activity being the same
within the same number of signs in the samples, but if we consider that, for instance,
one sentence will contain not one but two metaphors, not one but two allusions,
code-shifts, or sound imitations, it becomes obvious that it makes a sentence more
“condensed” in terms of the information conveyed, thus requiring more cognitive
effort on the part of the reader.

In terms of linguistic creativity parameter values in Table 2, in the
phonological, morphological, word-formation, lexical, and graphic levels, the
parameter activity of the autobiographical novel demonstrates specificity in some
cases being significantly higher and in some lower than the parameter values within
the range of non-autobiographical novel samples. If we contrast the average
parameter ratio of the three non-autobiographical novels and compare it with the
parameter ratio of the autobiographical one, we will come to the following results:
in the autobiographical novel the activity of phonological parameters is 1.69 times
higher, the activity of word-formation parameters is 1.28 times higher, the activity
of lexical parameters is 1.37 times higher; whereas for morphological parameters it
is 1.65 times lower, and for the graphic parameters it is 4.6 times lower. Thus, the
parameter activity distribution demonstrates specificity being sub-discourse
dependent. It also suffices to remind that higher phonological, word-formation and
lexical parameter activity is observed in the two-time smaller sentences number,
which makes it a highly significant result.

To illustrate the distribution of single parameters activity, we address the
diagrams of the discourse profiles of four samples (see Fig. 3).

The discourse profiles demonstrate the redistribution of parameter activity in
the sub-discourse samples contrasted. While the three samples of non-
autobiographic discourse have higher values of morphological linguistic creativity
parameters (200-codes), the autobiographic discourse does not demonstrate it. The
latter also shows prevalence of professional language, ambiguity, and trope
language, which may serve to single out this discourse type (several 400-codes).

The single parameter activity values obtained may be viewed as the vector
coordinates of linguistic creativity vectors in the contrasting discourse types. Each
vector is then represented by the relative values of the linguistic creativity
parameter frequency within the samples under observation. Unfortunately, as the
multiple vector coordinates are also subject to linguistic typological nature (and not
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only to the discourse nature), the sub-discourse vectors demonstrate high
correlation patterns. For this reason, correlation analysis applying all parameters’
values does not suffice to distinguish between the discourse subtypes, although as
we have shown, it is the linguistic creativity level activity and not the single
parameters which may serve to detect significant variance in their distribution. The
results of one-sample T-test have sufficed to conclude that the autobiographic
sample by G. Durrell demonstrated higher variance in parameter level activity
distribution, as opposed to the four non-autobiographic samples. At the same time,
the results of r-Pearson parameter values correlation show that this sample is also
far more sophisticated in terms of linguistic creativity use with the density of
linguistic creativity markers and their specific choice.

J.C. George's sample text F. Gibson's sample text

102 0z,
505050514 IDZDqDEDi 50&0514 ianED&
s ;; % iR ;; i
511 204 511 304
510 g 205 510 ;] 205
508 6 206 508 6 206
507 a 207 507 a 207
506 ] 208 506 208
505 301 505 301
504 302 504 302
503 303 503 303
502 304 502 304
501 305 501 305
a1 306 aig 306
415 an1 215, o
41&411 Dﬁo%m ‘”313 o 03
Elhagg 4[;.51-D§Dg gy apgolC
2

G. Durrell's sample text

102 102 109
10 0614
o DED&DB%; iD&D& 0 DEDED& 12 Dﬂ%ﬂn
BEE 5'[33 EDEi 10 EDE
511 10 704 511 204
510 B 205 510 B 205
508 6 206 508 6 206
507 a 207 507 4 w7
506 08 506 208
505 2 01 505 301
504 302 504 302
503 303 503 303
502 304 502 304
501 305
U 2
415 401 415 401
14 07 414 402
41 o3 4

1 03
Elgu‘lﬁng 405&05[&5“1’
ang

Figure 3. Discourse profiles of the four sample texts (J.C. George’s, F. Gibson’s, J.R. Ullman’s
non-autobiographic type, and G. Durrell’s autobiographic type)

5. Conclusion

The study has proved the efficiency of vector methodology (Mikolov et al.
2013, Paradis et al. 2015, Perek 2016) in application to contrastive sub-discourse
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analysis and the study of linguistic creativity as a discourse (Carter 2016). To
proceed with the study, we used parametrization methods to identify the frequency
and correlation patterns of the linguistic creativity parameters in contrasting
discourse types, that is the non-autobiographic and autobiographic discourse
subtypes of adventure novels. General and analytical statistical methods served to
detect the parameter activity on all the linguistic creativity representation levels (in
the discourse written form) and their correlation patterns. With the data obtained,
we have arrived at the relevant conclusions about the prevalence of several single
parameter activity as well as paired parameter activity. The study has shown that
G. Durrell’s autobiographic discourse exhibits higher values of professional
language, stylistic tropes, formal register shifts, parallel structures and interjections;
in terms of correlation patterns these are parallel structures and professional
language, parallel structures and stylistic tropes, professional language and stylistic
tropes, embedded structures and punctuation novelty, compounds and categorial
modifications of nouns, compounds and professional language, idioms and
grammaticalization of verbs, evaluative affixation and emotives.

Applying the relative parameter values of the discourse samples, we have
developed the notion of discourse profiles suggested earlier in construction
grammar (Ariel 2004), developmental and multimodal studies (Singer 2013,
Iriskhanova & Cienki 2018). In our study, discourse profiles are viewed as multi-
dimensional constructs visualizing the relative discourse activity of parameter
values representing the category of linguistic creativity. The discourse profiles
illustrating the results of vector analysis help analyze the variability of linguistic
creativity parameter values distribution across the discourse types. The contrasted
profiles of non-autobiographic and autobiographic discourse types help infer the
relative activity of linguistic creativity representation levels and single parameter
activity in relation to the discourse types. These results have sufficed to determine
the variance in the distribution patterns of parameter activity in the contrasting
discourse types, with autobiographic discourse showing weaker correlation with the
distribution values of non-autobiographic discourse. Thus, vector analysis can serve
to distinguish between discourse subtypes, at least in terms of the category of
linguistic creativity.

To sum up, the method of discourse profiling has proved its efficiency in
differentiating autobiographic and non-autobiographic discourse types, which
means that it can be applied for contrastive sub-discourse analysis, probably to
explore other discourse categories (rather than the category of linguistic creativity)
with the aim of revealing the discourse specificity.

© Maria 1. Kiose, 2021
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