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"A 
X X M A Z I N G M I X , T H E E n g l i s h we speak. . . . I ' m sure n o w h e r e 

else c o u l d languages be m i x e d a n d s p o k e n w i t h such ease" ( t ) , 
says a cha rac t e r i n U p a m a n y u Chat ter jee ' s n o v e l English, August: 
An Indian Story (1988). A l m o s t a decade later, A r u n d h a t i Roy ' s 
n o v e l The God of Small Things, w i n n e r of the 1997 B o o k e r P r i ze , 
has c o n t r i b u t e d i m p o r t a n t l y to an o n - g o i n g d e b a t e — w h i c h has 
w i d e n e d m o r e recen t ly w i t h i n the ce leb ra to ry c o n t e x t o f the 
g o l d e n j u b i l e e year o f Ind ia ' s I n d e p e n d e n c e — o n the "authen-
t i c i t y / i n a u t h e n t i c i t y " o f I n d i a n wri ters w r i t i n g i n E n g l i s h . 
T h r o u g h c o l l a g e d words , r e g i o n a l apho r i sms , a n d c u l t u r a l l y 
e c l i p s e d m e a n i n g s , R o y w r e n c h e s the E n g l i s h l anguage f r o m its 
c o l o n i a l roots , c r e a t i n g h e r o w n "Locus t s S t a n d I." A i j a z A h m a d 
i n his inc i s ive ar t ic le , " R e a d i n g A r u n d h a t i R o y Po l i t i ca l ly , " pub 
l i s h e d i n Frontline, A u g u s t 1997, c l a ims that "she is the first 
I n d i a n wr i t e r i n E n g l i s h w h e r e a m a r v e l l o u s stylistic resource 
b e c o m e s avai lable for p r o v i n c i a l , v e r n a c u l a r c u l t u r e w i t h o u t any 
effect o f e x o t i c i s m o r es t rangement , a n d w i t h o u t the b o o k read
i n g as t r ans l a t ion" (108). 

The God of Small Things was re leased first i n I n d i a , o n 5 A p r i l 
1997. Howeve r , it h a d a l ready r e c e i v e d m e d i a a t t en t ion i n the 
West. I n I n d i a , o n e o f the ear l ies t d iscuss ions o f the b o o k w i t h the 
a u t h o r was c o n d u c t e d by A l o k R a i i n The Sunday Review o f The 
Times of India, A p r i l 1997. R a i sa id that the m o n e y R o y r ece ived 
fo r h e r b o o k — a m i l l i o n d o l l a r s — i s "the least i n t e re s t ing par t o f 
the story" (5). A f t e r R o y w o n the B o o k e r P r i z e — s h e is the first 
I n d i a n w o m a n to w i n i t— Ind ia Today p u b l i s h e d a spec ia l feature 
l a b e l l i n g her, " T h e N e w D e i t y o f Prose ." B i n o o K . J o h n , m a p p i n g 
the l i t e ra ry scene i n I n d i a s ince i n d e p e n d e n c e n o t e d that " R . K . 
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N a r a y a n a n d V . S. N a i p a u l b e c a m e India ' s first n o t e d c h r o n 
ic lers . . . . T h e gos saw a d e l u g e . A m i t C h a u d h u r i , M u k u l Kesavan , 
C h i t r a Banner j ee D i v a k a n i n i , a n d A b r a h a m Verghese were p u b 
l i s h i n g events i n the West. T h i s was the t e r ra in i n to w h i c h the 
37-year-old pr incess s t rode w i t h env iab le e legance , to wa lk away 
w i t h the c r o w n " (24). 

Several reviews o f h e r b o o k have n o w a p p e a r e d b o t h he re i n 
I n d i a a n d e lswhere . T h e s e reviews have r a n g e d f r o m sheer en
c h a n t m e n t w i t h Roy ' s i nnova t ive style to c r i t i c a l c o m m e n t s o n 
h e r po l i t i c s . I n the f o l l o w i n g in te rv iew by telefax, u n d e r t a k e n i n 
S e p t e m b e r igg7 fo r this spec ia l issue o f ARIEL o n " P o s t i n d e p e n 
d e n c e Voices i n S o u t h A s i a n W r i t i n g s , " R o y re sponds to ques t ions 
o n h e r a p p r o a c h to l anguage , o n the i m p a c t o f h e r a r ch i t ec tu ra l 
t r a i n i n g o n the n o v e l , a n d o n h e r po l i t i c s . 

"The God of Small Things " is your first novel. You have written screen 
scripts before this ("In Which Annie Gives It Those Ones" and "Electric 
Moon "). How do you view your evolution as a novelist ? 

I d o n ' t rea l ly t h i n k a l o t a b o u t m y " e v o l u t i o n " as a novel is t . 
W r i t i n g a n o v e l is s o m e t h i n g that I always k n e w I w o u l d d o . . . . 
W r i t i n g screenplays was a t r e m e n d o u s d i s c i p l i n e that h e l p e d m e 
to h o n e m y w r i t i n g musc les before I b e g a n The God of Small 
Things, w h i c h was ar t i s t ica l ly by far the mos t a m b i t i o u s t h i n g that 
I have ever d o n e . W h e n I wro te the b o o k , I was aware that I was 
t ry ing to d o th ings , to e x p l o r e ways o f t h i n k i n g that I c o u l d n ' t as a 
sc reenplay writer. T o p u t it s imply , i f The God of Small Things were 
a film, pe rhaps it w o u l d have b e e n the story o f wha t h a p p e n e d to 
a f a m i l y that l i v e d i n a n o l d house i n A y e m e n e m . W h e r e a s the 
b o o k is n o t rea l ly a b o u t wha t h a p p e n e d , bu t a b o u t h o w what 
h a p p e n e d affected the p e o p l e that it h a p p e n e d to. T h a t b r o o d 
i n g , in t rospec t ive , c i r c u l a r qua l i ty o f the narra t ive w o u l d have 
b e e n h a r d to achieve i n c i n e m a . 

You were trained as an architect. Did this have any impact on the way you 
have arranged your narrative? There is an architectural beauty to it. 

Yes, it d i d . T o m e the a rch i t ec tu re o f the b o o k is s o m e t h i n g that I 
w o r k e d very h a r d at. It r ea l ly was l i k e d e s i g n i n g a b u i l d i n g . . . the 
use o f t ime , the r e p e t i t i o n o f words a n d ideas a n d fee l ings . It was 
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rea l ly a search for c o h e r e n c e — d e s i g n c o h e r e n c e — i n the way 
that every last de ta i l o f a b u i l d i n g — i t s d o o r s a n d windows , its 
s t ruc tura l c o m p o n e n t s — h a v e , o r at least o u g h t to have, an aes
thet ic , stylistic integri ty, a c l ea r i n d i c a t i o n that they b e l o n g to 
each other , as mus t a b o o k . I d i d n ' t j u s t wri te m y b o o k . I d e s i g n e d 
it. A n d h e r e I d o n ' t m e a n the cover a n d the typeface, etc. 

One of the things that strikes the reader about "The God of Small Things " 
is the way in which you use the English language. You deviate from 
traditional grammar rules in the sense that you use fragments and 
capitals, you join and coin words, and you even use Malayalam words 
without any qualms about being misunderstood by your readers. What is 
the impulse behind all these linguistic liberties'? 

A l l I c a n say abou t that is that l anguage is the s k i n o n m y though t . 
M y l anguage is s o m e t h i n g that I find h a r d to analyse a n d dissect. 
It's the way I t h ink . I have n o answers to ques t ions abou t it. 

Your novel touches upon a plethora of social evils in our culture— 
patriarchal property rights, ill-treatment of divorced women, caste issues, 
wife battering, and so on —yet the anger in the book does not seem to be 
directed against any social system. Is the anger personal, helpless ? 

E v e n t u a l l y for me , The God of Small Things is n o t a b o o k specif i 
ca l ly a b o u t "ou r c u l t u r e " — i t ' s a b o o k a b o u t h u m a n na ture . O f 
course , i n d i f fe rent societ ies the detai ls vary. B u t s ince the d a w n 
o f t ime , h u m a n society has f o u n d ways i n w h i c h to d i v i d e itself, to 
m a k e war across these d iv i s ions , to m a k e love across these d i v i 
s ions. T h e r e w i l l always be those o f us w h o m a k e these d iv i s ions 
a n d those o f us w h o argue against t h e m . So I d o n ' t see m y b o o k as 
an angry c r i t i q u e o f " o u r society." It's rea l ly a way o f see ing , a way 
o f p r e s e n t i n g the i r r e c o n c i l i a b l e sides o f o u r na ture , o u r abi l i ty 
to love so d e e p l y yet be so b ru ta l . 

Regarding your treatment of women in the novel, there is a wide range 
that you portray: unmarried, battered, divorced. Yet the novel doesn't have 
any particular impact on the "women's questions. " What do you think ? 

I find this last q u e s t i o n a very h a r d o n e to answer p a r t i c u l a r l y 
because to answer it I w o u l d have to d e f e n d m y b o o k a n d I d o n ' t 
want to d e f e n d it. I be l ieve that o n c e a b o o k has b e e n wr i t t en a n d 
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sent o u t i n t o the w o r l d , a wr i t e r mus t lay h e r weapons d o w n a n d 
a l l ow readers to m a k e wha t they w i l l o f the b o o k . I d o n o t be l ieve I 
o u g h t to legislate how, a n d i n wha t m a n n e r , it s h o u l d be read . So 
i f y o u feel that the b o o k has n o p a r t i c u l a r i m p a c t r e g a r d i n g the 
"women ' s q u e s t i o n , " wha t c a n I say? I d isagree w i t h y o u , bu t y o u 
mus t feel wha t y o u feel . H o w c a n I, a n d why s h o u l d I, pe r suade 
y o u to feel otherwise? I d o n ' t want to m a k e o u t a case for my 
b o o k . M y b o o k is my case. I have n o fu r the r pleas to make . 
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