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1. Introductory

“MODERNITY” IN PROSE AND PROSE STUDY

As twentieth-century readers, we agree widely in principle on what we
expect from a piece of prose. We ask, on the one hand, that it be a
serviceable instrument of its writer’s thought and, on the other, that it
show a vital connection with spoken English, to the extent of sustaining
an idiomatic if not always colloquial or conversational mode of discourse.
While we vary in our particular judgments regarding “good” prose—a
specification that corresponds to our distinction between “poetry” and
mere “verse,” according to lan Gordon'—we nevertheless typically share
a sense of disappointment when we cannot “hear a writer's voice” in
what we read, and a reflex of exasperation when sentences (and para-
graphs) of prose do not yield up their meaning to us at a single reading.
Generally we are willing to linger and take greater pains over what a
poem has to “say”’ to us, without dreaming that such differential treat-
ment reflects anything other than a generic distinction between poetry
and prose. In our century, moreover, writers on English prose style and
composition have dignified our pair of expectations with the claim that
they constitute a peculiarly “modern” awareness of what prose should
be and what good prose is. Yet, as long as we stay within contemporary
range, there is not likely to be much difficulty in defining modern prose
as the proper vehicle of our cognition in language, just as mathematics
and logic are its vehicles in formalization, or, as Bonamy Dobrée notes,
in identifying the voices which speak in modern prose with those of our
own age.?

Tan A. Gordon, The Movement of English Prose (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1966),
pp- 7-8.

*Bonamy Dobrée, Modern Prose Style, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Iress, 1964), p. 5. For
an absorbing account of how the distinction between poetry and prose became fixed on
the basis of later nineteenth-century assertions of imaginative and aesthetic autorniomy in
the use of language, see K. G. Hamilton, The Two Harmonics: Poctry and Prose in the
Seventeenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963), pp. 2-9, 39-44, 98-112, 130-38, 143
50, 195-202,
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Difficulties can arise, however, when our expectations about prose are
projected backward in an effort to locate some specific point at which
“modern” English began to be written in a fashion that continues to be
recognizable as our own. Proceeding more or less intuitively, a number
of influential critics and scholars from the first half of the twentieth
century—J. Middleton Murry, Sir Herbert Read, H. C. Wyld, James
Sutherland, F. P. Wilson, and others—purported to find such a turning
point in the Restoration era, roughly, at the end of the seventeenth and
the beginning of the eighteenth century.” While with these men the
impetus to periodize English prose in terms of its modernity remained
subservient to other interests, it erupted concurrently as the central issue
in a protracted controversy between Richard Foster Jones and Morris W.
Croll as chief opponents. Since the Croll-Jones controversy is a well-
known literary-historical crux that has also received Robert Adolph’s
book-length retrospective assessment,* there is no need here for any
detailed recounting. What I wish to bring out in a summary way are the
values I consider to have been established by the controversy and the
thoroughly relative nature of the term “modernity”” in an other than
contemporary application.

Jones’s position, articulated and elaborated through a series of articles
published in the 1930s,” grounds itself in a positivistic slant on the history
of ideas; it affirms a causal link between the enterprises of the Royal
Society and a “new prose” of a secular and, ultimately, also of a religious
kind. Beginning with work on antitraditionalism in intellectual pursuits
at the end of the seventeenth century—the so-called battle of the ancients
and the moderns®—Jones went on to argue that the repercussions of

'See, variously, J. Middleton Murry, The Problem of Style (London: Humphrey Milford,
1922), pp. 5, 55-68; Sir Herbert Read, English Prose Style (London: G. Bell & Sons, 1928),
pp. xii-xiv; Henry Cecil Wyld, A History of Modern Colloguial English, 3d ed. (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1936), pp. 148-49; James R. Sutherland, On English Prose (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1957), pp. 9-19, 58-78; F. P. Wilson, Scventeenth-Century Prose (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1960), pp. 5-10.

‘Robert Adolph, The Rise of Modern Prose Style (Cambridge, Mass., and London: MIT
Press, 1968). On balance, Adolph sides with Jones over Croll in stressing a “utilitarian
ethic’” and a late seventeenth-century date as the key aspects of modernity in English
prose; see especially pp. 242-43, 301-3.

Richard Foster Jones, “‘Science and English Prose Style in the Third Quarter of the
Seventeenth Century,” PMLA 45 (1930): 977-1009; “The Attack on Pulpit Eloquence in the
Restoration: An Episode in the Development of the Neo-Classical Standard for Prose,”
Journal of English and Germanic Philology 30 (1931): 188-217; “Science and Language in
England of the Mid-Seventeenth Century,” JEGP 31 (1932): 315-31. These essays are re-
published with minor revisions in The Seventeenth Century: Essays by Richard Foster Jones
and Others Writing in His Honor (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 1951).

*Richard Foster Jones, ‘“The Background of The Battle of the Books,”” Washington University
Studies no. 7, Humanistic Series no. 2 (St. Louis, 1920), pp. 97-162; Ancients and Moderns:
A Study of the Background of '‘The Battle of the Books,”” Washington University Studies no. 5,
Language and Literature no. 6 (St. Louis, 1936).
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Baconianism in Restoration England, not only the prescriptions for con-
ducting philosophical and scientific discourse but also the rationalism
and antienthusiasm manifested in the period’s preaching reforms, com-
prised the crucial determinants of modern English prose. His account
therefore identified modernity with the period 1660-1700, the same ref-
erence point as that of the critics and scholars named earlier. Croll,
however, saw modern English prose as originating with Bacon himself,
not with his followers, in the period 1580-1630. Croll’s guiding concep-
tion of modernity exhibits an older, Burckhardtian cast in its insistence
that Renaissance style is the outgrowth of individualistic self-discovery
and self-expression all the while that it incorporates, too, the Renais-
sance’s own conception of the Renaissance as the bringing of classical
antiquity to rebirth.” Thus, for him, the significantly modern dynamic
was the alleged reenactment in the sixteenth century of an opp.osition
dating to classical times between a florid, “Asiatic” school of prose com-
position and a restrained, “Attic”’ one. In Croll's representation, “‘anti-
Ciceronianism” or “Atticism” was a rhetorical program for stylistic revolt
that came into its own in England with Bacon, Robert Burton, Sir Thomas
Browne, and other writers who somehow combined imitation of such
models as Seneca and Tacitus with transmutation of the restless, in-
quisitive, and even skeptical trains of their own thought into prose in
the native tongue.

For all of the erstwhile heat generated by its original participants and
by George Williamson’s efforts to carry Crollian interpretation deep into
the Jonesian territory of the later seventeenth century,* this controversy
has left us not at the site of a victory or of an impasse but with somethin.g
which Earl Miner remarks as more curious still: a de facto accommo-
dation of the rival orthodoxies, so that the usual approach to teaching
or discussing seventeenth-century English prose at present is to splice
together Croll on the earlier half of the period with Jones on the later

’See Style, Rhetoric, and Rhythm: Essays by Morris W. Croll, ed. ]. Max Patrick et al.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966), a volume that supplements with useful
annotations its reprintings of the following pieces: “Juste Lipse et le mouvement antici-
céronien,” Revue du seizieme siccle 2 (1914): 200-242; ** ‘Attic Prose’ in the Seventeenth
Century,” Studies in Philology 18 (1921): 79-128; “Attic Prose: Lipsius, Montaigne, Bacon,”
Schelling Anniversary Papers by His Former Students (New York: Century Co., 1923), pp. 117-
50; “Muret and the History of ‘Attic Prose,” " PMLA 39 (1924): 254-309; and “The Baroque
Style in Prose,” Studies in English Philology: A Miscellany in Honor of Fredevick Klacber, ed.
Kemp Malone and Martin B. Ruud (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1929),
Pp- 427-56. For some usefully skeptical reflections on the Renaissance’s view of the Re-
naissance, see C. S. Lewis, English Literature in the Sixteenth Century, Excluding Drama
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954), pp. 1-65.

*See the review, by Croll and R. S. Crane, of Jones’s ““Science and English Prose Style””
in Philological Quarterly 10 (1931): 85; and George Williamson, The Senecan Amble: A Study
in Prose Form from Bacon to Collier (London: Faber & Faber, 1951); Phoenix Books reprinll
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966).
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half.? Miner asks how such an eventuality came about, and what, in the
light of it, we can regard ourselves as having learned about how to set
our historical and critical referents for the study of English prose. These
are excellent questions.

My answer to the first would be that, upon reflection, Croll's and
Jones's work discloses a considerable amount of shared perspective in
which accommodation can find a place: both invested intellectual history
with primary importance as a determinant of literary history, and both
absorbed themselves in the historian’s concern with tracing forces and
setting time spans for crucial developments. As for the second question,
what we can regard ourselves to have learned from the Croll-Jones
controversy reaches, I think, well beyond their staked-out range of op-
position. The extraordinary fruitfulness of their waork in engendering
solid and sensitive interpretations by other students of earlier prose
style" shows the rightness of their assumption that such study must
reckon, on the analytical plane, with the interconnections of a writer’s
thinking and the forms and constructions in which that thinking receives
expression, and, on the historical plane, with larger relations between
the ideas of an age and the language of an age. Proportionally, we have
Jones more to thank for basing prose study in the issues of a specifically
English cultural context, and Croll more to thank for instruction in how
to scrutinize and construe sentence forms as vehicles of authorial design.
Together they have demonstrated the essentials of what modern prose
study includes.

But what of the issue of “‘modernity’” itself, which figures so constantly
in our intuitions as contemporary readers of prose? Surely the Croll-
Jones controversy also shows us how variable and malleable a referent
this is in interpreting the past; we will find this or that “modern” in
accordance with how we conceive of modernity. Since this is true, should
we not dispense with the concept altogether as a referent in the historical
study of prose? My decision in this study has been to retain “modernity”’
as a referent because it carries associations of what is continuing or

Ear] Miner, ‘Patterns of Stoicism in Thought and Prose Styles, 1530-1700," PMLA 85
(1970): 102334, esp. 1023-24.

"Gince Williamson, Croll’s influence has been notable in work by Don Cameron Allen,
“Siyle and Certitude,” FLH 15 (1948): 167-75; Floyd Gray, Le stijle de Montaigne (Paris:
Iibrairie Nizet, 1958); Jonas A. Barish, Ben Jonson and the Language of Prose Comedy (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1960); Joan Webber, Contrary Music: The Prose
Style of John Donne (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1963); Wesley Trimpi, Ben
Tonsen's Poems: A Study of the Plain Style Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1962), chaps.
1-4; and Lisa Jardine, Erancis Bacon: Discovery and the Art of Discourse (London and New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1974). Jones's principal continuators have been F. T
Wilsan ( Seventeenth-Century Prose), Robert Adolph (Rise of Modern Prose Style), and Andrews
Wanning (“Some Changes in the Prose Style of the Seventeenth Century” [Ph.D. diss.,
Cambridge University, 1936], regrettably, never published).
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common to us in past ages that I am prepared to welcome. I think it is
no bad thing to ask, with the needed allowances, about the degree to
which prose of earlier eras ““speaks’ to us or functions as the instrument
of its writer’s (and readers’) thought. The needed allowances, of course
are E‘}.(pl]'Cit and viable definitions. I am aware—I hope sufficient]v—tha;
in using terms like “modern” and “‘modernity” I will have to indicate
what I mean by them. While I shall attempt to do this where required
throughout this study, my particular concern in this section of chapter
1 will be to spell out the various senses and ramifications of “modernity”’
on which the subsequent parts of my discussion depend. ‘
Prior to any considerations of “modernity” as such, although they
later came to have a bearing, has been the working assumption on my
part that English prose of a given era could be approached as a self-
contained b.ody of materials, a subject in its own right. This assumption
may seem innocuous enough—even, perhaps, self-evident—until it is
recalled that Croll thought the advent of modernity in English prose
f:lepended on the vernacular replay of Latin sh-'listic'develupments. He
is by no means the only scholar of earlier Ehg]ish literature to have
thought along such lines; I hope to give a better sense presently of why
.thislsihould have been the case. As a first preliminary to reflect our
intuitive “modern” expectation that prose be the instrument of thought,
F have chosen the sentence unit—in which the clause figures vitally as
identical with the simplest type of sentence—for the focus of my analysis.
This choice is easily accounted for on all fronts, beginning with Croll’s
precedent and the regular practice of stylisticians who take their cue
from the consensus found among linguists of every persuasion. Simeon
.Potter may declare for them on the fundamental place of the sentence
in English: “Because English is, in the main, an analytic language . . . ,
the sentence is the most important unit. The sentence is more important
even than the word.”" But for the connection between sentence form
and thought that is so indispensable to mentalistic approaches like mine,
the more significant evidence has been adduced by psycholinguists like
Thomas Bever who have explored “the psychological reality of clause
structure.” Bever's most germane finding for my purposes is that the
construction of English sentences is governed by what he calls a “ca-
nonical-sentoid strategy.”” A “’sentoid” is a single, intact clause or simplex
sentence that is isolable within a larger sentential unit; he defines it as
““a subtree of the base structure whose highest node is S [for *’Sentence”]
.and which contains no embedded sentences.”'? A “canonical’” sentoid
is canonical by virtue of the word order of modern English. It has the

:Simeon Pott?r. Our Lapguage (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1950), p. 90.
‘ Thomas G. Bever, “The Interaction of Perception and Linguistic Structures: A Prelim-
inary Investigation of Neo-Functionalism,” Current Trends in Linguistics, ed. Thomas A.
Sebeok et al. (The Hague: Mouton & Co., 1972), 12:1159-1233; especially 1169, 1176-77.
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form of a noun phrase followed by a verb followed by a noun phrase
followed by optional modifiers—NP + V + NP (+Mﬂd-zfzer)—a fon
which, Bever shows, both elicits and imposes interpretation of the in-
ternal relations of the elements as subject, verb, and object, respectively.
Since there appear to be only a limited number of quite simple varianFs
on canonical sentoid form, the predictive implication of the strategy is
that sentence forms resistant to its application ought to be hard to un-
derstand. This has been shown experimentally to be the case.™ What
the work on the “canonical sentoid’* offers the study of prose style is a
view of the thoroughgoing cognitive consistency and transparency of
the clausal unit in English and an invitation to consider how syntax
serves—and perhaps also projects—the functional capacities and limits
of our minds.’* .
Given the suggestiveness of the findings regarding the “canonical
sentoid” as a basic link forged between thought and language, an ob-
vious next question involving “‘modernity” relates to the lnstor'y of En-
glish—a dimension unfortunately lacking in Croll's and Jones s work:
When did the stipulated order of elements in the clause (or sm.'lp]ex
sentence) attain a set form? The answer would supply one basis for
defining a “‘modern” English sentence in terms__of w:f_}ﬁorder rul?s,
while also preserving our insistence that it funchpn, for us, as an in-
strument of thought. A substantial monographic literature has clarified
the outlines of emergent modern—that is, Subject Verb (Ohk‘ct)’ (Comple-
ment)—order for clauses in English. While clauses in Old English prose
conform to one of three types of word order, so-called common order,
conjunctive order, and demonstrative order," dedle.Enghsh is n_:har—
acterized by a gradual evolution toward the ail. but uniform and s‘mg]e
“modern” type. The order Verb Object was dominant b_j.' 1300 and firmly
fixed for both independent and dependent clauses in prose texts by
1400; declarative (Subject Verb) order and interrogative (Verd .‘.Sulr;er:t) order
became generalized as distinct types during the same p.enod. Further-
more, the conditions under which inversion still applies in clause struc-
ture—e.g., ‘Through the darkness came a beam of light, ‘So am I'—

“For summaries of experimental work with the “canonical ﬁEnt%}id“ and the so-lcalled
click-location tests used to probe subjects’ perceptions of language in terms of mnshtuenl_
structure, see Jerrv A. Fodor, Thomas G. Bever, and Merrip F. Garrett, Thi_' Psychologi r:Jj‘
Language: An Introduction to Psyclolingistics il L';(“I"{e‘ll'r.fi‘ft‘_f..' Grantnar ( New‘ York: McGraw-
Hill, 1974), pp- 252-53, 32842, 352-53, and bibliographical refe:.'encos given there: N

"For a suggestive discussion, see Thomas G. Bever and D. jerenre L.mg::ndnen.
Dyvnamic Model of the Evolution of Language,” Linguistic Tnquiry 2 (1971): 43363, esp.
43455, on perceptibility and learnability as the parameters f?r language :changﬁ-.. _

“See 5. O. Andrew, Syntax and Style in Old English (Cambridge: Cambridge -UT:l’l\"el‘Slt\"
Press, 1940). “Common order” is the specific ancestor of the “canonical sentoid.
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were stabilized in all essentials in prose texts by 1600." Regarding the
major constituents within the clause (Noun Phrase, Verb Phrase), Barbara
Strang observes that “the general principles governing the structure of
NPs have been unchanged since late Middle English,” while for VPs
“the main outlines of present usage were established by the sixteenth
century.” She adds: “By NP I mean such structures as serve as subject,
object, or complement in simple sentences; by VP such structures as
serve as predicators.”"” John McLaughlin offers the following general
summation on what we can see is the modernity of English word order,
judged according to the canonical sentoid, by the turn into the fifteenth
century: “For both transitive and intransitive sentences the order subject-
verb clearly predominates in the late fourteenth century, as does the
order subject-verb-object. Apparently, too, at this stage in the devel-
opment of word-order patterns, such order is not, as it was to some
extent in Old English, contingent upon whether a given sentence is or
is not embedded in another.”’*®

But if we agree to identify our modern insistence that prose be the
instrument of thought with the stabilization of clausal word order into
canonical sentoid form, what, if anything, €lse carwetook t find in

nglish prose of the later fourteenth and fifteenth centuries that will
tally with our other criteria for “‘modernity”’? The answer given in Mar-
garet Schlauch’s work may startle us at first. She emphasizes that the
sentence structures in writing of this period bear an exceptionally close
relation to those of actual speech, arguing that such prominent traits as

"“See Charles C. Fries, “On the Development of the Structural Use of Word-Order in

Modern English,” Language 16 (1940): 199-208; and discussion by Fred West, ““Some Notes
on Word Order in Old and Middle English,” Modern Philology 71 (1973): 48-53, and by

+I. P. Dolan, “On Claims for Syntactical Modernity in Early English Prose,” MP 74 (1977):

305-10. On vital aspects of constituent structure in the clause, see Bohumil Trnka, On the
Syntax of the English Verb from Caxton to Dryden, Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague
no. 3 (Prague: Jednota Ceskoslovenyskych Matematikd a Fysiky, 1930); Victor Engblom,
On the Origin and Early Development of the Auxiliary ‘Do’, Lund Studies in English no. 6
(Lund: Berlingska, 1938); Alvar Ellegard, The Auxiliary Do: The Establishment and Regulation
of Its Use in English (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, 1953); Hans Marchand, “The Syntactic
Change from Inflectional to Word-Order System and Some Effects of This Change on the
Relation ‘Verb to Object’ in English,” Anglia 70 (1951): 70~89; Walerian Swieczkowski, Word
Order Patterning in Middle English: A Quantitative Study Based on Piers Plowwman and Middle
English Sermons, Janua Linguarum, ser. minor, no. 19 (The Hague: Mouton & Co., 1962);
and Bengt Jacobsson, Inversion in English, with Special Reference to the Early Modern English
Period (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, 1951).

"Barbara M. H. Strang, A History of English (London: Methuen & Co., 1970), pp. 96, 98.

John C. McLaughlin, Aspects of the History of English (New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston, 1970), pp. 242-43. Cf. Gosta Langenfelt, Select Studies in Colloguial English of the
Late Middle Ages (Lund: Hdkan Ohlsson, 1933); p. xxi: “Generally, one may say that the
fifteenth century, as well as part of the fourteenth, in syntactical matters belongs as much
to New English as does the sixteenth century.”
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their doublings back, their loosely continuative progression, and their
elliptical turns can be given a unified analysis as close replications of
what still are the fundamental syntactic features of conversational—or
“free”’ —spoken English."” It seems, then, that if our readerly ears as
moderns are attuned to idiomatic expression and the sound of a voice
from a page of prose, here is a promising area in which to inquire further.
Because the notion of “speech-based prose” requires appreciable dis-
cussion in order to be defined adequately for my purposes, I shall post-
pone consideration of the evidence su pporting Schlauch'’s claim and its
ramifications for prose study until the final section of chapter 2. Here |
remark only that Schlauch finds nothing at all pejorative to literary in-
terests and values in prose tied closely to the spoken language; she
praises the prodigious versatility and liveliness, the constantly main-
tained premium on communicative transmission of meaning, and even
the authorial self-consciousness which imposes "“a kind of literary screen-
ing to eliminate incoherencies, dialect, and vulgarisms” within prose of
the era reaching from Chaucer’s time to Shakespeare’s.”™ Her praise,
while unusual, is not solitary. A philologically trained literary historian
of the generation preceding Croll and Jones, John Earle, could affirm in
his English Prose (1890) that its preservation as a spoken medium for
more than a century and a half after the Norman Conquest had “the
effect of stamping the English language with one of its most peculiar
and most valuable characteristics”: “that larger measure of popularity,
that greater breadth of contact with the nation, than is found in any
other of the great literary languages of the West.” Earle adds: "It is in
the English of the fifteenth century that this character manifests itself

53

in conspicuous maturity.
In pinpointing texts of the fifteenth century, Earle is referring to the

striking phenomenon of the widespread resurgence of English as a writ-
ten medium which Basil Cottle has subsequently surveyed in The Triumph
of English, 1350-1400.% To students of literature, the most familiar man-
ifestations of this phenomenon are the decisions of the two principal
court poets of this half century—the elder, John Gower’s, to shift from
writing in French to writing in English; the younger, Geoffrey Chaucer’s,

nglish—Its Structural Traits,” PMLA 67
* Philologia Pragensia 1 (1958): 97-104; The
rsaw: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Nau-

Nargaret Schiauch, “Chaucer’'s Colloquial E
(1952): 1103-16; “Farly Tudor Calloquial English/’
Enghish Language m Modernt Times (Since 1400) (Wa
Kkowe, 1959), pp. 56—61, 145-49.

¥The English Language in Modern Times, pp. 30, 34-37, 111-21.

Aohn Earle, English Prose: Its Elements, History, and Usage (London:
1890), p. 389, and cf. pp. 422-23.

2Basil Cottle, The Triumph of English, 13501400 (London: Blandford Press, 1969), pp-
1325, citing earlier scholarship. Albert C. Baugh provides an excellent discussion of the
reestablishment of written English in A History of the English Language, 2d ed. (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1957), chap. 6.
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;;1 write in English alone. But other than literary developments in Richard
s reign extend the movement to reinstate the native tongue as the
natlon‘a] medium: in 1362 the law courts were ordered to ugse Engli }:L
for t}.lelr proceedings; in 1363 and 1365 Parliament was opened in Ennglisi'
and in 1399 Henry IV accepted the crown with a speech in En lis-l:g 5 A
fsout‘hweste}'n deed of 1376 is the oldest private legal instrumengt sur.viv—
ing in E'ing'hsh; the oldest English petition to the Crown is that of th
mercers’ gild of London in 1386; the oldest English wills in the Lond ;
Court of Probate Idate from 1387; and in 1389 returns of the ordinancs;
Esages, amr:l ho].dmgs of the guilds were made in English, principally fo;*
ondon, I\:o.rmch, and King’s Lynn. It is widely recognized from the
nature of this evidence that the readoption of writing in English had
what in broader historical terms must count as a “modern’” 1rr% etus-dt
bas.e,. the upsurge of patriotic and nationalistic sentiment as rFe}sults. z:f
political ur_tification and centralization of rule in a capital. But the[ie
results are 1pseparably bound up with and accompanied by ;Jthers ort;e
of the most important being the growth in numbers, activity, and ;.JW'E‘I‘
of a manufa‘cturing, commercial, and bureaucratic sector ;;)’f thepo u-
lation. Manifestations of such growth in fourteenth- and fifteentlf—cin-
tury England appear variously in the organization of guilds tradin
companies, municipal corporations, and a civil service. In tL;rn thes%
emergent classes, localized in cities, find or make places for themselves
ina pollt.n?al and economic power base which was formerly controlled
by a nqblhty and the ecclesiastical hierarchy.* Thus, “modern” trenz
em‘.brac.lng urbanization, secularization, and enlargjrrlg popular artici?
pation in t'h‘e national economy and culture become motives orl;actors
for the writing of various kinds of English prose texts in this period
Chapter 3 of this study takes selective measure of this larger ;E)icture'
!Jut on the’whole I place much greater continuing weight on the shapin :
influence in English prose of the determination to have the Biblep nE
less, a}so {Teel}r available in the native tongue. This determination wi1ich
I call ’Smpturalism“ when it manifests itself as a stylistic imp(etus in
prose writing, is equally and thoroughly a productdof early modern
English confidence in the capacities of the native tongue and its users
to deal requisitely with the supreme instance of a text, the very Word

nf‘;]?;l:T:;kab:}? the r‘a;ial memory had preserved to Shakespeare’s lime the assodation
castrians with speaking English, on principle. See the woot crench “Kate”
and her crash efforts at bilingualism in Henry E: d et el
N : Sl
. ;‘Dr further perc;Lnenl treatment of the “modern™ aspects of the period with which this
study 1s concerned, see Francis R. H. DuBoulay, An Age 1 sl Seen
dy i . v An Age of Ambition: English Socichy in the
Late Middle Ages (New York: Viking Press, 1970), pp- 27-30, 61-66 116-19 l:(tln é;’”li’:‘t
. i ¥ ' 4 =iy, —0J; 1/b;
George Holmt?h. The Later Middle Ages, 1272-1485 (London: Nelson, 1962) pp- 131-81
?2;:! E?:mps: Hierarchy and Revolt, 1320-1450 (London: Fontana-Collins 1‘1?‘3{ pp- 105 "-"1‘
A £ ! v e - - . ' - . x B
: md::. , ;.-;gd; ‘}Tfi ?3{]—'35, 301.—1'3; and Sylvia L. Thrupp, The Merchant Class of Medieoal
sondon, 1300-1500 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1948), pp. 191-319
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of God. Subsequent discussion, starting in chapter 2, will clarify and
expand upon the paramount significance which I find in Scripturalism
for developments in English prose style between 1380 and 1580.
Thus far | have adduced various considerations based on accepted
senses of “modernity”’ to indicate why I propose to expand the scope
of what we receive both intuitively and critically as modern English prose
as far back as the later fourteenth century, and I expect that these con-
siderations will be genuinely predisposing. We now come to a sticking
point in some understandable reservations, which can be captured as a
sequence of queries. What, after all, is the strength of the claims that
the prose of this earlier era can lay to literary attention? Why did Croll
trace the inception of English prose with a fully “modern” literary stature
only to a date some two centuries later, and Jones to one three centuries
later? Is there something inherently deficient in this earlier prose when
regarded, specifically, as literature? The key issue here is what one means
by “literary” and “literature,” but the reservations are real ones, and
they are not likely to be allayed by Schlauch’s call for banishing the
distinction between the literary and the subliterary in addressing this
prose or by Gordon’s contention that students of style cannot bypass
the vernacular legacy of chronicle histories, wills, charters, guild records,
familiar letters, and even recipes and written instructions of other kinds
if they are to reckon fairly with the prodigious phenomenon of English
prose.™ To the unconvinced, those less restive with traditional notions
of the literary canon than some contemporaries (including myself), such
pronouncements may smack of special pleading. I hope that it will be
acceptable to propose, as a manner of proceeding, that a text can be
acknowledged to have a minimally literary character if its handling of
language displays some combination of the qualities of clarity, exactness,
directness, and naturalness of expression that figure in our judgments
of prose as good by “modern” (contemporary) standards. I hope as well
that a text can be granted to be “literary” in kind if it exhibits signs of
a self-aware handling of the medium of language in the act of writing.
[f these working definitions are acceptable for the purpose of continued
discussion, we can now take note of a body of evidence that substantiates
vet another “modern” aspect of the period and the prose being consid-
ered, namely, the emergence of so-called standard English as the single,
dominant dialect that the native tongue would assume in writing (and,
to an appreciable extent, also in speech).
“Gehlauch, The English Langtiage in Modern Times, pp. 112, 117; Gordon, The Movement

of English Prose, pp. 7-8, 36—41, 58-64. See, further, Norman Blake, The Eriglish Language
in Medivoal Literature (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1977), pp. 11-12.
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“Modernity” in Prose and Prose Study

. The following review pretends to do no more than trace broad out
lines, for the investigation of emerging standard English—identified a;
thecianguage. of the capital, the London-Westminster complex—has ru:
;:;:tuid Iaborlgu?]y tl?rough scrutiny of phonological and morpholugF"ica]
o esfas re e_Lted in spelling practices in relevant texts, and interpre-
tation o .the e.\-'zdence has altered over time. The widely prevalent view
in historical linguistic scholarship until quite recently stressed the pri-
&a:’:}r of spoken Lond'on English in effecting the replacement of wPlj"lat

yld termed the “regional dialects” of the post-Conquest era with the
more or less uniform “class dialect” of the capital. This stress reflected
Fhe generally acknowledged principle that language change manifests
itself first in spoken usage, thereafter in written. In Wvld’s words: ”Lon%
fl}im speech, or one type of it, as it existed in the fourteenth cen.tury is

e ancestor of our present-day Received Standard,” having been }()-
moted by a cultural “recognition of the superiority of the one type g\-'e
the others” Fhat had taken place “as early as the fifteenth cant'uF:v ancg
perhaps earlier still.””** While sustaining his stress on the spoken c;lriuinv-
of standard English, Wyld also was concerned with representin JDth;
thoroughgqmg speechlikeness—the affinities between speechgand

l}lz)slle:lgginllfeftegl by 1the texts as a positive stylistic feature, one which
ately to . . .
loquial and h};erary Z tgoc:é?zf)f Shakespearian dialogue, supremely col-
As long as a century ago, however, Lorenz Morsbach took exception
to the prevailing stress on the spoken origins of standard English—not
of course, to set aside the role of speech in constituting and disseminatin ’
a standard, but rather to contest the straightforward identification of thg
lapguage found in late fourteenth- to mid-fifteenth-century English texts
with the language of London speech during the same period. Focused
on three.categories of texts—City of London records, royal do.cument
and ,Parhamentary documents—written between 138:[] and 1475 Mur:i
bach’s w01.'k yielded evidence of a crucial half-century of transitior': (1380-
14.130), during which the royal and Parliamentary documents that at first
displayed a preponderance of southern dialectal features assimilated
thgrnselves more and more nearly to the east Midland features of the
City records. It was Morsbach'’s view that this process of standardization
to a London norm on the written front outran related developments on
the spok'en front. He accordingly proposed a date of 1430 for the essential
completion of developments toward a written standard, and 1460 or

26 ;.
. I\f\éylld, Hz.story of Modern Colloquial English, 3d ed., PPp. 4-5. Also see Francis P. Magoun
1;,(19;7;?(1]:;a17§)1d agiMlddIe English,”” Harvard Studies and Notes in Philology and Literaturc:
1 167-73; an ies 1 i : t
Y angenfelt, Select Studies in Colloquial English of the Late Middle Ages,
7 :
Wyld, History of Modern Colloguial English, pp- 70, 76, 97-99, 101-3.
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shortly thereafter for the felt establishment of a spoken st::ndard (Cax-
ton’s testimony playing a decisive part in the lattfer. case). .

Building upon Morsbach’s findings that the origins of l'l.‘lOdE'l"TI. S arll
dard English were “literary,” that is, standardlzahoqs se]t-cor:a.sn':u:l}us v
produce‘d in writing, H. M. Flasdieck showed that this new ﬂfhagl 'IIjIE-
dium constituted by the language of City legal documents_ strongly in-
fluenced the language of deeds, wills, an‘d other such umtmg;fct:irav\;:
up in other parts of the country in the middle ‘c}gcades ’(’11’ t‘he i eenb
century. In a still further enlargement of tl:Le llterary. picture toh ;
dvavin fom spelling and compositional practices, {ksta thlli\(}m realc t f !
the following conclusion from a study of the great ﬁfteer}th-aentur_v e e.-
collections, the Cely, Paston, Stonor, and otl'.:er remains _of cornn;.utit
cations to and from private individuals in various parts of Engla;"l i ;
is evident that the London language was fglt asa Standard to be followe
as closely as possible, for the dialectal deviations that do occurl,sare rdno:f:
or less occasional and generally appear by tbe s1dg of the ‘Stan lar.
forms. . . . Often the influence of regional dialect is apparent 01:1Hytm
the marked preference of one spelling, whenl th.e Standard V:;Slha ers
between two.”? The most recent study in th1s. line, ]ohln H is T:r'fs
“Chancery and the Emergence of Standard Wntten English m the. if-
teenth Century,” gives us a circumstantial picture of'the self—:n:im(;%s:
handling of the written language in Chancery Enghsh (Fhe exh_ p -
duced by a well-trained cadre of official Wesmester‘scnbes who ser;l
viced both the Crown and Parliament). Tracmg the influence tom;?r
nationwide uniformity that Chancery English exerted on the prepara 1?:
of vernacular legal documents between 1420 and 1460, after atta;nmgf cr
mature form’ by 1430, Fisher graphica.llly evokes a sense of th(e1 0;{39 (;f
linguistic standardization that issued from the authorllzed pro clllc ion f
documents in mainly formulaic language by professionals u; e:t' rifis
lated procedures for transcription.™ Summing up on ﬂ.'lE readjus E.lcon-
in interpretation that have now accorded temporal priority to se

S orenz Morsbach, Ueber den Ursprung der neuenglischen Schriftsprache (Heilbronn: Hen-
nl%‘ﬁ::atlagffi:;lgtfr;_j’(;:‘r!:rr:igilfiun to the Study of Fifteenth-Century English, 1, Updpialatgj:;
Vl.‘ZTS;ill'Etﬁ Arsskrift: Filosofi Sprikvetenskap och l.—Iistonska Vetenscl;:.apir, ,E,i:dm;;m _: m.‘
193-94. The earlier reference in this paragraph is to' H. M. Fla; u:‘cr,l phi‘io]n ey
Frichzelt der neuenglischen Schriftsprache, Tom. 1-2, Sl1l_1d:e_n zur m;g 1?: : o 31 rismn)
65-66 (Halle, 1922). 1 have nol seen two other contr:b}mnnf; in t} is n; : :- oéh g
Pronunciation of English Vowels, 1400-1700, Gﬁtebm_gs Kungliga \fetenls‘ ?p- Feisd urk;mdm_
Samhalleshandlingar, Heft 14-15 (1913); and Julius Lﬂ?busch'.;ﬂf& .’mn;r  Hosaden
_-_:prm':r von 1430-1500: Ein Beitrag zur Entstehtng gar'}r_r)wm'ng{ ischen Schriftsprache, 1,11,

i i i - e, 190a). .
Zu;’]':;ih;h;ri‘sl;glo’]%ﬁ:i't'n'c—::: iidlilg{ ;lrlnergem:e of Standard Written English in the

Fifteenth Century,” Speculum 52 (1977): 870-99.

1

“Modernity” in Prose and Prose Study

scious writing practices in the emergence of standard English, Strang
has this to say:

The rise of this special form of En

glish was a very complicated matter, and,
which is rarely true,

the more we find out about it, the more complicated it
looks. The unique position of London in even earlier centuries had long ago set
its speech apart from ordinary dialects, giving it a social stratification. . . . What
was new in [the period 1370-1570] was a threefold development: first, the evo-
lution of a City of London written standard, which need not imply a spoken
one; second, the evolution of a sequence of competing types, of which one (the
direct ancestor of P[resent] Elnglish] Standard) dominated from about 1430;
third, the rise and spread of a spoken standard (subject to many subsequent

variations, but in principle the ancestor of Rleceived] P[ronunciation]) not later
than the sixteenth century.”

My purpose in the foregoing brief review of scholarship on the origins
of standard English has in part been to call attention to another mo-
mentous modern development with a bearing on the present study, but
even more to emphasize the existence of a good deal of circumstantial
evidence—in textual specifics that can be construed phonologically and
morphologically—of the deliberate regulating and standardizing of lan-
guage in the process of writing which, as I have claimed, can be equated
with at least a minimal level of literary or stylistic self-consciousness.™
My emphasis has been the more pointed in view of a regrettable fact
which we have now to confront squarely, both in itself and for its un-
doubted influence on the thinking of Croll and Jones (among many
others). The fact is that the subtlety and control which philologists were
willing to attribute to earlier writers’ spellings and word-groupings as
registers of distinctive features in phonology and morphology by and
large stopped there. The tradition to which we still owe much illumi-
nation of other aspects of earlier English prose scanted the study of
sentence form overall, and, where it did not, it took at best a conde-
scending view. A survey of this work and its implications will conclude
this section of my introductory reflections on “modernity” in prose and
prose study.

The pioneering study of sentence form according to the methods and
procedures of late nineteenth-century historical philology was Leon Kell-
ner’s Historical Outlines of English Syntax (1892). Notwithstanding a care-
ful use of descriptive terminology, Kellner presents a view of the
development of English sentence form that is conspicuous for a kind of
evolutionary grand design resting on the supposition that syntax in the

"Strang, A History of English. p. 161, and see further. pp. 162-65.

“For illuminating discussion, see Henry Bradley, On the Relations between Spoken and
Written Language, with Special Reference to English (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1919); and
David Abercrombie, “Conversation and Spoken Prose,” English Language Teaching 18 (1963):
10-16.
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classical languages is normative for all othe}fs..lfle envisaged linghhts:eiz
have arisen, like other languages, out of a primitive phase in w l‘(_‘t' e
was not vet even full clausal structure, only juxtaposed 1’1rjgms ic p; ;
maries (in Tarzan-like sequences), for examplef }’lan seeli gf:zlt teomﬁag,e
) " Thi g; € “bald parataxis,” was alleg
‘Enemy near. This stage, called ataxi gec 0B
urvivi o5 in folk sayings like “The more, the m £
close surviving analogues in _ s, 4
I ike father, like son,” “Here today, gone tgmozrcm, Easy come, eai};
0, “Out of sight, out of mind,” and the like.*® After the emergence :
Eia'usal units, the next step in Kellner’s hypothesized r}e.:corlstru(;t:i?}::i fh
i 3 joining together of clauses: the step a
syntactic structure was the joining e step 2
h}i’s bias toward the classical languages as models for linguistic L::acie
and cultivation is most clearly perceptible. He’ not oni_v'repi.'esir! s C i
ordination—with or without a conjunctive pa.rtlcle——la:llsll(';lstonc}? y };;(:g
inati to another; he also holds up hypotaxi:
to subordination of one clause : . tax
as inherently superior to parataxis according toan ideal typol;)gy Kx;ll]'l:;;
discloses its conceptual provenance in phra;z)r(;g 1a2tolse)33- R{;)Ees.struct.ure
“QOld English (a.D. - :
sums up as follows on “O h (a.D. he sraciure
is in its 1 . co-ordination is frequent, conjun
of sentences is in its infancy; co-or 1 netions are
/ i ting sentences and clauses.
not always made use of in connec - £ sy
is the opening of his summary on ““Modern English (a.D. 1500-Present)

The most characteristic feature of Modern English syntax is PL’TM_“m-It in ”1;
> : > . - . . . - an
structure of sentences. Both Old and Middle English are ‘«ant}ng Il!‘l"l u:;,a'\{.,ﬂih_.
- rnpork‘mﬁ' in Modern English both are attained, favoured, in a p: ; erio_é
Ey the models of Greek and Latin prose-works. . . . The well-constructed p
is of comparatively recent date.™

Kellner held comparable evolutiul:mary vi?;«:s abgi h;:gzneiﬁr;z(ﬁs;izszz
(indeed, self-consciousness) intwegse of angtf ge, e attributéd
as an ultimate explanation for the historical dy.nanilc w1 1:} i
to sentence form. Suggestive in themselves, hlE?‘ mentalis l-L p1je {he
nately used to buttress such facile ger.uerahzatlons as t
:)V:;eagxrli(r)\f:d in t}l”le introduction to Historical Outl_mr?s. whc;erte‘ ]:":Eghs};
prose written subsequent to the sixteenth centu‘r?r' 15';::.1lt;ge 'UL,- En v e
"proportion and unity in the structure of Hu:senfe-'nu:‘ }:\ 1]c .11 p;:\z e fictg_
prose lacks altogether. These are, says Kellner, “the }1)1110‘?:% i “;15
But how are we to account for them in a psychological way: :

his answer:

: illan
¥Leon Kellner, Historical Outlines of English Syntax (London. and New Yo;k. I:/I::::;ﬂce
& Co., 1892), secs. 97-99. Charles Bally also retails this evolutionary myth zq;u S T
- 1 " - Quisti i is: jx P .
formation in Linguistique générale et linguistique frangaise (Pe'ms. E .Lerou;, lb”'t) p;f e
nsible attacl(< on the myth, with discussion of the linguistic applica 5113; gl i
se , . . b .
2oncepis of coordinate and dependent relationships, see M. Sandmann, “‘Subordi
and Coordination,” Archivum Linguisticum 2 (19‘:.')0)-: 24.1-38.
“Kellner, Historical Outlines, secs. 432, 484. His italics.
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The syntax of older periods is natural, naif, that is, it follows much more closely
the drift of the ideas, of mental images; the diction, therefore, looks as if it were
extemporised, as if written on the spur of the moment, while modern syntax,

fettered by logic, is artificial, and therefore far from being a true mirror of what
is going on in the mind.*

While the very sentence form of the foregoing explanation belies its
putative truth by pursuing “modern” logic with the “naif” devices of
parataxis (including coordinate, appositive, and nonrestrictive relative
constructions), the attitudinal effect of Kellner’'s Historical Outlines was
powerful and extremely prejudicial, in particular, to English prose which
relied extensively on the resources of conjunctive syntax. A later essay,
written in German, which sought to adduce other explanations than
crudity and ineptitude for redundancy and “shifted” constructions in
Old and Middle English sentences, had nothing like the circulation of
its predecessor.* On this side of the Atlantic, the Syntax volume of
George O. Curme’s A Grammar of the English Language adopted the evolu-
tionary grand design of Kellner’s view of English sentence form without
cavil or modification.”” The view also deeply influenced Samuel K. Work-
man'’s Fifteenth-Century Translation as an Influence on English Prose, a study
which has properly won respect for its analytical rigor although it is
based on the questionable premise that the way to the writing of English
prose of literary quality in the fifteenth century lay through exercise in
translating from Latin or French into the native tongue. While the results
of his qualitative comparisons of translations and original writing from
early, middle, and late points in the century are equivocal,® interesting
evidence of Kellnerian influence emerges in Workman's treatment of the
vernacular prose chronicle as a continuous genre of original composition.
He duly distinguishes a first stage (1400-1470), “‘almost invariably char-

Ibid., sec. 9. Kellner's italics. Also see Wilhelm Havers, Handbuch der erklirenden Syntax
(Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1931), secs. 45-48, where coordinating conjunction is classified
as a primitive syntactic resource because it conveys only “successive thinking’’ (das suk-
zessive Denken).

*Leon Kellner, “Abwechselung und Tautologie: Zwei Eigenthumlichkeiten des Alt- und
Mittelenglischen Stiles,”” Englische Studien 20 (1895): 1-24. Here he offers the appeal of
variety and the desire to make meaning maximally explicit as explanations for the syntactic
anomalies he identifies.

7George O. Curme, Syntax (Boston: D. C. Heath & Co., 1931), pp- 28-30, 89, 176.

"Samuel K. Workman, Fifteenth-Century Translation as an Influence on English Prose (Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 1940), pp. 11-13, 20-23, 28-32, 145-50. Based on Work-
man'’s own assessments, John Wyclif and Nicholas Love, from the beginning of the period,
are equally good at original writing and transla ting; John Capgrave and Sir John Fortescue,
from the latter part of the century, are also equally good at both. Caxton, again at the end
of the century, is uneven on both counts. Only Edward of York, working early in the
century (ca. 1405), affords direct confirmation of the controlling hypothesis by emerging
as a significantly better translator than original writer. Workman distinguishes composi-
tional phases for the vernacular prose chronicle on pp- 42-46.

15



Introductory

acterized by an elementary simplicity of structure,” in which paratactic
sentence form prevails; an overlapping second stage (1460-75), in which
hypotactic constructions begin to make inroads; and a third stage (1475-
1504), in which hypotaxis moves into the ascendancy over paratactic
form. Apart from questions we might now raise about the categorization
of various constructions, the interest attaching to these compositional
phases for the fifteenth-century vernacular prose chronicle lies, first, in
the constant implication that hypotaxis is the means to improved (and
superior) style and, second, in the puzzling relation between this evo-
lutionary paradigm and the larger argument. Since the vernacular output
of these mostly anonymous chronicle writers is not known to have been
connected with any translating activity, if it improves on its own, by
Workman’s own accounting, in the course of the century in question,
then is it really necessary to learn to write English prose by-way of
translation? The puzzle attests the force of the prevailing pejorative
outlook on the heavily conjunctive syntax of what L have been attempting
to define as early “modern” English prose.

To be sure, dissent was registered notably by 5. O. Andrew and Erich
Auerbach in their respective treatments of coordinate sentence struc-
ture.” But the crucial point is that the scholarly majority had its reasons
for the outlook it had adopted—good reasons, too, of a sort. There was
nothing in the methods or findings of the syntactic analysis at their
disposal to make them suppose that there could be any real interest in
the workings of conjunction—anything of cognitive or stylistic value.
George Williamson's generalizations from the hypotaxis-parataxis di-
chotomy to principles for interpreting sentence form are both represen-
tative and revealing; as the passage runs its course in ascribing potential
functions, it is clear why “‘the coordinate sentence” was disparaged in

comparison with ““the complex sentence’”:

The coordinate sentence, which is most fully exploited in balance, equates thought,
emphasizes alike, and disperses unity and coherence. Structurally the relation
between members of a coordinate sentence devoid of balance is the same as that
between sentences. Members when united in paratactic structure and unified
in thought do not advance logically; they repeat or vary the main idea, or present
different aspects of it. When thrown into parallel form they acquire a formal
unity. The complex sentence, which is most fully exploited in the cumulative
per_iﬁd, subordinates thought to thought, distributes emphasis, and promotes
or focuses unity or coherence. It provides its thought with an articulate logic,
and in periodic form is well-knit both grammatically and rhetorically; for when
so compacted it is shaped so as to accumulate force and sonority: Hypotaxis is

YAndrew, Syhtﬁx and Style in Old English, pp. 87-100: Erich Auerbach, Mimesis: The
Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. Willard R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1953), chap. 1.
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A Stylistics of the Sentence

the st inci i i
ructural principle of climax in a sentence or period; it permits the

an i
d meaning of a sentence to be centered in a compre i

" hensive rounding.*
it i i
amorvlvgeﬁetaqlr;ldee;cti’ truet;hat, by contracting likeness or identity relations
S ers, the “coordinate sentence’”” both di ‘
- g ‘ . 1spersed ““unit
t }]:éi:;;]:;e?f .t_and fcalled to “advance logically,” it is hafd to see }:\lx
elicities of “balance” or “‘parallel form” i
its users’ willed extinction. Willi ' inly be seen o te e
i . Williamson can plainly b
icapped here by a critical outlook i e A gttty
ed I on conjunction which i i :
that it discloses no more * i ot s oD
ore “relation between memb f inate
sentence devoid of balance” th i S would show. e
r an discrete sentences would
Jevoid ‘ show. De-
z)}:llftea(t:l:i(e: ilémft'atlons. of his mode of analysis, he properly claimed of the
nfigurations which he called *fi " ”
rtact ich gures” that “For the accurat
g;ﬁ?é:(:: of adplt;osel style it is necessary to determine not only wliai
€ used but how they are used,” and i )
: 3 ; of his own work, that i
was a history of the “most incisi ir b the sev-
3 g sive pattern” in “prose style in th
enteenth century.” In accepti illi ’ egard to.the
zen : pting Williamson’s lead with
stylistic significance of s i i ot Bt
) yntax, if I am to further my clai i
) 5 that English
prose from the era I have design: bdern” for,
: : ] gnated meets our “modern”’ i
of literary interest and acc i how some reason
‘ omplishment, I will have to sh
to think that such interest i ht attach to the con
_ and accomplishment migh
: : ght attach to the con-
junctive sentence forms which surely are the “most incisive pattern”’ ?n

this prose. I make a beginni i
. ginning with some ne i iti
referents in the following secgh'on. eed theoretical and eitca

A STYLISTICS OF THE SENTENCE:
THE SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS OF CONJUNCTION

gnn]unchon, entrally constituted by coordination with and, but, and or
wriﬁ;g " Ofental rﬁs?rurcCle In natural language, as familiar a staple olf
speech. Traditional grammar captu i i
in defning comamction s ‘ ptures one of its essentials
s a linkage of elements on a i

: ' n equal syntactic

::s:jél;/vllfther or not any semantic dependency can be seqen to );perate

by trar{sfoﬁnvzgggz alm approt;flch by way of a perspective opened mainly
' : al-generative analysis allows us to recognize i

Junction one of a restricted but ver  eFations iftat

: ' y powerful group of operations that

make for inexhaustible potential in the production of ne£ &:eni&ertcesi

elahonsfi C—_f:[n g ¥

onjunction, relativization, and complementation, {does is to

provide for incorporating sentences-within-semtences WIthIT sentences

in — RS
o :n ;mgtﬂn‘g faShIDI"'I that has no grammatically determined limits, only
pragmatic ones imposed on all human activities by the limits of

WL
illiamson, The Senecan Amble, p. 38. The following references are to p. 31 and p.7
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energy attention, and purpose. Because they are potentialdly F;;&-:realtn:?;
o : i j inguisti . The play i
it 1 isi - as objects of linguistic play. 3
t is not surprising to find them . .
:)n conjuncgon in “And the hip bone is connected to th; t’nklgh b];me,
nee bone
i i ted to the knee bone, and the :
and the thigh bone is connec ' 1 fiie knee bore
is connecteﬁ to the leg bone . . .; the play is on relativ :zahc;lnt;n 'I]k;;r
mi
is the dog that worried the cat that chased the rat that plague ! e e
that ground the comn . . .”"; and the play is on compleminialhign in e
; ove you.
u know that I know . . . tha 3
know that they know that vo T gt e
' : tence-combining operation
The power of these three sen T I e et
juncture on the grounds tha proc
we cannot call a halt atany junc : D
i i ibility i lish. Each successive result 0 per
is an 1mposs;bﬂ1t_v in Eng : e e s
i ; i sntence of English—perhaps m e
is always a possible sen —pe S n i by
.d for, but still, incontestably,
than one wants or can see nee " ntes /2 -
On analogy with certain functions in mathema;;ms, lr‘ldEf}mEi,l:i:fE;Ve
i isti i > called recursive. Recursion in
able linguistic operations are : g S
e for i ior focus of concern in the p 3
sentence forms will be a majo us : e
ltd iffi listic interest and, even, complexity
It is not difficult to see the styhstic 1 : b ity that
attaches to recursion. In the continuing option to pm!]tera:; C oLt
roliferate sentence form by means, say, of cop]gnctmn, 1 ct}.‘e e
potential of language converges with the creativity but also e
]c:)(mc;cious restraint of the human user of language who has an_tex]:re.. e
or éommunicative end in mind. What kind Df. sent.encje. units ‘ E{]Se
duced by the exercise of recursion can be of vital s1gn1f1c§nce1n% P v
style Cr:arnplexitv enters, also, with the ands of conversational Eng nhm
.aﬁd ;with the ands of the prose I will be discussing lbecattt;e gplsning
1 [
i e unit ends. For example, a
lwavs certain where a sentenc r opening
?)f tl{e Gospel of Matthew where there are forty-five cons;leri*uhvebc;o -
g saac
manctions of simplex sentences (“Abraham begat lsaac,”an ’ j:,av wgn_
}acob and Jacob begat Judas and his brethren, and . . /"), we diqéoume
; i i ce or a aif ;
with a compound senten
der whether we are dealing eourse.
Probably no principled cutoff between sentence for'm andr Cdulzz e
structul:e can be formulated. 1 have proceedefi by t.akmg 1&1} i
unctuation (or its lack) in the prose under discussion—a 'mlunleéq]:.ed
Edeveloping means for signaling to a reader how the energies ﬁqfaétorv
in recuﬁion are also being directed. But there can be no satis 3
| i 1 tHons
i5anford A. Schane proposed a formal characterization of recursion :nd nth-le; :‘-; 2:1{ ;1;
i ; . ; i =] ies H ;
inA ;:hm;;a for Sentence Coordination, in[nrmatm; E-';:'aten? l.;a:qg:;egi :;15 :r tl;‘(; o
e A ., April 1966), pp- 1—-60, which serves as . ¢
Mais-r;t?:ltr:n}c\;:gicn f‘n Robert P. Stockwell, Paul Schachter, and Bf:_rbara H]illgfrte; 1;
{ i / ; 73), A
"‘\:: :: Sunitactic Structures of English (New York: Ho‘It, Rinehart, & W m:ﬁg:. i p:u| e
I"-L F"%L- 3?;{1 67. Far pertinent discussion of recursion and gmmr;"l!ar(—r:g _14} ,v:_;w Al i
he Number i " F fons of Language 74y 519-32; ;
i ! or of English Sentences,” Foundations o £ : . -
StTheI NT’*’EE:: :nd Eﬁ W. Ritchie, “On the Generative Power of I'ransformational Gram
an [‘}' PYS 4 F

mars,” Information Scieiices 6 (1973): 49-83.
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alternative to taking the frequently prodigious amplitude of these sen-
tence forms on their own terms in the study of style.

Although conjunction, relativization, and com plementation are all and
equally sentence-creating recursive operations of natural language, con-
junction is unique in kind, precisely because of its linkage of elements
on an equal syntactic basis. Relativization and complementation proceed
by adjoﬁmﬁﬁng, newly produced sentences at nodes of a
containing sentence which can properly—that is, grammatically—re-
ceive them. Recursion of these two operations is like stutfing an enve-
lope. However, since sentences being conjoined with and, say, are not
being subordinated to each other syntactically, a tofally new, higher-
order sentence requires to be brought into being/An order to sustain
equality while creating linkage. The resulting whole is indeed more than
the sum of its parts—a singular superstructure which differentiates the
“sentence’” it is from the “clause” units that can only be its members,
or mefnbers subordinated to one another in relativization and comple-
mentation. The compound sentence is, thus, the defining instance of
sentencehood.” Lest this point about the unique structure-creating ef-
fectsoT conjunction be thought a mere theoretical nicety, we may directly
consider several tests for identifying coordinate structure in the com-
position of actual sentences. What these tests reveal is a, distinctive
resistance in compound sentences to having their own internal structure

altered or to being absorbed in the internal structure of other sentences. i,

The first test shows that the main and subordinate clauses of a complex
sentence can interchange freely, while the clauses of a compound sen-
tence cannot. Thus, ‘She went to the chapel although he was not there’
and ‘Although he was not there, she went to the chapel’ are acceptable
sentences. ‘She went to the chapel, but he was not there’ is acceptable
also; *‘But he was not there, she went to the chapel’ is unacceptable (as
the asterisk denotes). A second test shows that it is possible to question
an element in the main clause of a complex sentence but not to question

“The point is Roger Fowler’s, in “Sentence and Clause in English,” Linguistics 14 (1965):
5-13. He observes that the phenomenon of a compound sentence is the sole basis on
which we can distinguish a ““sentence’” from a “clause.” For a clause shares with a sentence
the feature of an S node immediately dominating (NP + VP); and, likewise, clauses as well
as sentences are sites for the embedding operations of relativization and complementation.
Only the structural description of a compound sentence as an entity whose S node im-
mediately dominates (S+S+. . .) gives us the characterization of a sentence which is also,
emphatically, not a clause.

T owe the formulation of the four coordinate structure tests to my colleague James D.
McCawlev. A fifth test involving the clear anaphoric referencing of pronouns in complex
sentences but not in compound ones may be found in Lila R. Gleitman, “Coordinating
Conjunctions in English,” Language 41 (1965): 260-93; reprinted in Modern Studies in English:
Readings in Transformational Grammar, ed. David A. Reibel and Sanford A. Schane (Engle-
wood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1969), pp. 80-112, and see esp. p. 94 n.
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an element in a coordinated clause. Thus, to the sentence ‘The servants
gathered in the hall when the earl entered’ it is possible to put the
question ‘Where did the servants gather when the earl entered?’ But to
the sentence ‘The servants gathered in the hall and the earl entered” it
is not possible to put the question *Where did the servants gather and
the earl entered? The third test shows it is possible to relativize a com-
plex sentence but not a compound one. Thus, "The English proceeded
to Agincourt because the French held Harfleur’ can be relativized as ‘The
English who proceeded to Agincourt because the French held Harfleur
were the archers.” But ‘The English proceeded to Agincourt and the
French held Harfleur’ cannot be relativized as *The English who pro-
ceeded to Agincourt and the French held Harfleur were the archers.” A
fourth test yields parallel results with for . . . to complementation. Thus,
‘Hastings did not appear at court until Richard summoned him’ can
undergo complementizing as ‘For Hastings not to appear at court until
Richard summoned him was a provocative gesture.” But ‘Hastings did
not appear at court and Richard summoned him’ cannot be comple-
mentized as *‘For Hastings not to appear at court and Richard summoned
him was a provocative gesture.” Obviously, the fixity of structure and
imperviousness to transformation shown by coordinate sentences are
important defining characteristics.* Their syntactic independence and
self-containedness, I think, may have figured importantly in their sty-
listic designation as vehicles for sententious form in the prose we shall
consider in chapters 5and 6.

The foregoing tests have revealed some basic constraints on sentential
conjunctions already in existence. What about bringing sentential con-
junctions into existence? Can any two (or more) sentences be conjoined
freely? Chomsky’s pioneering account of the subject in Syntactic Struc-
tures recognized that there had to be some motivating condition for
sentential conjunction, and he attempted to define it purely syntactically,
in terms of constituents of the same type playing analogous roles in the
deep structures of their respective sentences. Thus, in his example, from
“The scene of the movie was in Chicago’ and ‘The scene of the play was
in Chicago’ we can proceed to form the conjunction ‘The scene of the
movie and of the play was in Chicago.** This straightforward example
clarifies what, in general, is required to conjoin sentences: first, some

#John Robert Ross has articulated these qualities in his proposed Coordinate Structure
Constraint: “‘In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved, nor may any element
contained in a conjunct be moved out of that conjunct.” See his “Constraints on Variables
in Syntax”’ (Ph.D. diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1967; mimeographed text
distributed by Indiana University Linguistics Club), sec. 4.84.

“Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (The Hague: Mouton & Co., 1957), pp. 35-36 (sec.

5.2).
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measure of relevant sameness (in this case, both conjuncts have the
following same constituents: the scene, was, in Chicago), and, second
SO]‘]?I&‘ measure of relevant difference which, nevertheless, ta kes: the forn;
qf likeness (in this case, of the movie and of the play are the different, but
l{ke constituents). This requisite motivation is called‘an identity cc;ndi-
honh.a useful term, so long as it is recalled that the relevant sameness
must include relevant difference, If the identity condition were totally
met, senter.*atiai conjunction would be vitiated by tautology: *The scene
of the movie was in Chicago and the scene of the movie was in Chicago.’
The unacceptability of the foregoing conjunction also points to another
aspect of the overall operation recognized in Chomsky’s early account:
in conjoining, the separate occurrences of identical constituents reduce—‘
q.r collz_lpse—-into a single occurrence (hence, in the sentential conjunc-
t19n.nt his example, the scene, was, in Chicago occur onlv once). This
fahmmation of surface sameness is known as conjunction reduction: there
is a powerful predisposition toward it, although it is not, strictly 'a eak-
ing, obligatory. ’ ¥
'As future discussion—beginning with the material now under re-
view—will show, the heightening of sensitivity to the nature and limits
of Im_guistic sameness and differenice which attends on the use of con-
junctive syntax is of extreme importance both in the creation of new
sentence forms by this means and in any stylistic interpretation of them
.Subsequent to Syntactic Structures, one rna.jor line of inquiry addresseci
in more detail the formation and properties of coordinate phrases as
outFomes of sentential conjunction (and conjunction reduction), Lila;
.Glfntman offered an important generalization regarding the difference
in rderftit_v conditions for conjunction reduction involving NPs and VPs.*
Red}lcmg identical NPs do so under strong identity: identity, that is, of
(r:) linguistic form, (b) sense, and (c) reference. Thus, it is iﬁipossiblé to
interpret ‘A woman entered and began weeping’ as referring to two
women, one who entered and another who began to weep. In ‘Cromwell
trusted to Providence but acted energetically, to understand the Cronmwell
of ‘Cromwell trusted to Providence’ as Thomas and the Cromwell of
‘Cromwell acted energetically’ as Oliver is equally impossible. The se-
T‘nantic content of the identity condition on conioining NPs may be stated
in G.]eitman(s rule: nonrepetition indicates identity; repetition indicates
nonidentity. The rule requires reading Donne's line in “The lndifferent:
(“I can love her and her and her . . .”) as referring to different women
which is how we do naturally read it. This is a tidy situation, but th(;‘
one regarding reducible VP conjuncts is messier. The condition on the

46, : ., . N . . .
.G]e1tman, Coordmatlng Conjunctions in English,” in Modern Studies in English, ed
Reibel and Schane, pp- 88-93. ( / .
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latter is weak identity: identity of (a) linguistic form, (b) sense, and (c)
parallel reference only.”

The semantic consequences of this difference between strong and
weak identity conditions are momentous, and easy to illustrate. Con-
junctively reduced VPs are widely unspecific in English with respect to
the possibilities of “unit” or “individual”” interpretation. For instance,
the sentence ‘Mary and Elizabeth left London” does not convey definite
information as to whether the two left together, as a “unit” (one action)
or separately, as “individuals” (two actions). This unspecificity may
affect an object NP within a conjunctively reduced VP; in "Mary and
Elizabeth want a cat’ it is unclear whether one or two animals are at
issue. Further reflection showed that “individual” interpretation of a
conjunctively reduced VP seems quite certainly to trace to a source in
sentential conjunction: the sense of separate actions derives from the
separate predicates of the conjoining sentences. But “unit” interpreta-
tion has struck certain theorists as having much more in common with
plural expressions and number expressions, which are formed as phrases,
and, in any case, as having no straightforwardly demonstrable source
in sentential conjunction.” Thus, to take Curme’s long-standing ex-
ample, the source of ‘The king and queen are an amiable pair’ is ap-
parently “not an abridgement of two or more sentences’’—not, that is,
derived from a conjunction of *The king is an amiable pair’ and *'The
queen is an amiable pair,’ to which reduction of identical material has
applied." The unsatisfactoriness of a proposed source in sentential con-
junction for the ‘king and queen’ phrase comes to the fore, likewise, in
the unit interpretation of ‘Mary and Elizabeth left London. How can its
source be a conjunction of ‘Mary left London’ and ‘Elizabeth left London’
when the whole gist of unit interpretation is, in Anna Wierzbicka’s

is a term from formal logic, which builds upon Gottlob Frege's

definitions of “sense’” (Sinn) and ~reference’” (Bedeutung). The sense of a sentence is a
is a truth-value. Under strong identity,

proposition (Gedanke); the reference of a sentence
both sense and reference coincide; in the analogous syntactic relation, linguistic form as
well as sense and reference do. See “Ueber Sinn und Bedeutung,” Zettsehrift fir Philosophie
und philosophische Kritik 100 (1892): 25-50; also T. Schiebe, #Zum Problem der grammatisch
relevanten Identitit,” in Generative Grammar in Europe, ed. Ferenc Kiefer and Nicholas
Ruwet (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1973), pp- 482-527. On weak identity and its ramifications,
see, further, Osten Dahl, “On So-Called ‘Sloppy ldentity, ™ Synbhise 26 (1973): 81-112.
#For discussion, see Carlota A. Smith, “‘Ambiguous Sentences with And,” in Madern
Studies in English, ed. Reibel and Schane, pp. 75-79: Anna Wierzbicka’s (influential but
unpublished) paper, “Against Conjunction Reduction” (MIT, 1967), as discussed in Stock-
well, Schachter, and Partee, Major Syntactic Structures of English, pp. 305-6; and James D.
McCawley, “The Role of Semantics in a Grammar,” in Emmon Bach and Raobert T. Harms,
ed., Universals in Linguistic Theory (New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1968), pp. 167-
68, revised in “‘A Program for Logic,” in Semmntics of Natural Language, ed. Donald Davidson
and Gilbert Harman (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1972), pp- 538-39.

“Curme, Syntax, p. 161,

" Strong identity”’

22

A Stylistics of the Sentence

Tuvm:d.s, to affirm a “general proposition” and not to make discret 1
;ct:;mtz?s? Almuch closer source for the unit meaning of ‘Mary anedp}f;‘:z_
Lot:]dO:’nu d seem to be The two women left London’ or ‘The pair left
While theoretical debate has confirmed the indispensability and
E\l;):qs fhower. (t)f sente;ntia] conjunction as a source of coordinate setrrll?z-
s, t.? existence of "unit” (sometimes also called '‘ph 1" ine
has continued to challenge adequate formulation e me )meamr'lg
E}l;:]ﬁ;anons have beep recognizqed in other con;ﬁtuéif sﬂizet-uizsatsh;ﬁ
Con};mstrioe:a:"lpiﬁeuglrt ]meka.mng' is present, and sources in sentential
SonlancHen PEII;;SE; )H _act ing, in the following (italicized) adjective
returned fime and agr;in‘- lf['hre(:fui?;idtf;cei f’fﬂfi‘f"-d‘ﬂ;::ffﬁ' it Mo
. : VW o mnd fro’. i Ve
might feel to treat such locutions as isolated ant{i ?nﬁeg};;;?gg?;?;i:t
ronc;rsm];e? is che.cked. b_\;r confronting the wealth of unit meaning t‘h:;
opens before us in certain Fategories and uses of verbs. By far the most
important of these are reciprocal and reflexive verbs. What sentential
con_|u31chon can possibly be the source of ‘Henry and Anne emb ﬂ ;i
or o_f Bushy, Bagot, and Green killed each other’?* Equally, thou l;a’]e* 5
obviously, it is surely possible to say ‘She laughed and ci'{ed’ w%[l-l f}:b
;ec}e;ssary sense that the laughing and crying were one c0mple: sie
ultaneous action—a unit of meaning.” d sificanit
am.biguity in coordinate structure beh:gen i{t];?v?c)l\ll.ls;f :l"::l.i E;iiligr}cmtant
tations can prove stylistically crucial, as we shall be seein atnv::ip Te‘-
points in this study. In general, I have found such ambi gitv fi o
;rllttially t:]? thﬁological contexts—which is not surprising wil:er{ ongeu:ol;g
1ders that the central Christian paradoxes hav ive i .
con }}mctions. with unit meaning; I‘:l'ue Trinity ( thrz;?fe?:c:ssf:r?g ;i“gg;}ﬁ
:he mcarnatl‘or} (God and man), the virgin birth (mother and maid)’
ransicubstanhatmn and Lutheran consubstantiation (Body and bread)’
But in se.cular contexts also, an author’s awareness of j{)ii’lt or se t.
connotations of coordinate phrasing can be conveyed to us i;p?'r; i
becomes as much a literary as a linguistic transaction. k o

-‘-(!F Y :
e :rr ?}Liit:sfs;o:(.i ?FE;RE'\J C. Dougherty, “A Grammar of Coordinate Conjoined Struc-
5, : o Language 46 (1970): 850-98 and 47 (1971): 298-339 i
and Howard Lasnik, “The Logi i e
: _ snik, gical Structure of Reciprocal Se 25 i ish,”
) ! e 0} E entences in English,” Foun-
(:;r;:!-; :f) :;n 1 Cﬂ'ﬂgt 9 (1973): 447-68, and Dougherty’s reply in *“The Syntax afd Sexna;};:q
ach Other Constructions,” FL 12 (1974): 1 47; also Geor nd P ~ \
" . fetia 2( : 1-47; also George Lakoff and P, Stanlev Peters,
angr::;llagomuncilznln :;_'nznd Symmetric Predicates,” in Modern Studies in English ed Re?hril
Schane, pp. 121-22; Robert P, Stockwell, Foundati Syntactic Theory (Englewood
il Bt it oo e o o » Foundations of Syntactic Theory (Englewood
Bl 4 et $ ' ;
For discussion of this and other aspects of ‘unit’ meaning, see R. A. Hudson, “On

Clauses Containing Conjoi i
Ve g Conjoined and Plural Noun Phrases in English,” Lingua 24 (1969-70):
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Another major line of inquiry subsequent to Syntactic Structures fo-
cused on clausal rather than phrasal units under the operation of sen-
tential conjunction. By all odds the most important contribution in this
line for students of prose style is Robin Lakoff’s “Ifs, Ands, and Buts
about Conjunction.”*? She begins by refining a purely syntactic definition
of the identity condition motivating sentential conjunction. We cannot,
she shows, conjoin any two internally well-formed sentences of English
by virtue solely of their identity as sentences. There are relatively more
acceptable and relatively less acceptable sentential conjunctions, as the
following graded series (adapted from her examples) illustrates:

The king acquired Hampton Court and he also held title to Whitehall.
The king acquired Hampton Court and the queen took title to Greenwich.
? The king acquired Hampton Court and Latimer preached jeremiads.
77 The king acquired Hampton Court and vagabonds plague England.
* The bishop is childless and he has three daughters.
** L ondon is on the Thames and London is on the Thames.

The decreasing acceptability of the foregoing sentences has a semantic
explanation. We have already observed that the identity required of
conjoining sentences must include a measure of difference-in-sameness
in order to block tautology. Now, to proceed from the head of the list,
it is clear that the first sentence is thoroughly acceptable as a compound
of different predications about a same subiject (the king = he) and that
the second sentence is also thoroughly acceptable as a compound of
different predications about perceptibly like subjects (the king and the
queen). The third sentence is questionable, despite the correspondent
subject + transitive verb + direct object structure of its conjuncts, be-
cause it is hard for us to carry interpretation beyond “Two men kept
busy in their own ways—s0 what?”” Acceptability will depend on know-
ing that Hampton Court is a lavish palace and that the prophet Jeremiah
denounced sins of worldliness. The fourth sentence is still more unac-
ceptable than its predecessor because it complicates the search for rel-
evant semantic identity with linguistic anomaly: a predication referring
to an action and a specific time (the verb acquired) is paired with one
referring to a state holding for an indefinite time (the generic verb plagte).
Yet this conjunction may become acceptable if we know or can intuit a
connection, say, between royal extravagance and the circumstances un-
der which vagabondage emerges as a national problem. The last two
examples, however, seem more or less firmly unacceptable. At the op-
posite extreme from tautology, contradiction works powerfully to dis-
qualify sentential conjunction by denying a motivation in sameness; all

SR obin Lakoff, “Ifs, Ands, and Buts about Conjunction,”’ in Studies in Liigu fstic Semanfics,
ed. Charles J. Fillmore and D. Terence Langendoen (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston,

1971), pp. 114-49.
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.IS.(OJ‘ appears to be) difference. The only shift for saving the sentenc
with a single asterisk is somehow to find, in irony or innuendoertiltz
r)eedeq measure of likeness—the possibility of reaaing say, with the
following intonation: ‘The bishop is “chiidless”—amd’ he 'has thre
dagghters!' Extrapolating from the observable gradation in acce tabﬂj“;e’
which I have just illustrated, Lakoff concludes that “‘paired cons}:t’it'uenty
must be reducible to partial or complete identity . . . for a con'uncti@rﬁ
to be appropriate”; they must, that is, have a “common topic.” Tlu?s name
f‘.the.con_tmuest points to the localization of motivating icientitv in I:hl;
pair of constituents in the two conjuncts that are what the sentence is

particularly about. This, I think, is the no i i
1 " , rmal wa joi
sentences are interpreted.”= Y in which conjoined

del:duih more tl1al:1 the.ad\rance.' ‘it registt?rs on earlier, purely syntactic
initions of the identity condition motivating sentential conjunction
R.obm Lakoff’s formulation in terms of a “common topic” signals shar :
f:!werge.nce from a then prevalent literary and stylistic outlook on thP
mm.rdmate. sentence” as an entity that, to requﬁte Williamson “c-:mfi
pha.smes alike, and disperses unity and coherence.” Lakoff’s co'mnwn
top1.c both specifies what the emphasis on “alike”” consists in and rec-
ognizes its effect as the promoting of “unity and coherence.”” The en-
abling implications for the analysis of sentence form are imn;ediate as
her own essay proceeds to show. After identifying in the notion c/)f a
common topic the semantic core of the condition governing the con-
joining of sentences, Lakoff examines the types of sentential conjunction
and the. specific properties of conjunctive .parti.cles from her corl'ltinuin
semantic perspective. The point of departure for her typology is thi
Tc.tanda.rd%_v drawn distinction between “‘symmetric”’ corij unction (con-
juncts inin terchangeable positions) and asxmm etric”’ éoniuh\c"tion (con-
|unct51_1i1_ﬁxe:'d_,_ invariant positions). Symmefric conjunction is observably
the more demanding and binding relation, for there are many sentences
that cannot be put together in an indifferent order. Those that can
therefor.e, tend to display clear set membership or other 0\-’erarchin’
connler:hons—for example, ‘Patricia does needlework, and Larry watchei
television, and Ruth rebinds books, and Elizabeth reads spy thrillers
a.nd St@.ve. breeds gerbils” The common topic is unmistakable: leisurei
.tlme aFt1v1ties. By contrast, asymmetric conjunction, especially ‘./vith and
1Ss <'ea511); entere:d upon—so easily, in fact, that a loosely continuativé
t:;l:suc; S(;oec;jcllll.nated sentences is the most common pattern for spon-
Slgnifica}ntly, however, Lakoff notes a further principle operative in
asymmetric sentential conjunction with and: a superimposed binary di-
vision that offsets the looseness of connection by giving the larger);en—

L
Toid., p. 122, and cf. pp. 118, 148. Her emphases,
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tence unit a discernible turn or break. Its force is semantic: one of the
conjoining sentences will serve as a crux or pivot. In her example, the
crux is in the initial conjunct, ‘the police came in’: ‘Well, the story is as
follows: the police came in, and everyone swallowed their cigarettes,
and Bill choked on his, and they had to take him to the hospital, and
his mother just about went frantic when she heard, and I had to placate
her by lending her my copy of Portnoy’s Complaint.” How much my
own analysis of symmetric and, especially, asymmetric sentential con-
junction owes to Lakoff’s will be evident throughout the ensuing sec-
tions of this study, particularly chapter 3. My increased attentiveness to
the crux or pivot superstructure which is part of my debt to her work
tends to indicate, however, that a late or final conjunct is a far likelier
site for a semantic turning point, singe it will give the asymmetric sen-
tential conjunction a climax form [{pace Williamson and others unger
Kellnerian influence, who ascribe chmax distinctively to hypotaxis) I
illustrate, once again, from the Gospel of Matthew (7:25, 27), with'1 al-

icizing to indicate the climactic conjunct:

And the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and beat
upon that house, and it fell not: for it was founded upon a rock.

And the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and beat

upon that house, and it fell, and great was the fall of it.

It is advisable to interrupt exposition of Lakoff’s essay and turn at-
tention briefly to Francis Christensen’s Notes toward a New Rhetoric, a
manifesto for the teaching of writing that advanced slightly earlier and
much stronger claims than Lakoff’s for the stylistic potentiality of asym-
metric sentential conjunction, though without the incisiveness of her
analysis. According to Christensen, “The foundation for a generative or
productive rhetoric of the sentence is that composition is essentially a
process of addition.” In explaining what he means, he comes close to
anticipating Bever’s “canonical sentoid” strategy in his focus on the
“main clause”” and he emphatically anticipates my claim for the mo-

dernity of the prose which is the subject of this study in characterizing

“the typical sentence of modern English” as “what we may call the

cumulative sentence’’:

or may not have a sentence maodifier befote-it,

advances the discussion; but the additions move backward, as in this clause, to
modify the statement of the main clause or more often to explicate or exemplify

it, so that the sentence has a flowing and ebbing movement, advancing to a
new position and then pausing To consolidate it. . . . Thus the .~ form of the

sorves the needs of bollT the writer and the reader, the writer by

The main clause, which may

sentence . . .

“Ibid., p. 127.
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compelling him to examine hi
thought ™ ne his thought, the reader by letting him into the writer’s

I find Christensen’s account of the * i
o ; count cumulative sentence”
1Uca$%;da tlr;haélﬁv:;-gg ?I’I]); for “backward” addition from a msa?? $::;
s e asm—,(: a larger sentence‘unit, but its sturdy insistence
i ‘,-eh;c] e'_i?;tfu;?s[;y p;ogressmg sentence is the o ptimal (and
th_cl;ught is well taken, indged. B S e
eturning, now, to Lakoff’s essay, w i
e s Lot A ay, e note her-signal percepti
con]'ilszlg(f:]“??) 1;1@:;; eefn symmetric and asymetricgntypgs of E::r?tgz:it-;:lt
N deﬁni-t; ‘-5 -olr-m.'- and but as well as and, while also (2) inter-
g namralv?a}: with t.he re?cursiv? potential of these éonjunc—
logies it placer o os‘ﬁguatg.e is quite unlike its counterpart in formal
s basgiac i];a t}i ons in re.Iatlon t(:‘l each other as exclusive alter-
P04l of allemnatyee b i epesienitopte? SataoAlt o e L
: ez v 1c.” Symmetri :
irigav;:c;lrrswe:’ VA\r’;e 11 take a drive or we}’j]l walk in tow;o;rsi?? ll5 ‘:;(L)a E::;
2 movie « 5;11‘0 ;\;in c_:rnl*n:netnc ur,.the less common type, seems nonre-
G Licagﬁon v two conjuncts. Its semantic force is a causal or
ikre e;:-l ol n tlvi?d:endmg from t.he. first alternative to the second.
o el thg q; éa}iasymmetr_v’dumnishes the possibility of actual
e el specified ilternatzl\-'es. Thus, we find asymmetric or
A g;s;ct;ég?r’I--tr'to—c.hmce“. s:ituationsz “You'll be back by
'G{Vekn;c[e liberty or give me’ deasth‘?’g“ = 25, "V e e
akoff’ . . ;
i ot i n L e e o
o prior _ -generative analysis,” amon
Culf;?g::lsni ;vtooh;l;e Eff::ct that but is always nonrecursive. App.=,11-§rt11t-uf—ltjj
e e sl-rﬁ tu are actually separate conjunctions at discrete levels
e (luweg noc{z)m:;, e;shc.an easily be seen in ‘The prince was tall but
s Commo, tu his page was healthy" (higher node). In dis-
e tne o m;; C];plc in bhm‘ cortqunction, she also builds on an
e ?1 y Zellig Harris in purely syntactic terms: sen-
R h but stancl_ardly exhibit a minimum of two elements
Sl € e menfess, while sentences conjoined with and and or
bt differencer?s’o C(IJ';?:. The L{sual manifestation of this minimal
protole ditter in .a eren:c lexical material at corresponding points
ent structure; thus, ‘'The army marched on Rochester but it
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did not march on Canterbury’; ‘The friar ate meat, but the monk did not.’
Moreover, the overt presence of a negative particle endows these but
conjunctions with a kind of normative status, for, as Lakoff’s semanti-
cally oriented analysis makes clear, the common topic in but conju nctions
is a ““combination of similarity and difference” —more precisely, the reg-
istering of difference over against similarity. She distinguishes two senses
of but: one, more impersonal in tenor, termed “semantic opposition”’;
and another, more subjective and personal, termed “denial of expec-
tation.”* Semantic opposition but is the ordinary type: "Wolsey is wealthy
but Bilney is penniless.” Denial of expectation but may be illustrated by
‘They scheduled the landing for dawn, but it was stormy’; ‘Anne prayed
long for a son, but she bore the princess Elizabeth. In rounding out her
typology of symmetric and asymmetric conjunction, Lakoff is inclined
(understandably enough) to rank denial of expectation but, with its built-
in dual time reference, among the asymmetric conjunctions, and se-
mantic opposition but among the symmetric ones. Such a division of
semantic labor appears feasible while offering the additional theoretical
advantage of bringing buf into alignment on syntactic and semantic cri-

teria as, by and large, an antitype—a negative counterpart—of and.

For stylistic reasons, it is worth prolonging reflection on the factor of
thesis is sometimes made

semantic opposition that identifies but, for anti
so blurry a concept that mere structu ral (orother) responsion passes for

its defining feature. Specifically, just as the semantics of and proscribe

the total identity of tautology, so too the semantics of but rule out the
total opposition of antonymy unless the subjects of the conjuncts them-
selves differ. Thus, unless irony or other special interpretation comes to
the rescue, we cannot accept *‘Wolsey is wealthy but he is penniless,
while the acceptability of ‘Wolsey is wealthy but Bilney is penniless’ is
a matter of course. This essential semantic opposition, controlled with

much is predicated, probably explains why

regard to how little and how
the occurrence of but is restricted to two conjuncts: to focus the required
d and Richards have shown

balance of difference and sameness. Osgoo
in interesting experimental work that the presence of negative conno-

tation is the sole known psycholinguistic determinant for the choice of
but over and in sentential contexts that could admit either connective.™
But, in a literary-critical quarter, the strongest recognition I know of the
tight oscillation of but in balancing semantic polarities comes from Ken-
neth Burke, who comments as follows on antithesis in A Rhetoric of

Motives:

L akoff, “Ifs, Ands, and Buts,” p- 132.
“Charles E. Osgood and Meredith M. Richards, “From

Language 49 (1973): 380-412.
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A Stylistics of the Sentence

O
mztcte yo; grasp the trend of the form, it invite
er. Formall il fi self
itk s i:,it):?hwm find .y.ourselr swinging along . . . even th
may S e ¢ proposition that is being preseﬁtrd in thi t_U'-'Bh it
: I , : n : s to 1
e A 5. it[;;_]:;;n.ent s Pmpa:mtmn which vou resent—yet for ther:in. O'r .
formal develo me“ ¢ ‘?IPOLI mlgl‘lf help him out” to the extent of vieldj ot
.« dedgiﬁn en ,t.]:;urrzndenng to its symmetry as such ) Lf:} :“}H Pl
: S 1s still to be reached . brepares for aseent
e st ey » A yielding to the form pre 5
ki identified with it. Thus, vou are drawn to thepf D et
! ds a i s ol i '
feel how it is c]ljf,r?san, but because of some “universal” appeal i : I_"Ot "
5 destined to develop—and on the level of p Iy formal sssent won
3 u [

would col]aborate T i usly g O

o ) ! tC‘ round out its S_vmrnetry by spontaneo 1 illing i m

P on an PEI’:QCU(‘H as an utterance.",~” 4 pushyill e -
e d ; . AR

§ participation regardless of subject

While antithesis—but coni i i
b e s bt o junction—is the only nonrecursive f i
g of Eonnzcﬁfrg:?}ﬁ:qmg fi‘.’?d ar]d or, there is a cunsiderabi\frolrar;lgi:?
coordinate sentencekfor;'itl;:pose i o ey desleion or withth
(sometimes also called en; hes? e the so-called correlative conjunctions
inclade bt . - ot tp atic conjunctions). The staples of this grou
wor, ne I.t " r,mto (only) . . . but (also), either . . . or, neither g
show the same resistaneworthy thiat _dauses connected by corr elaﬂ“’.‘fs'
v ice to the manipulations of the coordinate struc-
& i s i ;‘F'IT;Bd by mfd, but, or or. What is more, they exhibit
i iy .rlca dynamic analogous to that identified by B k
e Tl 1 y On.e o] ogn:a! progression or inevitabilitv in whi
incomplete t;i(éu:eei [_b_‘, t_he fi rgt member of the pair] is kr:‘c;':\fnn “t: 1}2};
missing material is s .amjs. e ]F'md of suspension until finally . the
is such an insighé ir:ltzpﬂ:ed as introduced by the conjunction.” N‘;tl“nl\"
accurate in itself ancl---usefilsief:lciir.‘:t(?rkh:gs g lcorr-elative conjunctioh
“logic” and.“sis il orrecting the Kellnerian imputations
porg . L),_.m_{f(;lg‘_]?g}%_s_l_g‘g _‘ngdl}: to hypotaxis, but it will ajgﬁ‘pfavz‘%ﬁf
th.e________ﬁm Is Eeafjt-he " ping formal argument in chapters 4 through 6 that
ity Sh.ftgfperlod with which I am concerned undergoes a
syntax.” Tufte, in % from what L call “open sentences” to ”di%ected
pioses e 3;1 : sum'mipg up on correlative conjunEfiB‘.h‘ffm her pur-
5. BIVE ntroduction in brief to mine: e 2y

relative to diré ; “This quality of _
rect the reader to the intended logical and sgntacgc Lnj‘:nih]i cor
b clusion

allows its use, e i

s » even without the orderi

5l s ring effects of a strong parallelis

o ) ade’ source of control over the arrangement E P' e
gthy-and complex structures.””*! TR

i 1
the correlative creates

" - e ——_
rﬂl\i:i.;?:‘t:‘[!a‘;rke’ A Riseforic of Motives (New York: P
; ;
s Furl;l.l te, Granimar as Style (New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Wins v
’ hraq, er, on the range and effects of diverse place ” Yl
B p % se structure, Simon C. Dik, Coordination: [t L sticati
anguistics (Amsterdam: North-Halland PP . C

rentice-Hall. 1950), pp. 58-59
cement of conjunctive particles
Implications for the Theory of Guneral

ublishing Co., 1968), p. 53;and Georgia M. Gree
. e,

29



Introductory

Besides the precision and intensiveness that transformational-gener-
ative analysis has contributed to our understanding of sentential con-
junction, an almost equal benefit has been the expansion of our awareness
of its resources. Application of the concept of deep structure-has dis-
closed the hitherto unsuspected origins in sentential c_onj_g.mctio_!j.'of a
number of ostensibly dissimilar constructions, the most important of
which are nonrestrictive relatives, so-called sentential relatives, paren-
theticals, and appositives. It is vital to our estimate of the specifically
literary potential of coordinate structure that these constructions should
be recognized as family members, for, as | shall indicate in the following
selective discussion, they make apertures in sentence form through which
the author can put i \ce— that is, interject a voice, often
with something pointed to say.

In the formation of nonrestrictive relative constructions, an underlying
symmetric conjunction of two sentences with and is transformed by the
adjoining of one of the sentences within the other, in accordance with
the following procedure.” Given a pair of sentential conjuncts, each of
which contains a coreferential—that is, identical—NP, one of the sen-
tential conjuncts can be moved to a position immediately following the
coreferential noun in the other conjunct and adjoined there (with minor
attendant alteration of its internal structure). Notably, however, the syn-

tactic independence—oOr coordinate status—of the affected sentences is

not compromised in either case. Thus from an underlying symmetric
conjunction like the following, ‘The Englishman was a skilled archer
and the Englishman won the flitch of bacon,” either of a pair of nonrestric-
tive relatives can be derived:; ‘The Englishman, who won the flitch of
bacon, was a skilled archer,” The Englishman, who was a skilled archer,
won the flitch of bacon. For this pair, the respective intermediate step
in derivation would be sentential conjunctions of the form "The English-
man, and the Englishman won the flitch of bacon, was a skilled archer,

“The Englishman, and the Englishman was a skilled archer, won the

flitch of bacon. To generate a nonrestrictive relative conjunction is to

exercise an option with respect to stylistic focus. At the same time that
two independent pieces of information are being vouched for—or, more

““The Lexical Expression of Emphatic Conjunction: Theoretical Implications,” Foundations

of Language 10 (1973); 197-248.

¥“This analysis was first proposed by |
cpcs. 4.2.3, 6.2.4.1; the argument for the co
was first made by Sandra A, Thompson. “The
Semimitics, ed. Fillmore and Langendoen, pp.
Syntactic Theoriy, pp- 162-63. The coor

ohn R. Ross, Constraints on Vigriables in Syntax,
ordinate origing of relative clauses generally
Deep Structure of Relative Clauses,” Studies
i Lingnistic 79_94. Stockwell concurs with
Thompson in Faundatiols of dinate origins of non-
restrictive relative constructions are not in dispute.
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(who was) the king of all England, knelt in the tiny chapel’; ‘He called
for the destruction of Antichrist, that is (to say), the papacy, from the
pulpit at Paul’s Cross’; ‘Arriving at Dover, which she had longed to do,
put the countess in good spirits.’ In their reduced form, especially, ap-
positives may seem indistinguishable from coordinate NPs. Yet there is
a fundamental semantic difference: coordinated elements are under-
stood as referring to different things, appositives fo the same thing.*
This marked separation of function reflects still further on the wealth of
nuance regarding semantic and syntactic likeness-and-difference that
comprises the resources of sentential conjunction. Because the difference
between identity and nonidentity is always vital in language, it is im-
portant to note that certain syntactic cues signal the respective relations
of apposition or coordination—for instance, serial apposition never takes
an and connective while serial coordination nearly always does. Thus,
if and is omitted from a serial coordination, it may become correspond-
ingly ambiguous. Compare in this connection "They hailed Sir Francis
Bacon, Lord Chief Justice, Baron Verulam, Viscount St. Albans’ (appo-
sition: one object of the action); ‘They hailed the knight, the lord, the
baron, the viscount’ (serial coordination: four objects of the action). But
the more routinely difficult distinction to draw is that between coordinate
or—always disjunctive, as noted previously—and appositive or, which
multiplies alternative names for the same referent. Only comma into-
nation or comma punctuation, again the surface sentential reflex of Syn-
tactic independence deriving from conjunctive origins, can be looked to
for cues to the presence of appositive or: ‘He sailed for Constantinople,
or Istanbul’; ‘Steenie, or the duke of Buckingham, was the king’s favorite’
The parting reflection to be made on the extended family members
among those constructions having a source in sentential.conjunction is
stylistic, and it turns on a possible-effect of their syntactic peculiarity-as
a group: their adjunctionwithin a matrix or containing clause. The fea-
ture of adjunetion carries with it a remarkable latitude, for it can produce
suspensive or successive effects that completely confound the simplistic
 distinction drawn between hypotaxis and parataxis in traditional phi-~
lology. If adjunction occurs at the head or at some internal node ofclause
structure,~and if the mé_l_t_er_ial_being.adjgmined—h-Uf‘EﬁSF'BGIk, the effect
will be to suspend the progression of main elements in the clause and
to complicate perception of the clause as an integral unit, no matter
whether the source of the adjunct is conjunction or one of the two
embedding operations, relativization or complementation. Conversely,
if adjunction is performed only at the tail end of clause units, the effect

“George L. Dillon, Language Processing and the Reading of Literattire: Toward u Model of
Comprehension (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), pp. 90-41.

22



Introductory

i “ Thus the
ili iti i ; e perspicuous.” T :
.’ trailing, additive,. and.m.h.ﬂ_mnﬂ.x_mﬂrn perspic ¥
:::Isucnt;:fceqﬁ_ : junctive syntax—especially as augmelrteld i}yt an;l;is:.l;
g i icti ives ositives, and parentheticals to 0!

acing nonrestrictive relatives, appos AIS 100G
gt subgsurface coordination—emerge in a much more dazzlltﬁgij‘;l ;;??1236
light than that shed upon them by earhc;r mfags. :ztr, Sﬁfﬂg{:—:wwam_

i 7 ondingly deeper sha : fus
occasion to see, there may be corresp \ e %)

i 1riti d if these staple resources Xp
ons and obscurities—produce tar ‘ :
icihvszvs that frustrate the “canonical sentoid” strategy for.gng]ilsi];:s;_

' ing its NP+ V+NP progression with a :
tences by encumbering its ! Of : i
thereby, in Christensen'’s picturesque phrase, loadz*lg tl:le r_‘Eat'(ern
which we rely for understanding}what w;]ethe]::elizreziae ‘:\,av ——

P s 0 _ '

draw this introduction to a close, and 10 pi . .
di;[;s:?c:n of a major aspect of Scripturalism in English prose Stylﬁel‘z

i i i d, I wish to make a summary re
the period with which I am concerned, . A i
of tEe features of sentential conjunction that Fl\aracterife 50: :cag? e

itic or Hebraic sense parallelism, the parallelism charautenfshu]: s ,
' T e.
It:'?rlacular and sententious passages, even wh(:ule:-dbgolqaa,l ;oeii:;ede:ﬁ ‘e
o ism i , properly, regarded as . ce,
Although sense parallelism is now, p : v
this kn%}wledge of its character had longlbéale? Ios’;{ tcl)3 ::E}itc;\::hj'i“mo-
iti 1ly, until Bishop Ro .
tradition as well as more generally, R s el
i i ighteenth century. The fac

tous rediscovery in the eig : g
E:)exj-;;v bears rehearsing in the present context for several reasor;isamd
first, to clarify that Biblical parallelism was constru;ed gt:)c‘i;eagfars__wml;

io t sies of heightened prose. In those eras, Wi
rior to Lowth, as a species of h€ ed : 5
Eiblical parallelism was imitated, it was 1m1ta‘teddm prgsteramlaEd o
How poetic form could have been transmitted (an reqe,w .
retranslated) for centuries in such a fashion that the form was p Zl.e whe];
ready for recognition and yet unrecognized, becomes less a pu;c W
one takes account of its fundamentally syntactic and s%rlnan ) ,OUt e
than Eexi;al and phonological, composition. Lowth lucidly se

alluding has been formula ted 1'11;311 impnrla}n:.t w?:q::
ineuistic study as one between “left-branching’’ (suspensive) and r1ght—b.ra1f1c inai L.l.a “
lmgl‘mhc 42, < by Victor H. Yngve in “A Model and an I-l_vpo.thems or Le g‘ ::1]
E.ESENQ] C?-mtm?:??‘: af the American Philosophical Association 104 (1960): 444-76. F;)r ]{:,ith.
b{mﬂu?e' iy i G .ne Paycholinguistics: Chomsky and Psychalogy (Harmon sv; :
e SEEJUd}*t)h ::—‘t‘l -18. ’:-»i 160-!81- and Fodor, Bever, and Garrett, The Psychology
), pp- =54, 16¥=-063;

“The distinction to which 1 am

Penguin Books, 197
of Language, pp- 406-19.
#Christensen, Notes towar

For . ¥ 5 T va developments 1n En see 1sra aroway, "The Blbl? as
‘ f g 5 i iﬁnd, see IE el Barowav,
"Fe r accounts of elevant de OpImente L =

. 1933): 447-80; ° ebrew
jy -in the English Renaissance: An Introduction,” JEGP 32 (1_9331. -}:l;—ﬂf’],(:}::)ﬁhﬁ oy
o s dv in Renaissance Sources and Interpretation, ‘EI.H 2 {1995y, g
B 1 "-‘d: A Furth:.er Study in Renaissance Interpretation of Biblical Tt:‘lt'{r‘:‘l.,H
e & -i\;‘li‘am Whallon: Hebraic Symmetry in 5ir Thomas Brnwne.' 1L
s {Iwil" 1;2—!:5;”“; Fliv‘.ch Jerusalenyand Albion: The Hebraic Factor in Seventeenth-Century
28 (1961): 33544 E
Ef:tilnf:f:; (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1964).

d a New Rhetoric, p. 5. His injunction is: “Don’t load the

A Stylistics of the Sentence

principles of composition in sense parallelisms in the Preliminary Dis-
sertation appended to his translation of Isaiah (1778): “The correspon-
dence of one Verse, or Line, with another, I call Parallelism. When a
proposition is delivered, and a second is subjoined to it, or drawn under
it, equivalent, or contrasted with it, in Sense; or similar to it in the form
of Grammatical Construction; these I call Parallel Lines; and the words
or phrases answering one to another in the corresponding Lines Parallel
Terms.””* He proceeded to distinguish and describe three main kinds of
“Parallel Lines.” Synonymic lines “correspond one to another by ex-
pressing the same sense in different, but equivalent terms; when a Prop-
osition is delivered, and it is immediately repeated, in the whole or in
part: the expression being varied, but the sense entirely, or nearly the
same.” Antithetic lines “’correspond with one another by an Opposition
- sometimes in expressions, sometimes in sense only. Accordingly
the degrees of Antithesis are various; from an exact contraposition of
word to word through the whole sentence, down to a general disparity,
with something of a contrariety, in the two Propositions.” What becomes
remarkable about Lowth’s definitions in the context of the preceding
linguistic excursus is that Hebraic sense parallelism makes creative cap-
ital of the very sameness-and-difference relations that inform the work-
ings of sentential conjunction. Thus, as Lowth indeed recognized,
synonymic and antithetic sense parallelisms comprise the paradigmatic
types of composition in this mode; they subsist together in syntactic and
semantic complementarity.

Over against this paradigmatic complementarity, Lowth defined a third
type of Biblical parallelism which he termed ““Synthetic or Constructive’:
in it the joint syntactic and semantic specifications are relaxed so that
“the Parallelism consists only in the similar form of Construction.” In
other words, synthetic parallelism is what we ourselves mean by “par-
allelism” as a stylistic term. The lines in a synthetic parallelism are bound
together by the “mere correspondence between different Propositions,
in respect of the shape and turn of the whole sentence, and of the
constructive parts: such as noun answering to noun, verb to verb, mem-
ber to member, negative to negative, interrogative to interrogative.”” In
fact, subsequent scholarship has disclosed even more possibility for va-
riety in synthetic parallelism than Lowth recognized: it may retain a
form parallel to a preceding line while being shorter (containing fewer
constituents); or it may depart from parallel form at some point in its
sequence. To bring out more explicitly these possibilities for variation

"Robert Lowth, Preliminary Dissertation to Isaiah, pp. xix, xx, cited in George Buchanan

Gray, The Forms of Hebrew Poetry (London, New York, Toronto: Hodder & Stoughton, 1915),
pp. 48-49.
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i i ture that become the corresp

k the units of constituent struc beco .

rpjlaarl"cs of the Hebrew composition. The following illustration of the three

types derives from Gray:

(a) Synonymic parallelism: Jacob
[-will-divide-them in-Jacob, . .
Ar:d—I-will—scatter-them in-Israel. (Gepesm 49:7)
For-the-heavens like-smoke shall-vanish-away, b 526
And-the-earth like-a-garment shall-wax-old. (Isaiah 52:

ithetic parallelism:

. ?gg—t:lorvf’of young-men is-'their—.strength;_
But-the-beauty-of old-men is-their-gray-hair.
A-soft answer turneth-away wrath,
But-a-grievous word stirreth-up anger.

(Proverbs 20:29)
(Proverbs 15:1)

(c) Incomplete (or synthetic) parallelis:if:lh -
I-will-restore  thy-judges as-at-the-hrst, . '
ATd—thy—counsellors as-at-the-beginning. (Isaiah 1:26)

-for- his-days are-as-grass; .
I;S:cgorvr;z:—of the—}f,ield so-he-flourisheth. (}I:salm 103:15)
or- - hed-forth,

-hand to-the-tent-peg she stretc/ -
Il;lil;l-}?er;-right—hand to-the-workman s—mallet. (Judges 5:26)
For-Yahweh knows the-way-of tht.e—nghteous; .
But-the-way-of the-wicked will-perish. (Psalm 1:6)
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A Stylistics of the Sentence

duces to song, to prophecy, to aphorism, and other kinds of consciously
charged or weighty utterance. Accordingly, parallelistic composition
characterizes the whole of Proverbs, Lamentations, and Canticles, ex-
tensive portions of the Psalms and Job, and parts of Ecclesiastes as well
as Isaiah and the nonbiographical part of Jeremiah among the major
prophets, while among the minor prophets too, from Hosea through
Malachi, such composition is quite continuously maintained. In addi-
tion, interpolated parallelisms are found sporadically in the Old Testa-
ment historical books, in victory songs, cultic hymns, words of counsel,
blessings, denunciations, and curses. (A snatch of a victory song is
illustrated in the parallelism from Judges 5:26 cited above.) Finally, while
parallelistic composition is comparatively much rarer in the New Tes-
tament, it nevertheless makes notable appearances in the Magnificat
(Luke 1:46-55), in the Beatitudes (Matthew 5:1-11), in stretches of the
Pauline Epistles (particularly in Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, and
1'and 2 Timothy), and in extended passages of 1 John and the visionary
evocations of Revelation.™

Some excellent recent discussion by Roman Jakobson and Ruth
apRoberts has focused literary attention on the singular amenability of
Hebraic sense parallelism to replication from language to language—a
characteristic that qualifies it as a poetic universal.™ Jakobson’s articles
cite evidence from Chinese and Vedic traditions, which, of course, are
independent of the Hebrew, to show that synonymic and antithetic
parallelisms undergird the most ancient verse productions of discrete
cultures. The analysis offered by apRoberts addresses itself more to the
psychological impact of this mode of composition—what she finely calls
“the ideational rhyme of parallel members” that at once engages and
heightens consciousness:

The essential pattern prevails, the parallelisms that are the radical formal element
of Hebrew verse. By these patterns the poem refers back to itself, sets up ex-
pectations within itself, and resolves itself. . . . For the reader or hearer actively
correlates the two members, the pair of “rhyming’” ideas, by discovering the
logic of similarity or contrast. . . . Those who are familiar with traditional musical
form will recognize a strong similarity here: repetitions with variations, paired
phrases, refrains, da capos, resolutions, and tonality. But the remarkable thing
is that although the form is “musical,” the patterns are not of sound but of

"Ibid., pp. 132-57. The listing of parallelistic composition in the Old Testament is taken
from pp. 37-40; information on its occurrence in the New Testament derives from Amos
N. Wilder, Early Christian Rhetoric: The Language of the Gospel (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1971), pp. 104-15. )

“Roman Jakobson, “Grammatical Parallelism and Its Russian Facet,” Language 42 (1966):
399-429; and “Poetry of Grammar and Grammar of Poetry,” Lingua 21 (1968): 597-609;
Ruth apRoberts, “Old Testament Poetry: The Translatable Structure,” PMLA 92 (1977):
987-1004.
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meaning. The sense unit coincides with the form unit, constitutes, in fact, the
form unit. It is what Ernest Renan called a vinie des pensées, a rhyme of thoughts,
or a music of ideas. ... The Old Testament poem is intelligible—as indeed
many poems are; but, by virtue of the way in which its members explain each
other, it reaches a consummate degree of intelligibility; it is an art form that has
been used, or understood, perhaps more than any other in history.”

To supplement apRoberts’s focus on the cognitive and perceptual effects
of sense parallelism as heard or read, observations from rabbinical schol-
arship, as reported by Gray, offer insights into the motives of writers
employing the mode. fbn Ezra (1093-1163) first commented that the
repetition of a thought in synonymous words was a stylistic elegance
befitting prophetic utterance, while D. Kimhi (ca. 1160-1235) identified
the power of the style of Isaiah with the “reduplication of meaning by
means of synonymous terms” practiced by the book’s author.” Louis
Newman, a twentieth-century Hebrew scholar, has sought to extend
insight into the authorial perspective still further by grounding paral-
lelistic composition in two of the ““deepest psychological principles”: (1)
the specific sensation of strong feelings as successive "‘waves of emotion”’
and (2) the common human inability to “leave with one statement what
is felt as a profound insight.” He postulates a pair of corresponding rules
that harness these psychological principles in parallelistic composition:
(1)a “demand for orderliness” confronts the waves of emotion, imposing
stichic form and binary responsion on their expression, while (2) a coun-

tervailing ‘‘demand for repetition” is accommodated, but at the price of

stylization that rules out indulgence in verbatim reiteration.”

It will by fiow have become evident, from~hi§§orica1 and formal vantage
points in the linguistic domain, why seeking to-trace the impact of
Scripture upon vernacular English prose has a commanding stylistic
interest for me: writers whose native mode of composition abounds in
conjunctive sentence forms encounter in the immediacy of their own
tongue what to them is divine utterance, and it abounds in the same
mode. What are the effects of such an encounter on the writing of prose?
Yet, stated only linguistically, such a que-stion"reméins insensitive to the
intense additional interest that accrues specifically from the context of
the English national experience during the two centuries from 1380—
above all, the singularly deflected and delayed process of securing the

“ApRoberts, #0Old Testament Poetry,” pp- 988, 990, 998, 999, 1000.

“Gray, Forms of Hebrew Poctry. pp- 17-18.

“Louis 1. Newman, Studivs in Biblical Parallelism, I: Parallelism in Amos, University of
California Publications in Semitic Philology no. 1.2 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1918), pp- 57-59.
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