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“A parenthetical word, phrase, or clause is inserted into a sentence as an explanation or afterthought, and is usually marked off by brackets, commas, or dashes. Such a word, phrase, or clause is said to be used parenthetically” – says Oxford English Dictionary’s glossary of grammatical terms. In the flow of speech they are usually manifested in the expression plane and characterized by a change in prosody which has been first proved by O.V. Aleksandrova. The theory of parentheses has been consecutively investigated by many investigators, such as M.M. Philippova, L. Arapieva, L.L. Baranova and others. Many of them belong to the scientific school of the Department of English Linguistics of the Faculty of Philology at Lomonosov Moscow State University.
O.V. Alexandrova presented the method of studying parentheses as insertions in the syntactical segmentation of smoothly-flowing speech and uncovered syntax and semiotics of the non-smoothly-flowing prosody. L.U. Arapieva has studied the ways of horizontal segmentation of the speech. M.M. Philippova continued to explore syntax and added to the sum of the mentioned-above works a thorough analysis of parentheses proper expressed by attributive, concessive and conditional clauses. The semiotics of parenthetical insertions in written text has been further studied in detail by L.L. Baranova. She described three main punctuation marks used to mark off parentheses: brackets, double commas and double dashes. All of them belong to the horizontal segmentation. 

L.L. Baranova convincingly shows that this theoretical supposition is true with certain digressions for fictional texts. Will the same be true for the language of diaries? Belgrave and Orwell are different from each other in terms of language, so how do they use parentheses in writing a diary? We will consecutively count and compare the use of brackets, double commas and double dashes by Belgrave and Orwell.
The hypothesis is that the diaries may contain a wide range of parentheses, but they are probably influenced more by the author’s idiostyle than by normative assumptions. We also hypothesize that the two authors may differ in the use of punctuation marks to denote parenthesis. We have compared parenthetical insertions in both texts to prove the hypothesis.
The first glimpse has shown most unexpected results. For the period under review G. Orwell used brackets 123 times (the opening and closing brackets were counted together as 1 instance of use), while C. Belgrave did that only once! Practically all the examples fit the theory developed by Baranova L.L., marking “a comparatively unimportant afterthought”. E.g.

Evidently the fish referred to as “lithe” is a pollack, but sometimes this is referred to as though it were a variety of “saythe” (the phrase “rock saythe” is used), the “saythe’s” other name being, I think, cole-fish.

However, numerous uses of brackets by Orwell demonstrate variety in the plane of content and indicate the semiotics of this punctuation mark in his diaries. Thus, we can guess that brackets were sometimes used as a mark of the most important information on a page that might be useful much later – such as the date by which the rabbit skin would be cured, the number of plants planted, or the name of a sowed cultivar that would show great productivity in the future. E.g.

Sowed onions (Ailsa Craig) & lettuces for next year.
The situation with double dashes is exactly the opposite. Belgrave uses the double dash to express his personal judgments or unimportant details, and in the given examples the double dashes can hardly be said to “indicate … the importance of the information contained therein”.
Dined with the T.T.s & went to a very poor picture at the cinema – I thought it was something else – all very bored.
Considering the significant lack of brackets in Belgrave’s writing we suppose that the author used double dashes to mark the important information (and personal judgments, naturally, may be of that importance in a diary) alongside with unimportant insertions. In his defense we may add that the few examples of the use of double dashes by Orwell also rarely provide any important details.
Today made a sledge – primitive substitute for wheelbarrow – out of driftwood & some old match-boarding.

Several parentheses indicated by the use of double commas consistent with the above-mentioned general function of parenthesis mentioned above, interestingly are considerably rare with both authors. It may signal that in the language of diaries authors tend to prefer more obvious ways to denote parenthesis – brackets, in Orwell’s case, and double dashes in Belgrave’s case.
The comparison of the two diaries showed that parenthetical insertions within the framework of ordinary discourse of diaries are generally compatible with the theory of parentheses elaborated by the Department of English Linguistics of the Faculty of Philology at Lomonosov Moscow State University. However, the instruments for their manifestation in our material and the preference for certain punctuation marks to the exclusion of others should also be noted and may be explained in terms of the author’s idiostyle.
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